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Problem Description:

	Relationship type descriptions are currently specified simply as a string.  We need to be able to specify well-defined relationship types to support inter-operability.  Specifically, the use of strings to specify relationship types precludes the use of enumerated value domains to restrict the set of allowable of types.  Furthermore, if relationship types are not “entities” of some sort, then we have no way of specifying attributes for them.



Proposal:

	Replace the "string" value to a relation instance. This applies to Clause 4.10:

“classification_scheme_item_relationship_type_description” and to Clause 4.11:

“data_element_concept_relationship_type_description”  and finally to Clasue 4.12

“concept_relationship_type_description”
Note that in each case the relation needs to refer to a relationship_type.

The relationship_type needs to carry various attributes, either by means of a specific set of (Boolean?) attributes [reflexivity, symmetry, anti-symmetry, transitivity]  and/or a more general mechanism such as a multi-valued relationships such as “has_property” which would include [reflexivity, symmetry, anti-symmetry, transitivity].
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Revised Figure 7 – Classification metamodel region  (From Issue 136)
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Revised Partial Figure 8 – Data Element Concept metamodel region  (From Issue 136)
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Revised Figure 9 – Conceptual and Value Domain metamodel region (From Issue 136)
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Proposed Figure ?:  Relationship Type
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Proposed Further Revisions to Figure 7 – Classification metamodel region
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Proposed Further Revisions to Figure 8 – Data Element Concept metamodel region
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Proposed Further Revisions to Partial Figure 9 – Conceptual and Value Domain metamodel region


Issues:

· Specific properties as attributes or general property list.
· Do cardinality constraints also go on the relationship_type?

· Do role names attach to relationship_type?
· What is the superclass of relationship type:  administered item? Note all administered item may be classified.

· Change revised figures 1,2,3  [KDK will supply these.]

· Do we specify domain and range for the relationship types? This should be a separate issue (163?) 
· Make explicit attributes rather than abstracted properties [K.D. Keck]

References:

· Issue 136:  Directed Relationships
· Issue 145:  Use “value domains” to manage “relationship_types”
· Issue ??:  Make relationship types administered items.

Discussion/Notes:

	


Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Date
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Date
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


