47" joint meeting of the CIDOC CRM SIG and I1SO/TC46/SC4/WGS; 40
FRBR- CIDOC CRM Harmonization meeting.
24&26 June 2020

University of Oslo, Faculty of arts, Unit for digital documentation

Online on Zoom platform

Participants

Vincent Alamercery (LARHRA, Université de Lyon —FR); Dimitris Angelakis (ICS-FORTH-GR); Chrysoula
Bekiari (ICS-FORTH-GR); George Bruseker (Takin.solutions, BU); Nicola Carboni (University of Zurich,
SARI —CH); Martin Doerr (ICS-FORTH—GR); @yvind Eide (Universitat zu KéIn —DE); Philipp Eisenhuth
(Universitat Bayreuth —DE); Pavlos Fafalios (ICS-FORTH—GR); Achille Felicetti (PIN; University of
Florence; IT); Mark Fichtner (Germanisches Nationalmuseum, Nirnberg —DE); Myriel Fichtner
(Universitat Bayreuth —DE); Nils GeiB3ler (Universitat zu Kéln —DE);Giinther Gorz (Friedrich-Alexander-
Universitat, Erlangen-Nirnberg —DE); Thomas Hansli (University of Zurich —CH); Athina Kritsotaki (ICS-
FORTH, GR); Matteo Lorenzini (ETH Zirich —CH); Philippe Michon (Canadian Heritage Information
Network —CA); Francesca Murano (University of Florence, IT); Massoomeh Niknia (Kharazmi University
—IR); Christian-Emil Ore (University of Oslo — NO); Mélanie Roche (National library of France —FR);
Muriel van Ruymbeke (University of Liege —BE); Rob Sanderson (J Paul Getty Trust/Yale University —US);
Stephen Stead (Paveprime Ltd —UK);Slavina Stoyanova (Universitat zu Kéln —de); Eleni Tsouloucha (ICS-
FORTH, GR);Athanasios Velios (University of the Arts London; UK)



Index

o | ol o T [ | £ PSP TOPP  PU PO POPRPPPPTIN 1
T Te =) O TP PO P PO U RO PRROPPRRUI 2
DAY 1: 24 JUNE 2020 ...ttt ettt et sb e s bt sat e sttt e bt e s bt e she e s et e et b e e bt e be e ehe e saee et e ebeenbeenneennne e 6
House rules for the Meeting (CEO) .......uiiiieiiei ettt e eeee e e e etee e e e stae e e e sabae e e e s abaee s eenraeeeennrenas 6
Welcome and generic introduction with respect to goals of the meeting (MD)........cccceevvevveeereeenee. 6
SESSION 1.1; Facilitator: Thanasis VEIIOS .....uueeiiiiiieciiiieiee ettt eectrree e e e e e e e rrare e e e e e e e snnrraaeeaaeeennns 6
Issue 456: Compatibility Statement; Issue facilitator: CEOQ) .......coocvereeeireeeeecieee et e 6
Issue 459: Modelling Principles; issue facilitator: CEO ........cccueieeeiiieecciiee et e 7
Issue 458: Proofreading of scope notes of P79-P80-P81-P82...........ccccecueeeeeiiieeeeiieee e eecveee e 8
NEW ISSUE: eXamples for P8L & P82........ciiiciiiiiiiieeeeieee ettt esvte e s tee e s svee s e s abee e s ssaea e e s nraeaesnreeas 9
L1 e 72 TN 10
Y8 =30 A PSSP 10
SESSION 1.2; Facilitator: Chrysoula BEKIari.........eeeecuieieeciiee ettt e e e e e 11
ISSUB 453 .t e s e s s e e s sree s 11
ISSUB 428 ...t e e st e s e s e r et e e e s s s a e e e e e e s 13
NEW ISSUE: redraft the scope note of all primitive values that are isA E41 Appellation, to capture
1801 E =Tl SO OO PTUPPOPRRPRR 14
[ DTS O PRSP OPPRT OO 14
NEW ISSUE: revise the examples of E13 Attribute Assignment........ccccceiiiiieieiccee e, 14
ISSUB AB8 ...ttt 14
NEW ISSUE: Change the scope note of E11 Modification..........ccccuviieeiiieicciee e e, 15
ISSUB A8O: ...t e s s s s e s e b e s e e e s es 15
NEW ISSUE: reformulate the scope Note for PAB4 ..........ocoecuieiieeiiie ettt e 15
SESSION 1.3; Facilitator: GEOrge BrUSEKE.......uviiieiiee ettt e e e sare e e e e 15
Issue 428 —HW by MD: scope note of E59 Primitive Value ........cccvveieiieiiicciee e, 15
Issue 453 —HW by SS: scope note of P170 defines time .......c.eeiieciieeiecciiie e 16
[SSUB AB2 ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e s e e e s b e e e s r e e e e r e e s e re e e e e rere e e earenes 16
ISSUB 476 .eiiiiiiiiiiiiiii it e a e s ara s 16
ISSUB 475 oottt e a e s s aba s 17
[SSUB 426 ..coiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ittt e aa e s aba s 17



R LS - 3 AT 18

DAY 2: 26 JUNE 2020 ...coeeiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiieeeieeeeeeetetetetetetetete et te et tete et te ettt e e et te e e ettt et te e et ettt ettt e et e ettt et ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e eeaeaaes 18
T} { oo [V L1 o] o USRS PP PTO PP PRROPROTN 18
SESSION 2.1; Facilitator: StEPhENn STEAM. ....ccccuviieicee e e e e e arae e e e areeas 19

Issue 497: reformulate the SCOPe NOLE fOr PLOA .....cooeiieii e 19
ISSUR 4O0 ..ciiiiiiiieetee e e e e e e e e e s s a e e e e s s 20
ISSUB AB3 ..ttt e e s sra s 20
ISSUB 457 oottt e e ra e s ra s 20
SESSION 2.2; Facilitator: Thanasis VeIIOS. ..cccceveeieeieieeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 22
ISSUB 483 ..t e e e e e s e e r et e e e s s e aa e e e e e e e 22
ISSUB A50: .iiiiiiiiieeieee et e e s et e e e s s r et e e e s s arae e e e s s e 22
NEW ISSUE: revision of the examples for E54 DIMENSION .......ccccciiieeieiiie et cctee et e e 22
ISSUB 383 .t e s e s s e s sree s 22
[SSUB 274 .ttt e s e s e e s eree s 23
ISSUB 483 ..t e e e e e s e e r et e e e s s e aa e e e e e e e 24
NEW ISSUE: revise examples for E33 Linguistic Object .......cccueviveiiieiiciie e 24
SESSION 2.3; Facilitator: Christian-Emil Ore .....cooeeeiieeeeeeeeeeeeee e 25
Issue 450 —HW by SS to edit the scope note of E54 DIMENSION ......cccoccuieeeeciiiieeeciiee et 25
ISSUB 483 ..ot s aa s 25
ISSUE 426 —HW DY RS-ttt st sttt ettt e e e s e e reenee 26
NEW ISSUE: reference and enhance the examples of P198 holds or supports. ......ccccccceeeeeciveeeennnenn. 27
AOB-MANAZEIIAI ISSUBS .....uviieeiiiie et e et e ettt e e eette e e e et e e e e ate e e e eebeeeeeebaeaeeasbaeeeesnseseeeanbasesensseeesennsenas 27
VTl ] o1 8 a1l oI o] o [ or= 4o o 3 RS 27
Specify the decision-making procedures the SIG resorts to. .......ccccecvveiirciieeecciie e 28
Next SIG meetings —according to SCheAUIE.........c.uuiiiiiiiiie e 28
Feedback by SIG members re. the process of having an online meeting. ..........ccoceeeeeciiieecciee e, 28

Appendix 1: List of abbreviated Nnames in the tEXT ... e e 29

Appendix 2: Amendments decided during 47th CIDOC CRM Meeting.......ccccceeveeeiieiiiiiiieeeeeeeecvieeeee e 30
(00000 ] oX= 11 o 11 L1 Y 2P PR 30
ISSUB 38D .ttt e e s b s e e s sar s e e s sanes 30

E24 Human-Made Thing (S57S @AItS) ...cccuuiieieiiieeceiiee ettt e e e tee e e e ete e e e e atae e e e bee e e eareeas 30
E22 Human-Made ObjJeCt (CEOQ'S HW) ...uuii ettt ettt e et e et e e e eatae e e be e e e eareeas 31
E25 Human-Made FEature (CEO’S HW) .....covueiiiiieee ettt ettt eetee e et eeatee e e eeateee e esabeeeeenareeas 32



HVW DY RS: e se e e e e e ses s eeeesee s eseeesese e s ssesseseaeseseseeseseeeseeesseeeeeeseeseensessens 32
The final version of the PrOPeItY ... e e e e e e e e e e ata e e e e eareeas 33
[SSUB A28 ...t ettt e e s a e e e s a e e e s sra et e s sanes 33
ES9 Primitive VAU ..ccueeeeeieeiie ettt ettt sttt ettt e e s b e e sate e sabeesanaeesareeenees 33
The final version of E59 Primitive Value ........cocuei ittt 34
ISSUB 450 ..ttt e st e e s et e e s aa e e s srr et e s sanes 35
(0] 1o YooY 0TI o To ] o <R SRRNt 35
ATV VT wl0] o 1= g o ) = N 36
FINAl Version [HW DY SS] .. ..ttt ettt e e e e e e st re e e e e e e e e s abaraeeeeeeeesnnrsaaeeeeeeennns 37
[SSUB 453 .ttt e et e e e r e et e e e e s e e rae e e s e e e s e s eranee 38
P4 has time-span (is time-span of) edited fOrm ... 38
P170 defines time (time is defined by) —HW by SS........ouiii e e 38
ISSUB A58 ...t e s e e e st e e s et e e s e e e e e s serreeessnee 39
P79 beginning is QUAlITIEA DY ...ccoiceiiei e s e 39
S O o Lo o [ | F1 =T I Y PP 39
P81 0NGOING thIOUSNOUL ...t e e e e e tee e e e ee e e et e e e e eeabaee s eenbaeeeearenas 39
P82 at SOME tIME WIthIN ..ottt st s st e 39
[SSUB AB2 .ttt e e s b s e e s saa e e e saae 40
[SSUB AB3 ..ot e e s b s e s saa e e saae 40
OLD SCOPE NOTE .. e e e e e e e e e s e e e e s e s e e e e e e e e e s e e e e saassassssssssssssssssasassssassasssnnssnannnnns 40

AN LYYl o =N 1 o o =N 40
Issue 475 —HW by RS: New scope note for E10 Transfer of Custody —feedback incorporated.............. 41
OLD SCOPE NOTE .. e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s e s e s e s e e e e s e s e e asasaaasasasssssssssssssssasssssssasssassassasssnnsnnannnnns 41

AN AVl o 1= g o = R TRRORTTN 42
[SSUB 483 ...ttt st e s e e e b e e e e s e et e e s e b e e e e s e renee s sanreeessnee 43
the scope note of E33 Linguistic Object —HW by MD. ......cccuiiiiiiiiiee et 43
Transitivity: decision 26/05/2020 ........ccueeecueeeeeeeeeeeeceeeereeeiteeeeteeeeeteeeeveeeiteeesseeesseeestseesaeesnseeesreean 44
P139 has alternative form —HW by IMID. .......cuiiiiieie et e e e e e 46
adding examples to P102 has title ......cceccuiiieiciiie e e et e e e e e e eraa e e e 47
P121 overlaps with & P122 borders with; edit the scope notes —=HW by MD ........cccceeiveeviiveeeeennnn. 47
[SSUB 407 ..ttt ettt e s s e e r e e s e b r e e s e rer e e s e rer e e s e rene e s e reneeeaaneeeessnee 49
Appendix 3: HW for ISSUE 456 and ISSUE 459......c..cooiiiiiiieieriienee ettt ettt 51



Working documents for the issues 456 compatibility statement and 459 modelling principles. .......... 51

Definition of the CIDOC Conceptual Reference Model..........ooiivuiiiiiiiiiiiiniiie e 51
Ta 1Ay o e [ ot i Te] o U TP PP PP PRSP PTPPION 51
Objectives of the CIDOC CRIM ......cccuiiiiiciiiee ettt ettt e ettt e e e ette e e e e taee e s ebtaeesebaeeesebteeeseseeeassnstaeassnes 51
SCOPE Of the CIDOC CRM ..oiiiiiiiiee ettt ettt e st e s st e e s s saba e e e s st e eeessbaeeesssaeaesssaeeesnnseeeesan 52

TR 001 a1 ] oY= USRI 53

Compatibility With the CIDOC CRIM......cccuiiiieciiee ettt et e e te e e e et e e e s et e e e e eabaeesennaaeeeennseeas 64

Property QUANTITIEES ......iiiiiieee e et e e e et e e e e e bt e e e e e bteeeesbteeesenbteeeesastaeeseseneenannes 65

N ETa a1 aF=4 @010 1Y7=T o o] o F- 3PPt 67

About the logical expressions used in the CIDOC CRM .......ccoiviiiiiiiiiieiiciiee ettt eeee e evee e e e 68

VT Yo L1 11T Y=o T o g Yol F= RSP 71
Reality, Knowledge Bases and CIDOC CRIM.........ccuiiii i ecciiee ettt tte e e etee e e earee e s e ebe e e e areeas 71
Authorship of Knowledge Base CONTENTS .......cccccuiieeiiiieeeeciieeeecieeeeetee e e eree e e enteee e earee e e eenteeeeenreeas 73
EXtENSIONS OF CIDOC CRIM .....iiiiiiiiieeiite ettt ettt sttt ettt sbe e sae e et e b e sbe e saeesaeesabesaneenbeennes 73
Y 1T 0180 =1 1 A PR 76
SROIECUES ..ttt ettt ettt e e bt e e st e s bt e e s a b e e sabeeesabeesabaeenteesabeeesnbeesabeesneeesbeeenns 76
1Y/ o Lo} o 1ol 528N 77
LD E] oYL =N 79
L L1 1Y/ A 2P P PP PP PUPPPPPTIRE 80

Introduction t0 the basiC CONCEPLS ..ccuvviii i e et e e e sbra e e s ereeeeesanes 80
Relations With EVENTS: ...c..ciiiiiiiiiieiiee ettt st ettt et e sae e s enesneereene 82

Y oTTol 1 (ol \Y, FoTe 1= | [T Ve @ o 1oy 4 ¥ ot £ 92



DAY 1: 24 June 2020

House rules for the meeting (CEO)

Welcome and generic introduction with respect to goals of the
meeting (MD)

Topic of the Meeting: to produce an official release of the CIDOC CRM, to be submitted to ISO for
revision (and approval).

Last SIG meeting: decisions related to the content of CRM —to produce v7.0 (the new official release for
the community, currently available on the website).

The version which will ensue following the editing work undertaken by this SIG meeting (7.0.1?) will be
submitted to ISO for approval.

Issues concerning the new release will take precedence over other —less pressing —issues over this
meeting, but participants should not be discouraged from raising any issue they wish nonetheless.

GB: proposal on procedure

Add an AOB section to the final session of the meeting to discuss issues such as requests for
membership and social media representation of the SIG.

No objections to that; Proposal accepted.

SESSION 1.1: Facilitator: Thanasis Velios

Issue 456: Compatibility Statement; Issue facilitator: CEO)

CEO brought the SIG to date with the proposal by the SIG editorial team, namely to close issue for lack
of feedback and/or interest by the SIG members. Given the time-frame for submitting the text to ISO is
limited, and seeing as the text as it appears now was approved by I1SO for the last release of the
standard, the editorial team prefer to keep the text as is.

Discussion

MD commented that the compatibility statement that was issued before in the community release of
the CIDOC CRM caused friction among our community and the 1SO team, so this was a compromise that
was accepted by all. In favor of not changing it. It could be revised, but preferably following the next ISO
release.

GB: The ISO edition being a chief factor in considering this issue, how should we proceed with the
submission to ISO?

MD: we need to contact the representatives from the respective ISO WG.
(1) Axel Ermert

(2) Nick Crofts

(3) Patrick le Boeuf

CEO: It should go through Axel Ermert.



VOTE to not alter the section *Compatibility with the CRM*, at least not before the release of the ISO
version.

Result: 12 members in favor, none against.
Decision: The section “Compatibility with the CRM” will remain as is, at least until the ISO release.

The text can be found in the appendix 3.

Issue 459: Modelling Principles; issue facilitator: CEO
Ratification of the editorial changes made on the introduction of the CIDOC CRM since the last meeting
following the e-votes.

The text of the introduction (where all changes were applied) can be found appendix 3.

Note on Procedure: The decisions listed below were reached by one collective vote at the end of
debating the issue (17 votes in favor, none against). No disagreement to the proposed changes was
registered before this point.

Logical Expressions in CRM (comment No.2) in text of Appendix 3
The SIG ratified the result of the e-vote that resolved to replace the symbol used for equivalence (=)
with the double pointed arrow (<) and the symbol used for implication (2) with the double arrow (=).

Minor editorial changes were also implemented and presented to the CRM SIG prior to the meeting. The
SIG was asked to comment on and ratify these as well.

VOTE: to accept the changes in the text implemented by the editorial team,! and to ratify the result of
the e-vote regarding the logical operators used to express the CRM in FOL.

Result: 6 SIG members in favor, none against

Decision: The text for the section “About the logical expressions used in the CIDOC CRM” presented by
CEOQ is accepted as such and will appear in v7.0. The logical operators used in the text will be updated
accordingly.

HW: CEO will update the logical operators in the text of the CIDOC CRM in version 7.0.

Reality, Knowledge Bases and CIDOC CRM (comment No.3 in the Appendix 3)

Explaining the CIDOC CRM to non-logicians or non-IT people is a cumbersome process. In order to avoid
stacking too much information in the introductory text, which would discourage normal people from
continuing to read it, the editorial team added some references in footnotes for anyone interested to
look them up.

VOTE: The SIG was asked to comment and ratify the addition of footnotes (5) and (6)
Result: 12 SIG members voted in favor of the proposed change, there were no negative votes.
Decision: Footnotes (5) and (6) are added to the official release (v7.0) of CIDOC CRM.

1 For an overview see: https://docs.google.com/document/d/1u-
3yOYrtH5KuFB5EAkbuZgRu2G83ysCvfolLFw55hIVc/edit?usp=sharing
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Editing of the text on the scope of what the CRM aims at modelling (comment No.4 in the text of Appendix
3)

VOTE: The SIG was asked to comment and ratify the change implemented by the editorial group.
Result: 10 members voted in favor of the proposed change, there were no negative votes
DECISION: The edited text will appear in the official release (v7.0) of CIDOC CRM.

Trivial editing; addition of a clause to improve legibility of the text (comment No.5 in the text of Appendix
3)

VOTE: Addition of the “because”—clause in the text. Remove the sentence in the grey marking (residue
from previous editing, it no longer relevant).

Result: 8 members voted in favor of the proposed change, no negative votes.

DECISION: The edited text will appear in CIDOC CRM v7.0.

Spacetime diagram of the statue of Laocoon and the impact it has had on J.J. Winckelmann’ s thought
Revisiting the new diagram (HW by ML).

Discussion: not part of this issue, there’ s a designated issue for this.
Decision: do not discuss it in the context of Issue 459.

Overall decision for issue 459:
Vote: Ratification of the editorial changes made on the introduction of the CIDOC CRM since the last
meeting following the e-votes.

Result: 17 SIG members in favor, none against.
Decision: changes will appear on the text of the official CIDOC CRM v7.0.1 release.

The issue closed.

Issue 458: Proofreading of scope notes of P79-P80-P81-P82

What the present SIG meeting had to resolve was the new scope notes for the properties used to
describe how inner and outer boundaries of intervals are combined in information integration.

Note on procedure: the decision regarding the changes to be implemented on the scope notes of
properties P79 through P82 was reached by one vote at the end of the discussion. Changes
implemented can be found in the Appendix:

new scope note for P79 beginning is qualified by
Motivation for the proposal: the old scope note stated that it was the property, which carried the
information of the arguments rather than the note that was being attached.

No comments by the SIG members present

New scope note for P80 end is qualified by
Motivation for the proposal: the old scope note stated that it was the property, which carried the
information of the arguments rather than the note that was being attached.

No comments by the SIG members present



New scope note for P81 ongoing throughout

Motivation for the proposal: there was a discussion regarding how to combine inner and outer bounds.
P81 ongoing throughout describes an inner bound. If there are multiple opinions about inner bounds,
then the outermost bounds of the smallest interval that covers all the opinions regarding the actual
extent over which some (temporal) entity was ongoing, should result from all the observations made.

There is a question about the procedure that the standard does not resolve —namely what the
procedure by means of which the maintainer of a knowledge base would integrate the observations and
create an interval that would ensue from taking these observations into account. The addition to the
scope note reflects this notion.

Discussion/proposals:

e The examples should contain an instance of two non-contradictory minimal extents to illustrate
the case in point.
MD will produce an example and start an email vote after the meeting (HW).
To be done in a new issue

e [GB] Maybe to discuss the examples in the afternoon session.
MD: to make sure that the examples are non-trivial and well-referenced he needs more time
than the lunchbreak.

New scope note for P82 at some time within
Motivation for the proposal: on a par with what was proposed for P81, but for maximal extents.

Discussion/proposals:

e add an example to capture the content of the added text —-HW to MD, but not for the afternoon
session. To be discussed and put up for an e-vote.

e Accepting the minor modifications in the scope notes of P79 & P80.

e Accepting the added text for P81 & P81.

e Starting a new issue for discussing examples of integrating (i) non-contradictory minimal extents
and (ii) non-contradictory maximal extents —-HW to MD.

Result: 14 SIG members in favor of the proposal, none against.
DECISION: accept proposed changes,the issue closed. Start a new issue on the examples for P81/82.

The details of the changes can be found in the appendix.
NEW ISSUE: examples for P81 & P82

Topic: produce examples for the integration of (i) non-contradictory minimal extents and (ii) non-
contradictory maximal extents to illustrate P81 & P82, respectively.

Background: Upon discussing MD’s proposal to edit the scope notes for P81 and P82 (adding text to
capture the integration of different sources documenting non-contradictory minimal AND maximal
extents, the SIG appointed him to provide such examples that will instantiate the respective properties.



Discussion: The examples must be referenced, as this practice demonstrates an actual need.

HW: MD to look-up the examples.

ISSUE 386

CEO presented his HW on how to harmonize the subclasses of E24 Physical Human-Made Thing (E22
Human Made Object, E25 Human Made Feature) with the new scope note for E24.The solution to the
problem he proposed was (i) to delete the *no assumptions* clause from the definition, which allowed
to characterize as “human-made”, objects and features that had merely been scratched on by a human
agent (the moon, the surface of a cave etc.) and (ii) to add text that better illustrated the kind of
intervention required for something to be felicitously described as “human-made”. The details of the
HW for E22 and E25 can be found in the Appendix.

Upon discussing this issue SS observed a number of typos in the scope note of E24 Human-Made Thing,
which were all edited. The details can be found in the Appendix.

Discussion:
It relates to issue 442 —should be taken into account in retrospective.

GB: *in an objective way* in the scope note of E22 is a bit difficult to define, but he’s OK with keeping it
in the scope note if everyone else agrees. Maybe discuss it in a separate issue. MD seconded, the issue
was formulated.

VOTE on the changes in the scope notes for E22 and E25, so that they are consistent with the scope note
of E24.

Result: 14 positive/no negative votes.

Decision: The changes are accepted. The issue closed.

NEW ISSUE: Formulate the philosophical underpinnings of crm and its relation to reality and the objectivity
of observations.

CEO: (comment) Such a philosophical inquiry would possibly end up revising the scope note of Physical
Object as well, cause the phrase has been taken from the scope note of E19.

The SIG has already delved in that topic —as part of the changes made in the introduction (Reality,
Knowledge Bases and CIDOC CRM). But it would be nice to explore some more, even if we don’t get
concrete results.

Issue 471

Introduce a new graphic in the CRM introduction.

MD: presented two versions of the slides (15 problematic, 2" not so much). Wishes No.2 to serve as a
prototype for diagrams exemplifying STVs and reasoning about them. Wants to know if the group thinks
that this version of the diagram gives the correct impression of the symbolic move in space-time.

Discussion/comments (for the 2" diagram):

e SS: likes it in general, nice that you have the different kinds of objects interacting. Capitalize
Roman
e GH: 3d diagrams could be helpful, making the space one dimensional is hard;
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e MD: 3d doesn’t help. If you add 2 dimensions for the space, but there is actually a geometric
connection, wants to be close to what archaeologists do (have columns and boxes for duration,
always one-dimensional space line)

e GH: could make it easier for people to depict these things

e TV:events stretch across different geographic areas. Smaller bubbles of text maybe // gradient
color: used to denote uncertainty why mark space as gradient?

e SS: place doesn’t cease to exist after the end of an event. So dotted lines continue to the top of
the graphic

e CEO: would like to take away the green arrow at the bottom of the diagram —no moving space.

e MD: keep the line, remove the arrowhead in space.

e GB: if the diagram is a one-off, he’s fine with it, but if we’ll need to produce more such diagrams
then we’d have to go through the specifics of making such diagrams in a separate issue.

DECISION: evote for the diagram once it’s ready.
HW to MD to redo the graph taking the following into consideration

e smaller event bubbles

e dotted lines for places and other things that carry on existing till present should extend to the
top part of the timeline.

® space axis: arrow-head to be removed. Space does not move.

e add a legend with relevant CRM classes

e Unknown roman creator - change to Unknown Roman creator

® things that cease to exist, should not end in a pointy arrow but in an arrow with a full stop —like
what happens to Winckelmann with *Winckelmann’s death* (so his mother, the Unknown
Roman creator, the Original statue ...)

HW to MD to introduce a heading and an accompanying text that would explain the diagram.

SESSION 1.2; Facilitator: Chrysoula Bekiari.
Issue 453

The cardinalities for P4 has timespan and P170 defines time were changes over the last SIG meeting. But
they were wrong. MD presented his HW whereby he tried to fix them.

P4 has timespan
Edited typos and the cardinality.

The cardinality was changed to *many-to-one* (0,1:0,n), which is to say that a temporal entity may not
have a link P4 has time span pointing to a time span, which is wrong. But a temporal entity has exactly
ONE time-span, alternatives are not expressed in the cardinality. Many temporal entities may point to
the same time span BUT each temporal entity cannot point to more than one time-span. It is necessary
that each temporal entity have time span.

The details can be found in the appendix
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P170 defines time
MD explained that the cardinality was going the wrong direction. It should be from E61 Time Primitive to
E52 Time-Span and not the other way around.

A time primitive may connect to no time span and it may point to more than one time-spans. A time-
span may be defined by a time primitive: if it is phenomenal it is typically defined as the timespan of an
E4 Period or an E2 Temporal Entity; in the case that a time-span is defined by P170 it is not defined
through P4.

The time-span can not appear as the range of P170 —but if it does, then it can only be defined by this
one time primitive.

Discussion/comments
GH: a time primitive can define multiple time spans?

MD: a time primitive may have more syntactic variants and the mathematical identity of the time-span
is given by the time-span itself. There are multiple ways that E61 Time Primitive may express the same
time-span. Because we define instances of E61 Time Primitive as syntactic forms and not as
mathematical abstractions, all the primitive values expressing a mathematical quantity can have
multiple formulations.

GH. That’s to say cardinality goes the other way round. We can have several instances of E61 Time
Primitives that could define the same instance of E52 Time-Span. What was stated before was that one
time primitive may define more than one time-spans.

MD: So, the proposed cardinality is wrong. Instead it should reflect that the same timespan may have
more than one incoming time primitives. And then there’s the question if the same time primitive can
define more than one time-span, and that was not the case. So the cardinality previously ascribed to the
property was the correct one —many to one (0,1:0,n).

GB: How would one explain the semantic purport of P170? Why did we need to declare yet another
property linking instances of E52 to instances of E617?

MD: this is to report declarative timespans. The observed timespan is not phenomenal and as such it
cannot be observed. We cannot say that the time span is the time span of a given period.

SS: using P170 means that the time primitive determines the time-span, whereas the other properties
are best approximating the phenomenal time span.

MD: Proposal maybe a phrase justifying the cardinality should be included in the scope note —SS
volunteered to add that

GH: Proposal include in the examples an instance of a declarative timespan —a case in point would be
the period that a given law is put into effect *a given law is in effect starting from day x ...*

VOTE: to make the changes on P4 (corrected cardinalities, and typos), to not change the cardinality of
P170 but to add a phrase explaining its cardinality.

Result: 8 positive votes, no negative ones.

DECISION: Accepted.
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HW for after the break to SS: add a phrase in the scope note of P170 explaining its cardinality (see
below, and appendix)

The issue closed

Issue 428
CEO presented his HW

E59 primitive value
The last paragraph was not really legible, MD volunteered to redraft it by the last session of the day.

DECISION: HW for MD (see below and appendix)

E61 Time Primitive

CEO proposed to delete the last two paragraphs, as they repeat text from E59 (we have decided to
reference super-classes/properties in the text rather than duplicating text in their sub-
classes/properties.

Discussion/Proposal:

GB: In many cases, the necessary information to correctly interpret a class is contained in the scope note
of its superclass. The reference to the superclass (where the reader can find all the relevant information)
could include a standardized text like *please read the text of Exxxx carefully —reiterating IsA*

CB: this way we create dependencies between the scope notes, and they are not easy to understand
from the modelling perspective.

CEO: he copied in text from the super-class in the case of E22 and E25 to increase legibility, despite the
decision to not add text from superclasses. It should be decided on for each case separately. in the case
of E61, the scope note starts by declaring it a subclass of E59. No reason to add to that.

MD:

e the repetition should only be allowed in cases where the subclass is distinguished by the
superclass by some particular prominent feature. We should not copy text from a superclass to
its subclasses as a rule. There is no clear-cut criterion to decide which are classes for which the
isA should be explicitly mentioned in the scope note vs. the ones that don’t need such a
mention.

e Given that E61 isA E41 Appellation, that should also be reflected in the scope note; MD
proposed to close issue 428 and start a new issue to redraft the scope note of all primitive
values that are isA E41 Appellation, to capture this fact. Seconded by CEO and SS.

Vote: Changes on the scope note of E61 as proposed by CEO
—HW by MD to follow in the afternoon session.

Result: 11 votes in favor, none against.

Decision: Accept. The issue closed.
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NEW ISSUE: redraft the scope note of all primitive values that are isA
E41 Appellation, to capture this fact.

Issue 367
PROPOSAL: to close the issue.

MD: The example is problematic. We can close the issue and start a new issue on the examples of E13
Attribute Assignment.

TV: will look up real examples from conservation studies —we need at least two. (HW)

Issue closed.

NEW ISSUE: revise the examples of E13 Attribute Assignment
Issue 468

Motivation/background:

TV presented evidence in favor of shifting the domain of P126 employed from E11 Modification to E7
Activity. The event type that motivated the proposal was that of an unsuccessful modification (f.i. the
application of a solvent to remove something that did not bring about the desired result). Not extending
the domain of P126 is to say that a certain action of modification took place, that did not modify
anything. TV has proposed a scope note to reflect the shift in the domain of P126, but in view of MD’s
concerns about moving up properties to high-level generic classes, he preferred to discuss this first and
then present the HW. The alternative would be to alter the scope note of E11 Modification.

Discussion

MD: the CRM is not a classification system, so the boundaries of what is considered a modification by an
expert and what did not lead to a modification is a question of typology.

Even in cases where the application of a solvent to modify a physical object was ineffective, there are
still traceable residues of that chemical substance. So that may constitute an instance of modification as
well.

Proposal:

Review the scope note of E11 Modification so that it can be applied in cases, where there are no
traceable changes on the modified object as well. Add a clause stating that whatever treatment is
performed on an object is regarded an instance of E11 Modification in the CRM universe —regardless its
success/failure to do so. Further typing of E11 Modification would allow to distinguish among successful
and unsuccessful ones (i.e. ones that did not bring about the intended result).

GB: thinks that such a definition of E11 is counterintuitive and a contradiction and would yield false
positives all the time (possibly false negatives too)

MD: a non-issue given the principles (A) Recall over precision [[if there are modifications that do not
leave any forensic traces, this is a borderline, and for recall purposes we go for the broader
interpretation]] & (B) CRM not a classification system [[what is of interest is the characteristic set of
properties that can serve as the basis for a reasonable definition of a given process —in this case
modification]]. So, the typical experts’ classification can change to increase recall.
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Alternative proposal:

TV & SS: this notion could be modelled through activity plans to avoid the contradiction of a
modification that didn’t result in modifying anything.

Did not pass.

Final proposal:

Close the issue & abandon the HW. Start a new issue to change the scope note of E11 Modification as
described above (modifications that did not succeed in bringing about the intended changes on some
object —either in part or in total; HW for TV to include the border cases.

Vote on the Final Proposal:
Result: 10 votes in favor, none against.
Decision: accept —close issue.

NEW ISSUE: Change the scope note of E11 Modification
Change the scope note of E11 Modification as described above (modifications that did not succeed in
bringing about the intended changes on some object —either in part or in total;

HW for TV to include the border cases.

Issue 489:

SS presented the alternative labels for P164 during (was time-span of) and P167 at (was place of).
Motivation: old labels read strange and do not convey the intended meaning. New labels are:

e P164is temporally specified (temporally specifies)
e P167 was within (includes)

E-vote for newly proposed names:

e Change P167 at (was place of) to P167 was within (includes):
o Result: 12 in favor, none against
o Decision: accept
e Change P164 during (was time-span of) to P164 is temporally specified by (temporally
specifies):
o Result: 9 in favor, none against
o Decision: Accept

Start new issue on reformulating the scope note for P164 to capture that the timespan can be
declarative. The issue closed.

NEW ISSUE: reformulate the scope note for P164
Motivation: the scope note must also capture declarative timespans.
SESSION 1.3; Facilitator: George Bruseker.

Issue 428 —-HW by MD: scope note of E59 Primitive Value
MD presented his HW. The SIG did some editorial work on that. The details can be found in the
Appendix.
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VOTE: on the scope note of E59 Primitive Value as proposed by MD
Result: 13 votes in favor, none against
Decision: Accept, the issue closed.

Issue 453 —HW by SS: scope note of P170 defines time

SS presented his HW —phrase added to the scope note that justifies the cardinality of the property. The
details can be found in the Appendix.

VOTE: on the scope note of P170 defines time as proposed by SS.
Result: 12 votes in favor, none against
Decision: Accept, the issue closed.

Issue 462

Proposal: P181 has amount to be deprecated in favor of P90 has value;

Motivation: P181 has amount seems to be making no difference compared to its superproperty, hence
should be deleted

Discussion/comments:

RS: after the 44" SIG (Paris) the SIG has modelled P90a/b has upper/lower bound. If P181 is kept in the
model, then we would have to resort to a similar practice in this case too (P181a/b). Which means that
we’d be buying into two superfluous properties, not just one.

MD: The example listed in P181 should move up to P90.

VOTE: Deprecate P181 has amount, move the examples up to P90 has value
Result: 9 SIG members in favor, none against
Decision: Accept

The details can be found in the Appendix
Issue 476

Proposal: Introduce a new property (Pxxx represents entity of type) to facilitate documenting the type
of an entity represented by a visual item, where the actual individual represented is of no interest to
the documentalist (either the object was imagined and never existed, or —if it existed at all —its identity
is considered really trivial and knowledge about it does not contribute much to
understanding/appreciating/documenting the visual item itself). The alternative would be to introduce
entities and assign them identities and a type —even though they never existed (except for the
depiction).

Discussion:

The usefulness of the property was debated, given that the range of P138 represents is set to E1 CRM
Entity, i.e. it can directly link to E55 Type if necessary. In the case of photographs the things represented
have necessarily existed at the time the photograph was taken, so there is no issue there with creating
hypothesized entities.

16



MD: The proposed property must reflect how it is different from P138 represents in both its uses:
e E36 Visual Item —P138 represents: E1 CRM Entity —P2 has type: E55 Type
e E36 Visual Item —P138 represents: E55 Type

If it fails to do so, it shouldn’t be introduced in the model at all.

The case that such a property might be useful is when the object represented is either a
conceptualization (something that never was except in the particular instance of E36 Visual Item) or an
unidentified/unidentifiable particular of some type. In both instances, the type can be recovered, the
particular not so much. In essence the property serves as a shortcut when one needs to bypass the thing
represented altogether.

RS: proposed to add this clarification to the scope note
SS: suggested that the examples need to be reworked to capture this reading.

Debate whether this property will appear in the CIDOC CRM version to be submitted to ISO: all senior
SIG members present against (MD, SS, CEO, GB, TV, RS).

MD proposed that no new property be introduced in the model in the version submitted to ISO, unless it
has been well thought of and judged necessary.

Summary —outcome of discussion: Postpone reaching a decision until RS has brought back an updated
proposal incorporating the changes suggested by the SIG (define it as a shortcut and redraft the
examples); which should be before session 2.3. Then, if the SIG agrees it could be given an identifier and
be used by the community —it is not to go to the version submitted to ISO.

HW for RS

Issue 475

Motivation: current scope note of E10 Transfer of Custody requires that an instance of E10 involves
physical custody of an object and at the same time acknowledges physical possession to be one of the
options.

Proposal: Change in the scope note of E10 Transfer of Custody to not presuppose physical possession in
the first place —-HW by RS & GB.

Discussion: The SIG members support the proposal, and discussed how to best formulate the scope
note. There was extensive editing on the first sentence of the scope note but for lack of time, RS
volunteered to fix the 1% sentence of the 2" paragraph by session 2.3 as HW.

The details can be found in the Appendix.
Issue 426

Discussion/comments:
MD:

e maybe add a comment to the scope note, some sort of remark on how to document the time of
validity using presence construct?
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e |t appears not to have any super-/sub-properties; this should be checked.
e Needs be assigned an identifier.

e Declaring that a property is NOT a subproperty of another one is, but resolves potential
ambiguities and misinterpretations.
e Online editing —instead of swamping the first sentence with e.g., maybe better to add a
sentence referring to typical examples —as a practice.
MD: the concept of *support* should be made more specific —not as something that is part of an object;
it has to be distinct in a sense. Emphasis on where we draw the borderline btw something supporting a
structure and something being construed as a part of a structure. Examples illustrating a supporting
structure probably include frames for paintings, bases to statues, shelves to exhibits/books. Maybe it’s
the intended function that determines whether something is a support of some sort.
*containers™® are easier to describe in a concise and comprehensive way.

RS: added a sentence to best capture containers/supports of all sorts “Typical examples of containers or
supports include shelves, folders or boxes that provide a surface upon which is intended for other
physical objects to be placed for storage, display, transport or other functions”

CB: This property makes sense from the point of view of art galleries and museums (and how they store
their items for moving purposes for instance),

TV: as well as from the point of view of conservation (particular boxing practices to preserve
manuscripts)

HW to Rob to polish this up, incorporating the feedback of the SIG, in order for the scope note to be
reviewed in session 2.3

HW to CEO to fix the FOL representation
The discussion will continue in Session 2.3

The details can be found in the Appendix.
Issue 442

Presentation by MD —postpone action until Session 2.3.

DAY 2: 26 June 2020

Introduction:

Regarding recording the sessions: The purpose is to help with the minutes; i.e. to better document the
discussion on complex issues that tend to go multiple ways. Under no circumstances will the recordings
be shared with anyone outside the editorial team.

Call for active participation: Aside resolving issues, the purpose of the SIG meetings is to acclimate
newcomers with the principles guiding the group’s decisions. If something is not self-evident, attendees
are welcome to pose questions.

Brief report on the CIDOC CRM editorial team’s work in the period leading up to CIDOC CRM v7.0:
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CEO: Since the lockdown we decided to host regular editorial team's virtual meetings to prepare the
release of CIDOC CRM v7.0. There were 7 such meetings, the minutes of which will made publicly
available as well/ (http://www.cidoc-crm.org/Meeting/47th-cidoc-crm-and-40th-frbr-crm). The
objective of these meetings was to resolve trivial issues (spelling errors, systematizing how things are
presented in the CIDOC CRM document, etc.), as well as formulate issues in a decidable manner for the
SIG to decide upon (through e-votes). The outcome of these meetings was CIDOC CRM v7.0 as it appears
on the website.

The remaining issues have been scheduled for the current SIG meeting.
The plan is to publish a version with an ISBN number, which would be easier to refer to.
Discussion;

MD: The idea is to make v7.0 an official release of the CIDOC CRM, so that we have a stable point of
reference. The version submitted to ISO will be a later one. There are a number of significant changes in
this release —many concepts regarded obsolete/superfluous have been deprecated, structural changes
have occurred too. We are aware that this practice creates backward incompatibility issues, but we
resorting to solutions that are no longer relevant is more problematic.

It is essential to finalize the official release as soon as possible and then produce migration guidelines.

GB: maybe instead of dubbing the official version v7.0, we should best go for v7.0.1 --because we have
there have made decisions affecting what appears now on the site as v7.0.

Everyone in agreement.

SESSION 2.1; Facilitator: Stephen Stead.

Issue 497: reformulate the scope note for P164
MD presented his HW —additions to the scope note of P164 so that it reflects it’s about instances of
declarative E52 Time-Span. Details in the appendix.

Discussion/Proposals:

GB: these new constructs should probably come with a graphical representation to show how they are
best put to work. Should be considered thematically when we produce new didactic material.

SS: The scope note explicitly mentions P170 for declarative time spans, but only alludes to what should
be done when documenting phenomenal timespans. P4 has timespan should also be explicitly
referenced in the scope note.

Everyone in agreement

Vote on accepting the scope note proposed by MD
Result: 11 SIG members present in favor, none against
DECISION: accept the edit.

The issue closed
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Issue 490
MD presented the issue hoping for feedback by the SIG members.

It was agreed that the issue is not formulated in a decidable form and the point of bringing it up was to
determine whether people think we should pursue it some more;

MD proposed to introduce a new property that describes the relation btw URIs standing for content of
different symbolic specificity. The issue is about the intuitions we have concerning the identity of a file
we point to by a URI and not about the actual identity of the file in IT terms. The IT identity would be
binary, but we’re thinking in terms of content, which is much more abstract.

TV: proposed to add a paragraph to the implementation in rdf document,

Vote the proposal by MD.

Results: 9 SIG members in favor to keep working on the new property, none against

Decision: work on the new property will continue -HW to MD, GB. Note: ask for advice by the Libraries
community.

Issue 463

MD presented his HW. Some editorial changes were proposed and the new scope note for E37 Mark
was put up for a vote. The changes in the text can be found in the appendix.

VOTE: to include the new scope note to CIDOC CRM 7.0.1
Result: 10 in favor, none against

Decision: accept the new scope note.

Issue 457

Discussion/Comments:

MD: the issue is not presented in a decidable form yet, needs more discussion and should be ultimately
decided by an e-vote.

(a) common software: different email votes per software proposed
(b) if the SIG decides that diagrams are to be drawn in a given way (using a particular software)
does that mean that it proscribes diagrams being made differently?

SS: It is not a question of dictating how CIDOC CRM diagrams will be made but what sort of templates
will the SIG be providing to anyone who wishes to represent the model using such diagrams. It is a
matter of workload and maintaining templates, not advertising software.

GB: the official documentation of the CRM produced by the SIG should adhere to what we decide
regarding the diagrams (once we’ve reached a decision).

MD: before settling this issue, we’d have to determine the proposed uses, document them carefully and
inform our decision based on the uses these diagrams should have.

ET: the template does not have to be used to retrospectively edit legacy editions of the CRM. It should
only inform newer versions f.i. CIDOC CRM v7.0.1 and on.
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MD: but we have to take into consideration all the effort it takes to redo a tutorial using the new
template, for version 7 and on.

GB: no more than the effort required to make a new tutorial

TV: it is unclear whether the issue is only about colors or which software to use or if it should scrutinize
every possible design-related detail —font style/size, arrows, lines (style and thickness), size of the
bubbles, orientation of hierarchical representations, etc.

MD: he’d rather we inform our decision by a style guide, f.i. isA is represented by double-line arrows,
and once the style guide is ready and agreed upon, then we should see which software allows said
options.

GB: the different subtopics have already been teased apart, we should continue working on each of
them separately: (1) style guide, (2) software, (3) color, (4) diagrams to be made over using the decided
template.

MD: they’re deeply intertwined —if the style guide cannot be supported by a software, then we’d have
to decide against using that particular software. f.i. Draw.io does not allow double-line arrows, so we
cannot represent isA there, according to our style guide.

SS: two alternative ways to proceed: (a) look at available software, and let it drive our choices for
representing classes/properties/direct & indirect isA etc. or (b) decide how we want to represent these
things and let that decision drive our option of software package

CEO: we need a certain style guide, and then if the software can deliver these options, all the better. If
not, we might want to reconsider how we will be representing them or if we will opt for a different
software that can adequately represent them.

MD: if no consensus is reached on one style guide, then we can put all the proposed styles to the test. it
is possible that we might end up with as many style guides as there are purposes. Geometry and color
are two distinct issues —the geometry can influence our decision, color not so much.

Final proposal:

(i) come up with geometric style guide (no colors) for each purpose the diagrams are going to
serve and who is supposed to be using them: (i) publications, (ii) didactic proposes & (iii)
whole class hierarchy. The style guide is not dependent on the use it is for. The style guide is
going to inform the use of software.

(ii) once we have a style guide for each use case, then we’ll produce colored versions of them,
to decide on the impact of the proposed color schemes on the overall set of diagrams
(diagrams using the color code that SIG-members proposed.

VOTE on Final proposal —part (i): Develop a geometric style-guide (no color) with use cases and user
community clearly defined.

Result: 11 SIG members present in favor —none against.

Decision: Accept

VOTE on Final proposal —part (ii): Try different color schemes on the style guide — once the geometric
style guide has been determined.

21



Result: 11 SIG members present in favor —none against
Decision: Accept.

HW to determine the geometric style guide for representing the CRM diagrams: ML, MD, GB, CEO?

SESSION 2.2: Facilitator: Thanasis Velios.
Issue 483

Discussion: a multi-faceted issue, not in a decidable form.

CEO: The thing with E33 he commented on was that we must make sure that it includes spoken text too.
it shouldn’t exclusively be about instances of written text.

Decision: leave it for now, subtopics discussed separately.

Issue 450:

Intro by MD: When we changed the interpretation of E54 Dimension we didn’t fully update the scope
note —the phrase “An instance of E54 Dimension represents the true quantity, independent from its
numerical approximation, e.g. in inches or in cm.” remained in the scope note by mistake. The scope
note was edited accordingly. The details of the changes can be found in the appendix.

Discussion/comments:
SS:

e following our current practices, the value and unit of measurement of the dimension should be
represented in square brackets at the end in the examples—it should not be mixed with the
dimension itself.

e the scope note has some obscure points, needs further editing

Proposal:

Rework the examples, given the fact that units and values are included in the examples —to be done in a
new issue.

Redraft the scope note (HW to SS) to make it absolutely clear in what sense the comparability of the
values obtained for different dimensions can be warranted.

Decision: Proceed as proposed —(i) new issue on the examples and (ii) edit the scope note for E54: both
HW assigned to SS

NEW ISSUE: revision of the examples for E54 Dimension
HW: SS to edit the examples of E54

Issue 383

Proposal to close Issue 383 —no loose ends there, so there is no point to keep it open.
Decision: everyone in agreement. Issue closed.

The HW by MD on E33 Linguistic Object and P190 has symbolic content will be reviewed on issue 483 —
not part of this issue.
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Issue 274

Summary of the issue:

GB presented a classification of sound recordings instantiating a set of prototypical sounds and
commented on the similarity of these sounds to visual images (instances of E36) from a conceptual point
of view —in that they create identifiable patterns and have intellectual/conceptual aspects.

However, given the scope note of E36 starts by defining visual items as *intellectual or conceptual
aspects of recognizable marks and images*, it could not possibly be expanded to refer to the sounds
animals produce. The proposed solution to that: only consider such sounds in as much as they represent
the outcome of an activity performed by a human agent (collection), which is what grants them an
intellectual/conceptual aspect.

Creating a distinct class for that would be warranted to the extent that there are properties linking said
sound with an event of producing it or recording it etc.

Discussion/comments:

MD: Natural history is definitely part of the CRM’s scope —be it CRMsci or some other family model.
However: the notion it captures is too wide. Distinguish among the actual recording (see FRBRoo —
where there is no new class for recording stuff) and the ensuing recorded sound.

Multimedia information is a specialization for the E73 Information Object —so not on a par with recorded
musical performance, frog sounds, etc.

OE: the distinction btw the recording of a sound and the “iconographic sound” is fundamental. The
sound of a motorcycle as such and the same kind of sound incorporated in a musical score for instance.

GB: a sound that’s recorded once and then gets remixed in some other sound file has qualities as a
sound —and can be traced back to the event of producing and recording it.

SS: that’s on a par with incorporating text. The notion of archetypal sound lies in there being some
recognizable blueprint the identity of which does not depend on the circumstances of its use.

MD: It’s not about showing that a class has properties, but whether the properties are relevant for
information integration. It should be interesting to record who produced a particular sound. But if the
guestion one aims at answering is for what category of things this sound is typical, then this needs to be
more elaborated. In any case comparing that to the practices assumed in FRBRoo.

Regarding the connection to Oral History, the spoken text is an instance of E73 Information Object as
such. So, the sounds are not excluded by E73 and do not require a specific class.

TV: Contemporary art uses archetypical sounds in artwork —sound art exhibitions. Curators of such
exhbitions probably need to be able to integrate information on the (recorded?) sounds used in the
exhibition.

OE: add at least one example of audio integration in E73 Infromation Object and E90 Symbolic Object.
Decision: reconsider the HW —continue working on that.

TV will ask sound art colleagues to point him in the right direction with regards to sound integration.
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MD will rework the scope notes and examples for ES0 Symbolic Object and E73 Information Object. GB
and OE to contribute to that.

Issue 483

Subtopics discussed separately:

(i) Edited scope note for E33 Linguistic Object
MD presented his HW (edit the scope note of E33 Linguistic Object, so that it takes into consideration
the new property P190 has symbolic content).

The details of the changes can be found in the appendix.
Discussion:

CEO, OE: To resolve the orientation to written text at the expense of spoken text we should add an
example of recordings of spoken text —not transcripts of recorded speech but the recordings as such.
The examples could include

e Dialectal data —maybe CEO.

e Ethnological data —maybe MR can help with that.

e Examples pulled from P190 to make sure that there’s some sense of continuity

e Instances of spoken text recorded and documented —maybe MR can help with that.

Proposal: Keep the reworked scope note for version 7.0.1 and continue working on the examples for the
next release

Vote: Keep the proposed scope note of E33 Linguistic Object for CIDOC CRM v7.0.1 and work up the
examples in future releases (in a new issue)

Result: 11 votes in favor, none against.

Decision: Accept

For the procedure: The issue cannot close just yet —-multiple subtopics to be dealt with in this Issue —will
be done in the return session.

NEW ISSUE: revise examples for E33 Linguistic Object

CEO, OE: To resolve the orientation to written text at the expense of spoken text we should add an
example of recordings of spoken text —not just transcripts of recorded speech but the recordings as
such. But if we can have an audio and a transcript for it. The examples could include

e Dialectal data— HW: CEO.

e Ethnological data —maybe MR can help with that.

e Examples pulled from P190 to make sure that there’s some sense of continuity

e Instances of spoken text recorded and documented —maybe MR can help with that.
e Online tutorial for CIDOC CRM (SS in audio, but the transcripts are also available)

MD: llluminated canonical edition of the Holy Bible —to show that the canonical text is rendered by
illuminations (at least in part).
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AF: best not illustrate by the Holy Bible, maybe a different tex