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Problem Description:

	Relationships described in several places in sections 4.10, 4.11, etc. do not differentiate the roles on either side of the relation – i.e., there is no way to specify directed (i.e., asymmetric) relationships at present, only symmetric relationships.  We need to be able to specify directed (binary) relationships such as is-a, instance-of, part-of, etc.  In RDF, one differentiates between “subject” and “object” when asserting a property.



Proposal:

Make relationships directed.  Specifically, differentiate the “association” or “related to” endpoints.  This applies to “classification_scheme_item_relationship” in Section 4.10, to “data_element_concept_relationship” in Section 4.11, and to “value_domain_relationship” in Section 4.12

See revised figures below.

	Existing Partial Figure 9 – Conceptual and Value Domain metamodel registry 
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Existing Figure 7 – Classification metamodel region
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Existing Figure 8 – Data Element Concept metamodel region
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Revised Figure 7 – Classification metamodel region 
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Revised Figure 8 – Data Element Concept metamodel region 
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Revised Portion of Figure 9 – Conceptual and Value Domain metamodel region
Issues:

· We are presently using the role names “subject” and “object” as the names of the ends of the aforementioned “relationship” associations in the metamodel.

· The relationship direction is taken to be:  “subject” has “relationship” to object, example John has “mother” 

· Do we fix this by constructing a relationship generalization and name to the roles on the generalized relationship.

· This need to interact with cardinality specifications for relationships (which also need to differentiate which end (role) of the relationship they refer to).
References:

· Issue 146,  Add cardinality constraints for both ends of relationships
Discussion/Notes:

	From Berlin meeting:

Doug is concerned that we should not have to register the inverse relationship separately, but instead should be able to record information about both directions as part of a single relationship.



Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	Proposal should be revised to take account of the concern documented under Discussion/Notes

	Draft Resolution Date
	2005-04-21

	Draft Resolution Source
	Berlin meeting of WG2

	Status of implementation
	Not implemented yet.

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Date
	

	Final Resolution Source
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