VCoI Call Notes
16 August 2021
Attendees
· Rob Nehmer
· Claude Baudoin
· Mike Bennett
Agenda
· September QM plans
· SKOS Broader
· Claude's slide
· GovDTF example terms
· Run them through the methodology
Meeting Notes
Plans for September Meeting
Consider how this lines up with our aim to com up with a deliverable per last week's call.
Aim to do something similar to the EU [thing] where we have a sprint project plan for document production. 
Last week Lars was encouraging us to finalize those definitions of the sample terms we got from GovDTF. Rather than an internal exercise, this was something that Lars would like to see. 
So for the QM: 
· Haven't carved out a meeting time for VCoI specifically
· Haven't (yet) reached out to any of our 'customer' TFs
· If we have this deliverable for GovDTF we should aim to get a slot on the GovDTF sessions
FDTF + BC-PSIG have carved out Tues morning / Tues afternoon. 
What day does GovDTF meet?
From the OMG agendas page:
Tuesday: 
08:30-09:00	Kick-off Govt DTF
09:00-10:30	Open Civic Standards DSIG
Discussion about FSMA compliance... ??
10:45-11:45	Government Blockchain Association
11:45-12:15	Parties and Entities Ontology Discussion
12:30-13:00	Statistics WG
13:00-14:00	Joint X9 / Digital Identity Presentation
Perhaps a joint meeting with both Cyber PSIG and Finance DTF groups?
14:00-15:00	CBDC WG Presentation
16:00-16:30	ESG WG Presentation
16:30-17:00	Wrap up - Govt DTF
Action: Approach Lars about a slot on Tuesday. 
Or 5 – to 5:30? Or from 4:30 with the wrap-ups. Aim for 4:30 if we can. 
Only needs to be 15 min. 
Plan for today
Finish up the SKOS treatment – per Claude's slide / insight
Run through the GotDTF terms
 - do one of each kind (one in each of the 3 tabs in the working spreadsheet)

SKOS Broader
The Semantic Square:
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Comments
Needs an outcome / theorem: 
If there is a relationship Q between A and B then it describes a valid kind of taxonomic relationship (in the broader sense) between D and C.
May be some reasoning potential in this pattern (if it always holds up) in terms of building taxonomies. 
Whereas a pure monohierarchical generalization-based taxonomy does not work this way, the addition of the proposed theorem defines the existence of such a taxonomy. Lets you extend the definition of 'taxonomy' in a more controlled way. Allows certain kinds of relationship that are based in taxonomic relations. 
Framing this: the terms D and C are 'proxies' for the generalization-based hierarchical relationship. 
These define validity of such a taxonomic relationship. 
The derivation is you could build a tool with which to ask an SME if such a relationship exists: This Relationship R possibly exists – can you name it / identify it?'
If not, there is not a taxonomy in this sense. 
That is, there is an unspecified relationship other than 'is a kind of' relationship. 
To test this: 
Claude's treatment deals with Part-whole
Are the other ones (leaving out Type Instance) all mereological and therefore more or less the same? 
If so, the rule would apply to them all. 
Is Part/Whole too general? 
Are things like 'is a city in' specializations of 'part / whole'
e.g. a city is 'part of' a nation. 
It's a word game: the different asserted kinds of 'taxonomy' like 'is a city in' are more or less word-based distinctions for the same kind of relationship, namely part/whole (e.g. included in, is a city in etc.). 
These could be more specific kinds of part-whole but they are all part-whole relations. 
Do we need to distinguish kinds of part-whole relation e.g. Aggregation v Composition in UML? (proper parthood v parthood)
In the Ontology(1) for Context (built by VCoI for others to use), some of this decomposition can be built into that ontology. More can be added by extension in the domain TF / SIG user communities. 
Try for each of them:
Topic
Started with 'topic'
A book of French Grammar is a kind of Book of French – C and D are identified
Geo part / city in = LocatedIn
Then Nairobi: 
We have: is a Inhabitant Of
Can also have: 'is a building in'
e.g. a building in Nairobi is a building in Kenya
Also a street, a park, a business established in, etc.
There may several identifiable things for C and D. 
Inclusion
Inclusion and LocatedIn seem the same. 
Other examples just to test it:
e.g. Social Group. 
Taxonomy of social groups. 
e.g. TV service
Station > service 
'Included in' service; included in Bundle for service. 
Taxonomy on Inclusion:
· Service e.g. ESPN
· Bundle: Football
· Channel: ESPN1 
Is this a topic taxonomy? Not really. It is being able to see the game, not a topic. 
This our canonical example
ESPN 1 is not a kind of Football
ESPN1 is a kind of Football Channel
ESPN1 is a kind of Channel. Is an Instance of Channel (Type-instance taxonomy)
Bundle is not a kind of Service. Bundle is included in Service. 
Mixed taxonomies are likely in business taxonomy. 
Interest:
· I am interested in Channels
· I am interested in watching the game
Interest = Context. 
 = Who as Context (whose interest)
Interest is probably something that unifies all the kinds of Taxonomy. 
AND
A person interested in Football (A) is a kind of Person interested in Sports (B)
A Person who watches ESPN1 is a kind of person interested in football
 Person interested in football is a person interested in sport. 

Conclusion:
So the things works:
· A Channel is not a kind of Bundle
· A Bundle is not a kind of Service
· A Subscriber to a Channel is a kind of subscriber to a Bundle
· A subscriber to a Bundle is a kind of subscriber to a Service
Similarly:
A person who likes football is a kind of person who likes sport.
(no intermediate levels).
So the rule is proven. 
So between:
· Topic
· Parthood, including
· Inclusion
· Containment
We seem to have proven the rule, or at least identified examples that fit the Semantic Square. 
However: 
It is possible that for some examples, no SME would recognize a suitable C + D, but we may still be able to posit a C and D?
Counter-example:
Organization Chart – this is upside down compared to the others. Does it work?
Company as a node
Departments / divisions (org units) = Parthood
Then C + D = Employee and R = employeeOf
So it also works for control hierarchies!
Where Department is not a kind of Organization. But the taxonomy is still valid under Claude's Theorem. 
What about the Soldier / General example. Try a business version:
Eg C Suite versus lower down employee
Works as part hood:
· C Suite, above which is
· Board, above which are
· Shareholders

Possible Relationship R:
· ReportsTo
· ControlledBy
Employee reportsTo Manager
Manager reportsTo Divisional Head
Divisional Head reports to C Suite
C Suite reports to Board
Board reportsTo shareholders
Then needs a formalization for the relation:
ReportsTo test: 'can be fired by'
 - this defines the power hierarchy since the ability to fire someone is a capability.
Classes / Nouns
A and B: C Suite is not a kind of Board
R: Reports To
D and C are people / employees
D is a divisional head
C is a C-Suite person
Not in a kind of relation. 
Relationships
R = isAMemberOf
e.g. Member of the Board
v Director of the Audit committee
Need broader and narrower thing that they are 'a member of'
A member of the Board is a member of the Company
A C-Suite manager is a member of the company
A C Suite manager Reports to the Board
Talking about People v Power / authority
Power flows down from the Board to the C Suite to the Div to the Dept
C + D should be powers?
RHS: ResponsibleTo is the taxonomic relation
Individuals on the LHS: reports to 
Is a member of is the horizontal relation R
C = director of Audit Ctee
D = CEO
A = Board
B = C Suite
isAMemberOf = R
isReponsibleTo = RHS vertical
ReportsTo is the LHS Vertical
These are not equivalent from an accounting PoV – one can report to someone without having some responsibility. 
Accountable: Benchmarks you are held responsible for. 
Can get the metrics – if I don't get the metrics I can / can't be held responsible for final goal being met or not met. 
Outcomes?
BUT we want a Generalization to drop out somewhere. 
Depends on the conceptualization both of responsibility and of accountability. 
Responsibility is 'is a part of'
Accountability depends on information system.
Information System for (D) is a kind of Information System C; that provides the Information to discharge the responsibilities. 
Information Dual
Information dual: the better the system is specified the more accurately it is an 'Information Dual' (cf Digital Twin) for the responsibilities that it specifies and supports. Helps identify how fine the metrics need to be defined in a dashboard in order for the goals of the organization to be met by the responsible partners. 
If we note that the Board and the Divisions are parallel organs not parts OR kinds of each other. 
Then a kind of responsibility can be a type of a broader kind of responsibility. 
Relating these to how the organization organizes itself (including whether the org actually makes the distinction between responsibility and accountability). Back to Context. And how much of that is useful to discuss – e.g. you can operate without making these distinctions f not required to be law. 
Reporting Structures conclusions
So…
How many of these TFs need to think about reporting structures? 
 - originally we thought this was one Taxonomic relationship that would NOT fit the broader notion of Taxonomy (and so would be excluded in the Semantic Square treatment). 
In Finance: Reporting e.g. Public / Private have different reporting requirements but this is simpler than more detailed sociological or constitutional issues. As being what is more relevant in OMG. Would need to consult SMEs if and when these relationships are important to something OMG are working on. 
 - for instance, can we use any of this in the GovDTF law and regulatory in their terms list – have a lot to do with reporting requirements. 
So there is a sub-type (generalization) taxonomy to be found in terms of reporting requirements e.g. a fiduciary requirement in a kind of statutory requirement. 
Compliance: If I report to you then I comply (with that reporting requirement). 
Dealing with issues in what is reporting comes under separate sets of requirements. 
Organization goals: has own Goals, plus need for compliance, which are goals of the Regulator, which become my (organization) goal. So I want to optimize my goals while being constrained by the statutory / regulatory constraints. 
Regulator may not know if I am in compliance with the regulations. May be impacted by environment factors e.g. in tax law. Things not yet ruled on. Comparable to Precedent in Common Law
Then: 
· ReportsTo – easy
· Algorithmic Governance v Algorithmic Regulation – not so clear cut
So: so there a relationship between the sample GovDTF terms and our aims to prove Claude's Theorem for Organization Hierarchies.
The Formula: Observations
Is there a way of proving that there is NOT a C and D simply if you have not thought of it? 
Can the Theorem filter out and identify a specific sub-set of kinds of Taxonomy (being those to which it applies) as distinct from e.g. Mendeleev or maps. 
If the system can say that 'such a relation must exist' in a given case; system implies there could be such a relation – does the SME recognize it? 
If SME = 'No' then the theorem indicates that that kind of relationship does not fit into the definition of this kind of Taxonomy. 
Then there are relationships that don't fit the part / whole or the Topic hierarchy, so there may be kinds of relation that are more broadly directed / hierarchical that are thought of as 'taxonomy' but that define a 'taxonomy' in some sense that is not within the Semantic Square treatment / type of taxonomy. 
So this gives us a semantic splitting between kinds of what are broadly called Taxonomies. 
Such that:
· Generalization taxonomy
· Semantic Square: Parthood relating to Generalization
· Authority – a third kind with its own pattern? 
· Looser things that don't fall under these definitions of Taxonomy but are still directed in some way and still considered 
It may be that the dimensions of the Context (the Wh's) define different variants of the above. 
Why – power / authority
Part/whole – What. (specialization of What)
Which v What. 
So to the Ontology(1) Context. 
Can go from easier to less easy?
Bigger picture
Meanwhile..
How many of our WGs / SIGs would be able to identify C and D? 
Interest is probably something that unifies all the kinds of Taxonomy. 
Interest = context = motivation in how the entity carves up its world (how it classifies its world)
Next Week:
Work through the Algo Governance etc. terms and apply these principles 

