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Conceptual Schema Design Steps

I | 1. From examples to elementary facts

| 2. Draw fact types and Iapply population check

| 3. Combine entity types
| 4. Add unigueness constraints

| 5. Add mandatory constraints
| 6. Add set, subtype, & frequency constraints

| 7. Final checks, & schema engineering issues
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Final Check
Rules Implications
o Rules Contradictions

o Modeling Tips (Check List)

Rules Verbalization

Schema equivalence and Optimization

Schema Modularization
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Final Checks

=» No constraint contradict the other.
No constraint implies the other.

Other Modeling Tips (Check List)

Jarrar © 2011 4



Constraint Implications (Examples)

~ Some constraints may imply each other (see cases below), the implied
constraint should be removed because it complicates the model without

bringing no value.
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= Many different examples are given in previous chapters
Jarrar © 2011




Outline

Final Check
o Rules Implications
Rules Contradictions

o Modeling Tips (Check List)

Rules Verbalization

Schema Equivalence and Optimization

Schema Modularization

Jarrar © 2011



Constraint Contradictions (Examples)

Based on [1]

Some constraints may contradict each other (see cases below).

ﬁ D will never be LY L C will never be populated,
B ¢ > populated, because of because A ad B ad
the exclusive constraint ¢ disjoint by definition.

One of the roles (r1, r2, or r3) will never be populated,
because we have only two values possible ‘a1’ and ‘a2’

Due to the frequency constraint, there should be at least two
different values to populate rl. In order to populate r3, we
need, by the exclusion constraint, a value different from the
two for role rl. In total, we thus need three different values in
order to be able to populate both rl and r2, but this
contradicts with the value constraint on object-type A: we only
have 2 values at our disposal.

Jarrar © 2011 7




Constraint Contradictions (Examples)

2-3

I 1 I
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Based on [1]

the unigueness constraint indicates that the role r1 should be played by at most
one element, while the frequency constraint demands that there are at least 2
and at most 5 participants in the role. It is thus impossible to populate r1.

35
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If the frequency constraint 3-5 on rl is satisfied, each instance of A must play
rl at least three times, and thus three different instances of B are required.
However, there are only two possible instances of B, which are declared by the
value constraint {x1°, ‘’x2’}. Thus r1 cannot be populated.

Who can tell where the contradictions?
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Constraint Contradictions (Examples)

Based on [1]
L The exclusion constraint between the two roles rl
é ¢ and r3 means that their populations should be
distinct. However, in order to satisfy the subset

ri r4

constraint between the relations (rl1; r2) and (r3;
r4), the populations of rl and r3 should not be
distinct. In other words, the exclusion constraint
between roles rl and r3 implies an exclusion
constraint between the relations (rl1; r2) and (r3;
r4), which contradicts any subset or equality
constraint between both predicates.

= Many different examples are given in previous chapters

=> Any ldea to detect such contradictions automatically?
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Reasoning on ORM Schemes

4 n
| A

o ?é \ {Math1, Progl}

Studies

Based on [2]

= Schema satisfiability: A schema is satisfiable if and only if there is at
least one concept in the schema that can be populated. = Weak satisfiability

= Concept satisfiability: A schema is satisfiable if and only if all
concepts in the schema can be populated.

» Role satisfiability: A schema is satisfiable if and only if all roles in the
schema can be populated. =» Strong satisfiability

=>» Concept satisfiability implies schema satisfiability .

=>» Role satisfiability implies concept satisfiability .
Jarrar © 2011 10



Schema Satisfiability

= Weak satisfiability

’ A schema is satisfiable if and only if there is at least one concept in
the schema that can be populated.

-
B v’ Schema-Satisfiable,
‘D*o because A, B, and C can be populated
oo
3-5 Math1, Progl} v Schema-Satisfiable,
_ As both concepts alone (Person & Courses)
R can be populated, although the roles cannot

be populated.

. math1, Progly < Schema-Unsatisfiable,
As both concepts alone (Person &Courses)
Teaches can be populated, although the roles cannot

be populated.

Jarrar © 2011 111t



Concept Satisfiability

;’ A schema is satisfiable if and only if all concepts in the schema can be

populated.
O,
n“;.' X Concept-Unsatisfiable,
‘3*0 because there is one concept (i.e. D) that
@ cannot be populated.
35 (Matht, Progl} v Concept-Satisfiable,

As all concepts can be populated, although

Teaches the roles cannot be populated.

ac mvath, Progl} < Concept-Unsatisfiable,

As no concepts can be populated, because
Teaches of the mandatory constraints.

Jarrar © 2011 {2



Role Satisfiability

;’ A schema is satisfiable if and only if all roles in the schema can be

populated.

3-5

-N Teaches

3-5

-w Teaches
3-5

@ Teaches

Reviews

{Mathl1, Prog1}

{Mathl, Progl}

{Mathl, Prog1}

X Role-Unsatisfiable,
As no roles can be populated.

X role-Unsatisfiable,
As all roles cannot be populated.

X role-Unsatisfiable,

As not all roles can be populated.

Jarrar © 2011
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Role Satisfiability

~ A schema is satisfiable if and only if all roles in the schema can be

populated.

— {Math1, Progl} X RPnla.l Incaticfiahla

Although it Is a strong requirement, but we
recommend that your conceptual model
IS Role Satisfiable. id.

L

@ Teaches

Reviews

Mathl, Progl} — As some roles can be populated.

Jarrar © 2011
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DogmaModeler

http://www.jarrar.info/Dogmamodeler/

Is the only tool that can detect constraint contradiction for ORM

[ DogmaModeler
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x| A A
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*I | K I 1
=Lart Valdating ﬂ
w Domain validation: “alid according to the ontology baze. .
¥ Contradiction! There iz no 'Information Problem’ that can be & type of "Content' and ‘Megotistion of Terms' at
the same time. These are disjoint types because of the exclusive constraint. Ether ‘Information Problem'
should have only one of theze supertypes or you should remove the excluzive constraint. j
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http://www.jarrar.info/Dogmamodeler/

DogmaModeler

y

-~ Is the only tool that can detect constraint contradiction for ORM
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» Domain validation: Yalid according to the ontology base...

y Caortradiction!! between the exclusion constraint and the mandatory constraints. While the excluzion means
the Complairt that iz made_kby a Complainant cannot be made_against a Complaint_Recipient, the mandatory
means that each Complaint must be made_by & Complainart, and made_against a Complaint Recipient. Thete
iz no instance of such a Complaint. Ether the excluzion or the mandatory constraint should be relaxed. j
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DogmaModeler

Is the only tool that can detect constraint contradiction for ORM

(i DogmaModeler
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Fole Satisfiability Reasoning:

The Following Raole(s) in the schema cannot be Satisfied:
1- The Ileft rale in the relationship: Person [ ( Reviews , 1 ] Boaok

* oo

Build Knoweldge Base. . |

Stlierra Soid | Concept Satisfiability? | Role SatisFiability? |
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Modeling Tips and Common Mistakes
(for beginners)

Based on [3]
Check each role in the model, whether it should be unique?

Check each role in the model, whether it should be Mandatory?
Check each entity (Object Type) whether it has an identity?

Check each leaf nodes whether should be Value Type?

Check each value constraint whether it placed on Value Type only?
The syntax of values and ranges in value constraints is correct.
Check each subtype, that it is playing some roles.

External unigueness and disjunctive mandatory constraints are
placed on the correct roles.

Preferred: If you have subtypes, then their supper type should have
a value constraint.

Jarrar © 2011 19



Modeling Tips and Common Mistakes
(for beginners)

Based on [3]

O Role names:
0 At least one role, in each relation, has a label.
0  Names should be correct, expressive, and meaningful
Q Naming style: for example “WorksFor”, “AffiliatedWith”, “IsOf”, etc.

0 Concept Names:
O  Should be expressive and meaningful (as used in the domain), correct translation

0 Naming style: for example “FacultyMember”, “NaturalPerson”
0 Don’t use plural as concept labels (e.g., students, courses)

O Readability\Beauty of the Diagrams
place related properties beside each other (country, city...) or (name, fname, Iname).
Flip roles if needed.
Lines are straight, and the whole diagram is balanced (as much as you can)
Page layout is landscape if needed.
The sizes of the concepts are equal, unless you what to emphasize the main concepts.
Important concepts are placed in the middle, and all concepts are aligned.
Roles are aligned and similar roles have the size.
Populate a page as much as you can (BUT NOT too much)
Do not clone concepts if not necessary
Modularize a large diagram into pages (but keep very related concepts in the same
page).first pages contain the most important
Write your project details (name, course, year, project#, date,....) in each page.
Jarrar © 2011 20
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Rules Verbalization

r 4

Based on [3]

¥ \Verbalization is the process of writing the semantics captured by the

ORM constrains as pseudo-natural language (fixed-syntax) sentences.

o

Hax

g

Haz

Ahlizted it
[ }emay Notice that these verbalizations
Worksbr can be generated atomically
OBy using fixed templates

r/_ﬁ—"

Ozcourt

Chnried By

Each Manager must be a type of Person.
: Each Person must Has at least one Name.
: Each Person must Has at least one BirthDate.

: The combination of {BirthDate, Name} must refer to at most one Person.
. Each Person WorksFor a Company must AffliatedWith that Company, and vice versa.
. Each Manager who Manages a Company must WorksFor that Company.
: Each Account OwnedBYy Person or OwnedBy Company, or both.

: No Account can be OwnedBy a Company and OwnedBYy a Person.

Jarrar © 2011 2



Rules Verbalization

/’ Verbalization is the process of writing the semantics captured by the
- ORM constrains as pseudo-natural language (fixed-syntax) sentences.

» This pseudo-natural language is understandable for domain
experts, which enables them to help in the modeling process, as
they can review whether the rules are correct.

» See http://lwww.jarrar.info/orm/verbalization/
which offers templates for verbalizing ORM in 10 languages

Sl
d
d
Unigueness: The combination of {BirthDate, Name} must refer to at most one Person.

. Each Person WorksFor a Company must AffliatedWith that Company, and vice versa.

. Each Manager who Manages a Company must WorksFor that Company.
: Each Account OwnedBy Person or OwnedBy Company, or both.
: No Account can be OwnedBy a Company and OwnedBYy a Person.

Jarrar © 2011 20


http://www.jarrar.info/orm/verbalization/

An ORM model with many constraints
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Verbalization of the constraints (English)

-[Mandatory] Each Person must Has at least one PassPortNr.
-[Mandatory] Each Person must Has at least one BirthDate.

A -[Mandatory] Each Account should be Owned-By Company or Owned-By Person.
-[Uniqueness] Each Person must Has at most one BirthDate.
-[Uniqueness] Each Person must Has at most one Name.
-[Uniqueness] Each Person must Has at most one PassPortNr.
-[Uniqueness] Each PassPortNr must IsOf at most one Person.
-[Uniqueness] It is possible that Person teaches more than one Course , and vice versa.
-[Uniqueness] It is possible that Person Reviews more than one Book , and vice versa.
-[Uniqueness] It is possible that Person Writes more than one Book , and vice versa.
-[Uniqueness] It is possible that Person Drivers more than one Car , and vice versa.
-[Uniqueness] The combination of { BirthDate and Name } must refer to at most one Person.
-[Exclusive] Each Person should be either Woman or Man.
-[Totality] Each Person must be, at least, Man or Woman.
-[Subset] If Person Drivers Car then this Person AuthorisedWith Driving Licence.
-[Subset] If Manager manages Company then this Person WorksFor that Company.
-[Equality] Person WorksFor University if and only if this Person teaches Course.
-[Equality] Person AffiliatedWith Company if and only if this Person WorksFor that Company.
-[Exclusion] No Account Owned-By Company and also Owned-By Person.
-[Exclusion] No Person Writes Book and also Reviews that Book.
-[Value] The possible instances of Country are :{Belgium, France, Germany}
-[Irreflexive] No Person ColleagueOf it/him self.
-[Symmetric] If Person X ColleagueOf Person Y, it must be vice versa.
-[Acyclic] Person cannot be directly (or indirectly through a chain) SuperiorOf it/him self .
-[Acyclic] Woman cannot be directly (or indirectly through a chain) SisterOf it/him self .
-[Asymmetric] If Person X WifeOf Person Y, it cannot be vice versa .
-[Intransitive] If Person X ParentOf Person Y, and Y ParentOf Z, then it cannot be that X ParentOf Z.

-[Frequency] If Person Teaches Course, therg#naiRerzoniTeaches at least 3 and at most 6 Course(s). 25



Same Example in Arabic

R acyc
ol | |
R irre+sym
R acyc+intr \ | - |r_5 d—h,_)
| ERREE
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Verbalization of all constraints (Arabic)
JBY) 4L 515a a8 4l i) JS [Mandatory]-
JiY) e aal g 3 &l 4l (L) JS [Mandatory]-
A8 il el e o b e (3550 O oy Sles S [Mandatory)-
S8Y) e aal s 03 &5 Al sl S [Uniqueness]-
DS e aal g el 4 il S [Uniqueness)-
Y e aaly jie jlea o854l gLl K [Uniqueness)-
Y e sl gt i s &8 S [Uniqueness)-
zonaa (pSall 5 3ale (e ST e yn o) (S gl S [Uniqueness])-
zonaa (pSall s QS e ST Gl o)) Sy Glasl S [Uniqueness)-
ganaa Sl s QS (e S e Gl o) (S bl S [Uniqueness])-
zonaa (pSall 58w (e JS) 058 ) (S gl S [Uniqueness)-
SV e aal s ) () ey sl 5 3e 2,18 e S 23 [Uniqueness]-
81580 ) das Wl 058 o) ¢S gl IS [Exclusive]-
81580 5 da) 05 o) @ gl JS [Totality]-
Al ity Jsde LtV 138 (85l 358 oLl 13 [Subset]-
AS)J'J\ 538 ‘_g MﬁM\ Y OG Z\SJMJ,).J.JJ,}JA )3l [Subset]-
sale (a2 e 138 13 Jadd 5 13) daals 3 ey sl S [Equiality)-
Al 33a 8 Jexy lusY) 138 13 Ladd 5 13) 4S50 G s Gl JS [Equality)-
A8 il e glan gl uts A 5 lad Y & sles Claa (58 o (S Y [EXclusion]-
S b Calgy CE N it (B 5 IS e 3lay (i) 0 S o) (S Y [Exclusion]-
{Lilell L b \Saaly b o4 Al 50 J 43Sl 2l [Value]-
andil Jae ) 058 o) gt 92 Y [Irreflexive]-
oSally Sall 8, e J Jiey e gLl 13 [Symmietric)-
Al ol ol l (3l e ) 3l 48y k) O 58 o) (Y (SN [Acyclic]-
andi o (o pba (38l e gl 8l 48 Hhay) (S of (LY S [Acyclic]-
e e el gl e LY As 5 ) e gLl 13 [Asymmetric]-
Al )l G 058 o) (e ld =l bl 5l ) a5 e Gl ) )l s gl 13 2 J [Intransitve]-
33e 3 (A 2 G eod O e Gl 13a ld Bale uyn GLei) 1 [Frequency]-
Jarrar © 2011
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Schema Equivalence and Optimization

Based on [2]

* |t is not surprising that people often come up with different ways (i.e.,
deferent conceptual models) of describing the same reality.

 Two conceptual schemas are equivalent if and only if whatever UoD
state or transition can be modeled in one can also be modeled in the

other.

 \What is the difference between these two schemes:

—— indulges in
“Bationt " “Patient - Patient -
7~ Patient ™, Patient (- Patient | has iy Vice
. Name (patientNr) - . Name (patientNr) (code)
T dams, A 1001 Adams, A 1001 1001 D (s, D}
Bloggs, F 1002 1001 Bloggs, F 1002 1002 S
Collins, T 1003 1002 Collins, T 1003 1002 D

» The act of reshaping two equivalent schemes like this is said to
be a conceptual schema transformation.

Jarrar © 2011 29



Schema Equivalence and Optimization

« Skills of schema transformations helps us to see what different
design choices are possible.

« Moreover, if two independently developed schemas are to be either
fully or partly integrated, we often need to resolve the differences in
the ways that each schema models common UoD features.

« To do this, we need to know whether one representation can be
transformed into the other, and if so, how.

« Another use of conceptual schema transformations is to reshape the
original conceptual schema into one that maps directly to a more
efficient implementation, or to more conceptually elegant schema.

* This process is known as conceptual schema optimization.

=» There are two class of schema transformations:
Predicate Specialization, and Predicate Generalization

Jarrar © 2011 30



Predicate Specialization and Generalization

/llf two or more predicates may be thought of as special cases of a more
general predicate, then we may replace them by the more general
predicate, so long as the original distinction can be preserved in some way

indulges in

S SmOkeS ,"'_‘-__‘-\ - -
-~ ‘*-\ - . ’/ . N < = .
# Patient ™ — Patient 1002 [/ Patient ™y - ( Z:x?lilr) Vice
\. Name S (patientNr) \\Name’,/ P (code)
T Adams, A 1001 arinks | €% Adams, A 1001 1001 D [s, D}
Bloggs, F 1002 1001 Bloggs, F 1002 1002 S
Collins, T 1003 1002 Collins, T 1003 1002 D

We generalize smoking and drinking into indulging in a vice, where vice has
two specific cases. If we transform in the opposite direction, we specialize
Indulging in a vice into two predicates, one for each case.

Jarrar © 2011 31



Predicate Specialization and Generalization

Based on [2]

Ilf two or more predicates may be thought of as special cases of a more
" general predicate, then we may replace them by the more general
predicate, so long as the original distinction can be preserved in some way

won gold in

MedalKind \ 1G> 'S’ B’} —
(code)
= Country or
(name) won silver in
-

... won medals of ... in ...
Because there are exactly three kinds of medals, the ternary may be
specialized into three binaries, one for each medal kind,

I
won brtl)nze in

Where m2>1, and each S; corresponds
to R where B = b,

Theory: R may be specialized into S;..S,, by absorbing B.
Jarrar © 2011 32



Predicate Specialization and Generalization

lThe previous theorem always holds, but any constraint added to one of the

schemas must be translated into an equivalent, additional constraint on the
other schema.

@

Each S, corresponds to
R where B = b,

The UC on the left is equivalent to the UCs on the right.

» If a UC in R spans a combination of B’s role and other roles, a UC
spans the specialization of these other roles in S;,..,S,,, and conversely.

Jarrar © 2011
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Predicate Specialization and Generalization

Based on [2]

is @ manager

AN
\
isaclerk F--{X)
/
/

is a secretary |’

{M,‘C, 'S}
- >
Employee has Rank )
(empNr) (code)

The UC on the left is equivalent to the exclusion constraint on the right.

authored

AR} -—
@
- ® Book

7y

= <
... for ... performed ... reviewed

The UC on the left is equivalent to the exclusion constraint on the right.

b a1
o : 00 L'"l""{:\ Where m>1, and each
g o S o S, corresponds to R
| p

______ r|1‘1 where B = b,
S, b

The UC on the left is equivalent to the exclusion constraint on the right.

»>If a UC spans all roles of R except for B’s role, then S, .. S, are mutually

exclusive, and conversely.
Jarrar © 2011 34



Predicate Specialization and Generalization

/’ won gold in
MedalKind ™\ {'G’, ‘'S’, ‘B’} i
i (code)
-
3 - % won siI\:/er in @
<>

... won medals of ... in ...

won bronze in

if any medal results are recorded for a country, all three medal results (gold, silver,
and bronze) are required. To express, we add an equality constraint between the
medal winning roles played by Country.

» If R is a ternary with a UC spanning just B’s role and one other role, then
adding a frequency constraint of n to this other role is equivalent to adding an
equality constraint over the specialized versions of that role.

Jarrar © 2011 35



Predicate Specialization and Generalization

Based on [2]
The impact of adding mandatory role and frequency constraints.

won gold in
-

MedalKind\\ {'G’, ‘'S’, ‘B’}

i (code)
- )
3 m won silver in Quantity
“ | (nn+
(&) —
<>

... won medals of ... in ... _
won bronze in

-—> Each S corresponds
S to R where B = b,

ROsu==i0
- Sh
» If As role (or role disjunction) in R is mandatory, then the disjunction of its

specialized roles is mandatory, and conversely (1<i <m).

> If Ris aternary with a UC spanning just B% role and one other role, then adding a
mandatory role constraint and frequency constraint of n (the number of possible
values for B) to this other role is equivalent to making each specialized version of that

role mandatory. Jarrar © 2011 36




Other Cases and Examples

' 4

{‘'main’, is main driver of
. > ‘backup’} —
has
i | Driver '

Driver &

(name) @ (name) @ @
drives
* » 2

is backup driver of

Each car in the rally has two drivers (a main driver and a backup
driver), and each person drives exactly one catr.

The drives predicate is specialized by absorbing Status.

Jarrar © 2011 37



Other Cases and Examples

Based on [2]
D e
S, Each S, corresponds
- to R where T is
& restricted to B = b,
Sn
<

Theory: R may be specialized into S,..S,, by absorbing B.

» Corollary 1: If s roles are mandatory in the left-hand schema, the disjunction of s
roles in the right-hand schema is mandatory, and conversely.

» Corollary 2: If an external UC spans the roles of and in the left-hand schema, then a
UC applies to each of s roles in the right-hand schema, and conversely.

» Corollary 3: If s role in the left-hand schema is mandatory, then each of s roles in
the right-hand schema is mandatory, and conversely.

» Corollary 4: An equality constraint over s roles in the RHS is equivalent to a
frequency constraint of on s role in the left-hand schema; this constraint is

strengthened to if a UC exists on each of s roles in the right-hand schema.
Jarrar © 2011 38




Other Cases and Examples

Based on [2]
i Can the predicate be specialized?
=2 Driver
is driven by
& W

...has ...-A has first-

® Driver f ' \\Driver

. (name) i ® (name)
...has ...-B

has second-

« Transforming from the original schema to one of those strengthens the
schema by adding information.

« Transforming in the opposite direction weakens the schema by losing
information.

» Any such transformations that add or lose information should be the result

of conscious decisions that are acceptable to the client (for which the

business domain is being modeled).
Jarrar © 2011 39



Other Cases and Examples

i

Based on [2]

S1
e _— Each S; corresponds to
18’ ° ) @ A one instance of R

SFJ

-

Theory: The left-hand schema implies the right-hand schema.

Corollary 1:1f an equality constraint applies over s roles in the left-hand schema, then
the frequency constraint in the right-hand schema is strengthened to , and conversely.

Corollary 2: Adding a UC to role in the right-hand schema is equivalent in the left-
hand schema to adding UCs to s roles (making the S 1:1) and strengthening the
exclusion constraint to an exclusion constraint over s roles.
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Outline

Final Check

o Rules Implications
o Rules Contradictions

o Modeling Tips (Check List)

Rules Verbalization
Schema Equivalence and Optimization

Schema Modularization

Jarrar © 2011
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» Develop a conceptual
schema as a set of
modules and later
compose to form one
module.
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Libw oy of application-kind axiomatiz ations
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Libw oy of application-kind axiomatiz ations

Why to modularize?

Because Modules are:

1.

Easier to reuse

2. Easier to build, maintain, and replace
3.
4. Enable the effective management and browsing

Enable distributed development of modules
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Libw oy of application-kind axiomatiz ations

When to Modularize?
Modularity criteria:

1. Subject-oriented, related facts describing
same subject matter.

2. Purpose/Task-oriented, related facts
describing same task.

3. Stability, parts of the model that are not sure
about or might be changed, etc.

suofeddy prsey- 00
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