Species2000

What they do:

· resolve ambiguity of a taxon

· no species concept; built on ‘looseness’

· social view of what a species is

· e.g. ask a fish scientist what they consider to be a fish and use that

· this could be morphologic or phylogenetic “concepts”

What it is:

· list of species on one level

· synonymic checklist of species

· a hierarchy = management hierarchy – the concern is not the hierarchy

· used biotis hierarchy earlier and now ITIS hierarchy

· every other hierarchy is attached to the ITIS hierarchy as a monolithic group 

· other hierarchy can be superimposed

· species are “real things”

· change of concepts can only be accommodated by the annual checklist: timeslice

· no other tracking, but no name is lost – it might point to two names or an invalid name

· could species2000 point to concepts stored in the TDWG schema? – currently the problem is to point to legacy databases (?)

· Litchi establishes quick and rough relationships

· Different branches of taxonomy use differently advanced databases

· Data integration is “lossy” 

· Term: full name = latin name + authorstring

· Only reason to include author name is to distinguish between homonyms

· Authority equals authorstring (according to Frank)

· “The code” is only a guide line; integrity rules

· Species 2000 can also store names not conforming to the code

Spice

· Relate one list to another

· Crossmap between lists

Litchi

· If there is no reason to believe two ‘concepts’ with the same name are different, they are considered the same

· Checklists contain concepts according to the opinion of the compiler of the checklist

· Names in two lists are compared by comparing the synonyms but only if both lists have a similar level of synonymisation

· Detect if a species has moved to another genus

· Detect if a species has been split into two

· Allows moving between checklists (e.g. ITIS to European)

· Generate a cross map (works on taxon level, not on name)

· Litchi is not for the end-user

Global species database (GSD)

· User puts in a name into Species 2000

· The entry from the global or European hub is returned

· If the entries are different, cross map comes into play

· User interface allows to select to see only one or both hubs

· GSD – global coverage (from different expert)

· Regionl view only included preliminarily to convince people to finally reach true globalisation

· Problem: Are differences between hubs differences of taxonomic views or just bookkeeping errors


· GSD should be used as link between regional hubs

· The assumption is that databases are generated and dated by experts (questionable?)

· Provide the cross-map dynamically via a web service; there are advantages for batch processing as well

· Lists need to have a certain quality: 

· they must be taxonomic treatments

· destinctio between lists of names and lists of Taxa

· names are not neccesarily of valid species

· one rule to decide if a list contains taxonomic treatments is to check if there are synonyms

· to infer relationships Walter uses expert opinion (potential problem if people are too pre-occupied with their own opinion) whereas Litchi uses extracted relationships 

Relationships:

· pro-parte synonym, homonym – nomenclatural relationships as concept relationships

· orthographic differences

· misapplication

Literature: 

· David Hoaks: IUBS publication of difference in terms for Botany and Zoology

Tip:

· Present different views of the schema for different audiences

Species 2000

· Uses common data model

· Whether the user chooses an accepted name or a synonym -> taxon is returned

· Stages of an interaction rather than request and reply

· Dataset that is returned is only for species2000

Question:

· Could splice be extended to use data in the napier schema (it is an interchange format – data about species, standardise data)

· Different databases use different kinds of taxonomic scrutiny – store this in Napier schema?

· Nomenclatural discussion about earlier work shows that interpretation is not infallible – how to cope?

Credits:

· Three levels of credit required (important psychological factor):

· Latest scrutiny

· Database

· Species2000/IT IS

· What do people want credit for?

· Entering data

· Creating concepts

· GBIF doesn’t credit correctly (people get upset)

Others stuff:

· Taxonomic databases is wrong term – it should be knowledge bases

· Printing helped to standardise the spelling – can taxonomic databases do the same for Taxonomy?

· Catalog of life is made up of Species2000 and IT IS

· People want to know about “provenance”

What do we (Napier) store:

· All knowledge about concept

· The identity of a concept

Users:

· Name communities tat should sue the transfer schema

· Show how the model can accommodate them

