Example F: Relationship types

This example is designed to explore the complexities of distinguishing between relationship types:

· It uses all the hierarchical types described in BS 8723-2 (BTI/NTI, BTP/NTP, BTG/NTG).

· It illustrates a user-defined associative relationship type (RTL/RTC, meaning “Official Language of country” and “Country where Language is official” respectively), alongside ordinary RT/RT.
· It illustrates some problems associated with equivalence relationship types, described below.

· It includes a hierarchical display, although BS 8723-2 does not show how these should be done when different hierarchical types are present, and there could be some debate about best practice.

The equivalence types attempted are:

AB/FT

Abbreviation/Full Term  (See USA entries)
SP/USP

Spelling variant (non-preferred)/ USe Preferred variant  (See Romania entries)
Problems are immediately evident with the abbreviations. (And the problems stem from BS 8723-2, where the description is not as rigorous as it could be.) The abbreviation USA for United States of America is quite straightforward. AB/FT seems OK, although it does leave the user in some doubt as to whether the abbreviation can be used as a preferred term.  But in the case of “US”, although this is an abbreviation for “United States”, we cannot easily say so using the same convention. In any case, “US” is unacceptable even as a non-preferred term, because it is so ambiguous that it needs a qualifier. It is then very arguable whether “US (United States)” could be considered an abbreviation of United States. Thus, if one adopts the AB/FT convention, inconsistencies across the whole thesaurus become almost inevitable.

These data do not include any examples of MS (MisSpelling), but similar problems could arise, if a preferred term and one of its non-preferred terms both have misspellings present.
A more rigorous treatment could involve finding separate ways of conveying:
(a) preferred vs. non-preferred, bearing in mind that an abbreviation may sometimes be preferred

(b) relationships between pairs of terms, where in some cases neither of the terms is preferred (this applies to misspellings as well as abbreviations)

(c) the nature of composite terms like "IT (information technology)", where an abbreviation carries a disambiguating qualifier.

The following points of view have already been expressed:

‘We are not creating a dictionary or glossary which explains all the relationships between these terms or the concepts they represent, possibly including subtle differences of meaning which we have decided to subsume in our preferred concept. If we do want to do this, we can do so by using the "definition" field, which is available for all types of term; the scope note of the preferred term can also contain a comment, for example that "information and communications technology" includes "information technology", even if there is no communications aspect.’

‘Other (proprietary) schemas use a term type tag to indicate NPT/PT. If that lets us express different types of equivalence (or not, if we don't want to) and clearly indicates the PT irrespective of the equivalence type, then problem solved!’

‘We did discuss the use of "term type" to indicate whether a term was an abbreviation, a misspelling, a dialect word, and so on, but such a functionality might be rarely used ….. we could leave "term type" as an optional attribute of "term", but discourage its use in normal cases.’
In view of the complications for attempting more rigour, which may be more appropriate to a lexical database than a thesaurus and which could add further delays to the project, it seems wise to proceed with the examples as shown, but add to BS 8723-2 a warning warn that equivalence types may introduce problems and should be avoided if possible. Term types likewise – they probably need to be defined using the extensibility features, for specific applications. Comments welcome.
For this example, testing includes:

· Checking that all features can be represented adequately in the Full model and the corresponding XML schema, and can be expressed in the standard Full XML format. 

· Checking that data expressed in the Full XML format can be interpreted correctly to re-create the alphabetical display.

· Checking that all features can be represented adequately in the Core model and the corresponding XML schema, and can be expressed in the Core XML format. 

· Checking that data expressed in the Core XML format can be interpreted correctly to re-create a dumbed-down alphabetical display.

It seems unnecessary to check the classified display, since node labels and any other demanding features have been excluded from this example (to avoid obscuring the main test features.) 
Alphabetical display

America (USA)

  USE:  United States of America

  CID:  C011
  TID:  14

bald eagles

  BTG:  birds

  RT:   United States of America

  CID:  C013
  TID:  13

birds

  NTG:  bald eagles

        kiwis

  CID:  C012
  TID:  12

countries

  NTI:  New Zealand

        Romania

        United States of America

  NTG:  developing countries

  CID:  C001
  TID:  1

developing countries

  BTG:  countries

  CID:  C009
  TID:  9

English

  BTI:  languages

  RTC:  New Zealand

        United States of America

  CID:  C006
  TID:  6

French

  BTI:  languages

  CID:  C007
  TID:  7

kiwis

  BTG:  birds

  RT:   New Zealand

  CID:  C010
  TID:  10

languages

  NTI:  English

        French

        Maori

        Romanian

  CID:  C002
  TID:  2

Maori

  BTI:  languages

  RTC:  New Zealand

  CID:  C008
  TID:  8

New Zealand

  NTP:  North Island

        South Island

  BTI:  countries

  RT:   kiwis

  RTL:  English

        Maori

  CID:  C003
  TID:  3

North Island

  BTP:  New Zealand

  CID:  C004
  TID:  4

Romania

  SP:   Roumania

        Rumania

  BTI:  countries

  RTL:  Romanian

  CID:  C016
  TID:  16

Romanian

  BTI:  languages

  RTC:  Romania

  CID:  C019
  TID:  19

Roumania

  USP:  Romania

  CID:  C016
  TID:  18

Rumania

  USP:  Romania

  CID:  C016
  TID:  17

South Island

  BTP:  New Zealand

  CID:  C005
  TID:  5

United States

  USE:  United States of America

  CID:  C011
  TID:  20

United States of America

  UF:   America (USA)

        United States

        US (United States)

  AB:   USA

  BTI:  countries

  RT:   bald eagles

  RTL:  English

  CID:  C011
  TID:  11

US (United States)

  USE:  United States of America

  CID:  C011
  TID:  21

USA

  FT:   United States of America

  CID:  C011
  TID:  15

Hierarchical display

birds

  NTG:  bald eagles

        kiwis

countries

  NTG:  developing countries

  NTI:  New Zealand

          NTP:  North Island

                South Island

        Romania

        United States of America

languages

  NTI:  English
        French

        Maori

        Romanian

