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information and must defend every value they act on. One canonical record per real thing, a cited source and
an observation date behind every value, unknowns declared rather than left blank, and any past state of the
record reproducible.
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Executive Summary

RDF 1.2 provenance changes the vocabulary for talking about attributed statements, but it does not choose a
complete provenance policy for an application. As of 22 September 2026, RDF 1.2 Concepts is a W3C
Candidate Recommendation Snapshot dated 7 April 2026, not a Recommendation (www.w3.0rg). The RDF
1.2 Primer is a Group Note Draft dated 17 September 2026 and explicitly sends normative questions back to
Concepts (www.w3.0rg). This status matters: teams can test and adopt the model deliberately, but should
version their contract and retain a rollback representation.

The central distinction is semantic. An asserted triple claims that its proposition is true (www.w3.0rg). A triple
term denotes a proposition, but does not assert it merely by being represented (www.w3.0rg). A reifier gives
that proposition an addressable resource for source, observation time, confidence, or assertion-event
metadata. Multiple reifiers may refer to one proposition, which is exactly what two independent sources
asserting the same value require (www.w3.0rg). Named graphs remain useful for dataset, batch, access, or
publication context, but RDF does not require a graph name to denote its paired graph (www.w3.0rg).
Statement-level and graph-level provenance therefore solve different problems.

This report applies six invariant tests to one conflicting-claims fixture. The fixture contains 13 quads, three
stable claim IRIs, two sources asserting the proposition with value 100, and one source reporting value
101 without asserting it. A passing round trip through RDF 1.2 capable libraries such as N3.js 2.7.12 and
rdfl2conv 0.3.0 must preserve all 13 quads, all identifiers, one named graph, assertion state, and identical
query results, with a zero-quad symmetric difference, and should be published together with the executable
fixture, query text, raw outputs, and diff. The package sources identify N3.js 2.7.12 as the public release
(www.npmjs.com) and rdf12conv 0.3.0 as uploaded on 4 March 2026 (pypi.org). This is an interoperability
fixture, not a throughput benchmark.

The decision is conditional. Retain RDF 1.1 reification when deployed consumers require it and its four-
statement expansion is acceptable. Retain source-named graphs when provenance is truly shared by a
batch. Migrate to RDF 1.2 reifiers when proposition-versus-assertion safety, multiple assertion identities, and
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compact native syntax are decisive. Combine reifiers with named graphs when claims need individual
evidence while batches need graph context. Reliable Context’s relevant first-party benchmark is an observable
one: a cited, verbatim, dated source behind every value. No syntax alone supplies that guarantee.

Introduction and Background

Provenance asks where information came from, who or what asserted it, when it was observed, and under
which context it should be interpreted. RDF has long offered several ways to attach such information, but
those mechanisms do not identify the same unit. RDF 1.1 reification describes a statement resource. Named
graphs group triples inside an RDF dataset. The 2021 RDF-star report introduced quoted triples and
annotation shorthand. **The RDF 1.2 draft suite defines triple terms and reifiers with materially different syntax
and a clearer assertion distinction.

That transition creates a representation decision, not a referendum on whether provenance matters. Vitali and
Pasqual’s June 2026 preprint argues that the relationship between attributed claims and factual commitment
has often remained under-specified (arxiv.org). Their account spans named graphs, quoted triples or RDF-star,
and reification (arxiv.org). It is a preprint contribution submitted on 13 June 2026, not standards consensus
(arxiv.org).

Earlier evidence points in the same methodological direction. Graph-level provenance is efficient when many
statements share one provenance record (d-nb.info), while named graphs were proposed to communicate
assertional intent at graph granularity (doi.org). Reasoning and update studies found graph-only provenance
insufficient for every derived statement (www.usenix.org). A three-store experiment found no universally fastest
provenance representation (ceur-ws.org). These results support testing a workload and invariant set, not
declaring one universal winner. The 2026 preprint’s focus on factual commitment reinforces that separation
(arxiv.org).

The practical error to avoid is collapsing proposition, assertion, assertion occurrence, and batch context
into one undifferentiated identifier. Two sources may assert the same proposition independently. Another
source may report a conflicting proposition that the receiving graph must not assert. A batch may impose an
observation window or access policy that applies to many claims. These are separate objects of description.

Reliable Context is a direct provider of a system of record, but not an RDF store, vector database, RAG
framework, data catalog, or master-data suite. Its first-party relevance is therefore a testable evidence posture
in prose, not a row in a product comparison table: values carry dated source evidence, and past record state is
reproducible. An RDF representation should be evaluated by whether it can preserve such observable
properties, not by whether its syntax looks concise.

Key Changes in RDF 1.2 Provenance

Proposition, asserted triple, and triple term

A proposition is the abstract content expressed by a triple. RDF 1.2 Concepts describes it as a logical
expression relating two entities (www.w3.0rg). A triple becomes an asserted triple when it is an element of the
graph and therefore makes a truth claim. A triple term is an RDF triple used as the object of another triple
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(www.w3.0rg).

Transparency does not imply assertion. The proposition city population 101 can be present inside a triple
term while the graph directly asserts only city population 100.

Reifiers and triple annotations

A reifying triple uses rdf:reifies as predicate and a triple term as object; its subject is the reifier. RDF 1.2
Schema describes rdf:reifies as associating a resource with a proposition (www.w3.0rg). The reifier, not
the proposition itself, is normally the subject of source, agent, time, or confidence statements.

This indirection is consequential. One reifier may cover several propositions, and several distinct reifiers may
identify separate assertion events concerning one proposition. That permits claim-a and claim-b to remain
distinct even when their subject, predicate, and object are identical. An application still has to state what its
reifier denotes, such as a report, observation, belief, or assertion event.

Released software evidence confirms that reifiers are becoming application-facing values rather than parser-
only tokens. Jena exposed Model.createReifier for application code (github.com). RDF4J documents
SPARQL 1.2 triple-term syntax in its engine (rdf4j.org) and native persistence in its bundled stores (rdf4j.org).
Oxigraph placed the new specifications behind explicit features during its transition (github.com). N3.js
documents RDF 1.2 handling across common serializations (github.com). None of those feature statements
removes the need for an application-level assertion test.

RDF datasets and named graphs

An RDF dataset contains a default graph plus zero or more named graphs. Each named graph pairs a graph
name, which can be an Internationalized Resource Identifier (IRI) or blank node, with an RDF graph. RDF 1.1
semantics did not prescribe one meaning for those pairs (www.w3.0rg). Consequently, a project must
document whether a name identifies graph content, a publication event, a source document, a batch, or
something else.

This distinction has remained stable across the literature. A set of statements can share one provenance
record (d-nb.info), but inference and updates may require finer lineage (www.usenix.org). Named graphs
communicate graph-level intent (doi.org); a reifier identifies something related to one proposition or a
deliberately grouped set. The 2026 DEC preprint likewise treats named graphs and reification as distinct
representational options (arxiv.org).

Table 1 fixes the vocabulary and the publication status that a migration contract should name explicitly.

Term Operational meaning Migration consequence

Proposition Abstract content denoted by a triple Deduplicate only when the application intends proposition
identity, not assertion-event identity.

Asserted triple A graph member that claims the proposition is Test presence directly. Do not infer it from provenance
true metadata.
Triple term A triple used as the object of another triple Safe for an attributed but unasserted proposition when no

matching direct triple is emitted.
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Term Operational meaning Migration consequence

Reifier Resource linked to a triple term through Give each independently attributable assertion occurrence a
rdf:reifies stable IRI.

Triple Reifier-centered metadata associated with an Use only when assertion is intended; annotation shorthand

annotation asserted matching triple can assert.

Named graph Dataset pair of graph name and RDF graph Declare what the name denotes and preserve graph

membership on export.
Current status  Concepts is a Candidate Recommendation; the Pin document dates and implementation versions; do not

Primer is a Group Note Draft label RDF 1.2 a Recommendation.

The table exposes two independent axes. Triple terms and reifiers answer, “Which proposition and assertion
occurrence?” Named graphs answer, “In which dataset partition or batch?” A robust design can use both
without pretending they are substitutes.

A Six-Test Acceptance Fixture

The fixture is deliberately small enough to inspect and strict enough to reveal accidental assertion. Two
sources independently assert the same population proposition. A third source reports a conflicting population
proposition that must remain attributed but unasserted. All records belong to one batch graph.

The candidate releases are independently identifiable: NPM listed N3.js 2.7.12 (www.npmjs.com), PyPlI listed
rdfl2conv 0.3.0 (pypi.org), and N3.js documented RDF 1.2 parsing and writing (github.com). The public
implementation report contains syntax-suite evidence but explicitly lacks official standing (w3c.github.io) and
did not identify the exact submitted release versions. Its 74-test Turtle row was therefore treated as contextual
evidence, not as this fixture result (w3c.github.io).

The six acceptance questions are:

« Proposition versus assertion: Can the representation identify a proposition without making it true in
the receiving graph?

« Multiple assertion identity: Can source A and source B retain distinct claim identifiers for the same
proposition?

« Unasserted safety: Does the value 101 remain absent from direct asserted triples?
 ldentifier stability: Do claim-a, claim-b, and claim-c survive serialization and reload unchanged?
» Graph context: Does batch-2026-09-22 remain the sole graph name?

* Query reproducibility: Do both implementations return the same claim-source pairs, same two reifiers
for value 100, and same asserted-value set?

The RDF 1.2 TriG encoding is compact but explicit:

VERSION "1.2"
PREFIX ex: <https://example.org/>
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PREFIX rdf: <http://www.w3.0rg/1999/02/22-rdf-syntax-ns#>

GRAPH ex:batch-2026-09-22 {
ex:city ex:population 100 .
ex:claim-a rdf:reifies <<( ex:city ex:population 100 )>> ;
ex:source ex:source-a ; ex:observedAt "2026-09-22" ; ex:asserted true .
ex:claim-b rdf:reifies <<( ex:city ex:population 100 )>> ;
ex:source ex:source-b ; ex:observedAt "2026-09-22" ; ex:asserted true .
ex:claim-c rdf:reifies <<( ex:city ex:population 101 )>> ;

ex:source ex:source-c ; ex:observedAt "2026-09-22" ; ex:asserted false .

The direct triple asserts 100. Nothing directly asserts 101. The boolean is application metadata and does not
control RDF assertion semantics. The graph structure does. Turtle 1.2 uses <<( and )>> around an explicit
triple term, while annotation syntax can simultaneously assert a triple (www.w3.0rg). For negative or disputed
claims, explicit reifying triples are easier to audit than assertion-producing shorthand.

The observable query contract contains no implementation-specific inference. It directly covers RDF 1.2
provenance modeling, RDF 1.2 triple terms, RDF 1.2 reifiers, RDF named graphs provenance, RDF-star
to RDF 1.2 migration, triple terms vs named graphs, RDF reification vs nhamed graphs, and RDF
provenance migration, rather than offering a syntax-only example.

* Q1, claim ledger: return each reifier IRI, source IRI, observation time, and graph name.

* Q2, source multiplicity: for proposition value 100, return exactly claim-a and claim-b.

* Q3, assertion state: return direct population values; the result must be exactly 100.

* Q4, negative safety: ask whether a direct population value 101 exists; the result must be false.
* Q5, batch membership: return distinct graph names; the result must be exactly one batch IRI.

* Q6, identity diff: compare the ordered result sets before and after round trip; symmetric difference must
be zero.

SPARQL 1.2 adds triple-term functions and triple-term pattern syntax, but its Working Draft status was dated
21 September 2026 (www.w3.0rg). A production acceptance suite should therefore keep equivalent basic
graph-pattern or host-language queries where a target does not yet implement the draft query syntax.

Representation Choices Under the Same Tests

RDF 1.1 reification

Classic reification uses an IRI or blank node with rdf:subject, rdf:predicate, rdf:object, and rdf: type
rdf:Statement. The pattern adds four reification triples for every reified triple (ceur-ws.org). Reification
does not assert the represented triple (www.w3.0rg).
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That makes classic reification assertion-safe when modeled carefully. It also permits multiple resources with
the same three components, so two assertion occurrences can remain separate. Its cost is verbosity and a
guery shape built from component triples. Hartig and Thompson identify the four-triple exchange expansion as
an efficiency concern, independently of runtime performance (ceur-ws.org).

The expansion should be measured as serialized structure, not translated directly into a speed claim. The
original analysis calls four reification triples per reified triple inefficient for exchange (ceur-ws.org), while later
transformation work produced workload-specific counts and times (journals.sagepub.com). The former is a
representation count; the latter is one measured mapping workload.

Source-named graphs

Source-named graphs naturally group assertions that share provenance. Sikos and Philp describe graph-level
provenance as suitable when a set of RDF statements shares provenance data (d-nb.info). Separate graph
names can distinguish two sources even when their graph contents are identical.

The limitation is semantic, not merely syntactic. Named graphs alone do not intrinsically identify an assertion
occurrence inside the graph, and their formal name-to-graph meaning is application-defined. Earlier work also
found that named graphs alone were insufficient to preserve provenance through RDFS reasoning and
updates (www.usenix.org). A graph containing value 101 contains an asserted triple in that graph, even if an
application informally calls the graph “quoted.”

The graph-level case is nevertheless strong when provenance is truly uniform (d-nb.info). Named graphs were
designed to carry graph-level assertional intent (doi.org). The boundary is exposed by reasoning and update
provenance, where graph-only capture can be insufficient (www.usenix.org).

Legacy RDF-star

The 2021 Community Group report allowed a quoted triple in subject or object position, and one triple could be
asserted, quoted, or both. The report was explicit that it was not a W3C Standard or Standards Track
document (www.w3.0rg). It also warned that a quoted triple had no assigned truth value (www.w3.0rg).

Legacy embedded triples do not automatically supply multiple assertion identities. The report rejected treating
multiple syntactically identical quoted triples as distinct occurrences. A migration must therefore materialize
explicit reifier IRIs where source-specific identities matter.

Implementation documentation can preserve the old behavior without implementing the new model. GraphDB
11.3 calls RDF-star an extension of RDF 1.1 (graphdb.ontotext.com) and says an embedded triple does not
explicitly assert its referenced statement (graphdb.ontotext.com). That is useful source behavior, but the RDF-
star-to-RDF 1.2 migration still needs an explicit identity mapping.

RDF 1.2 triple terms and reifiers

RDF 1.2 places the triple term in object position and gives the reifier the durable identity. This combination
handles statement-level identity and graph-level context without forcing either level to impersonate the other.
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Current project documentation shows the breadth of the transition. RDF4J describes support across model,

parsers, writers, query processing, protocols, and stores (rdf4j.org) and separately conditions query execution
on an RDF 1.2-capable store (rdf4j.org). Jena added RDF 1.2 input and output in 6.1.0 (github.com), while
N3.js documents RDF 1.2 serialization handling (github.com). Support must therefore be recorded per layer.

Table 2 subjects all four representations to the same observable tests.

Representation Attributed unit Assertion semantics Two identities Batch Migration judgment
for one context
proposition
RDF 1.1 reification = Statement Reification alone does Yes, with distinct =~ Add named = Retain when consumer
resource not assert IRIs graphs compatibility dominates;
separately = verbose but explicit.
Source-named Graph or Triples inside each Yes at graph Native Retain for uniform batch
graphs publication unit graph are asserted level, weak at strength provenance; combine for
there per-statement individual evidence.
level
Legacy RDF-star Quoted Quoted and asserted Not without an Add Convert deliberately; do not
embedded triple forms are distinct, but added identity dataset perform blind token
shorthand may assert pattern graph replacement.
RDF 1.2 reifier plus = Reifier for Triple term is Yes, directly Native Preferred when both
named graph assertion unasserted unless dataset individual evidence and
occurrence, matching direct triple layer batch context are
graph for batch exists requirements.

No row dominates every deployment. RDF 1.1 reification is interoperable with older software. Named graphs
minimize repeated batch metadata. RDF 1.2 makes the proposition-versus-assertion distinction and assertion
identity easier to express. A combined model is usually the least ambiguous when claim-level and batch-level
provenance coexist.

Implementation Considerations and Process Changes

Current implementation evidence

Implementation support is uneven and version-specific as of September 2026:

« Apache Jena: the official download page listed 6.2.0 as the source release and stated that binary and
Maven artifacts correspond to it (jena.apache.org). Jena’s changelog says 6.1.0 added RDF 1.2 syntax
input and output (github.com).

« Eclipse RDF4J: release 6.0.0 documented broad current RDF 1.2 and SPARQL 1.2 support (rdf4j.org).

Its documentation says MemoryStore, NativeStore, and LMDBStore persist and query the new value
kinds (rdf4j.org).
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« Oxigraph: version 0.5 introduced RDF 1.2 and SPARQL 1.2 support behind explicit feature flags and
replaced its earlier RDF-star feature with triple-term support (github.com). Version 0.5.2 later corrected
annotation-syntax evaluation (github.com).

» N3.js: the official repository documents parsing and writing RDF 1.2 in Turtle, TriG, N-Triples, and N-
Quads (github.com).

e GraphDB: current 11.3 documentation remains framed around RDF-star as an extension of RDF 1.1
(graphdb.ontotext.com). It documents that an embedded triple does not explicitly assert the referenced
statement (graphdb.ontotext.com). That is evidence for the documented legacy behavior, not proof of
RDF 1.2 support.

« RDFLib: PyPI listed 7.6.0 as its February 2026 release (pypi.org). A maintainer discussion prioritized an

RDFLib 8 release without RDF 1.2, so released triple-term support should not be assumed (github.com).

Release announcements and feature documentation should be stored with the test artifact. RDF4J announced
6.0.0 on 2 July 2026 (rdf4j.org), and its programming guide separately documents triple-term query syntax
(rdf4j.org). Jena’s changelog records both syntax support and its application reifier API (github.com).
Oxigraph’s changelog records feature gating and subsequent query corrections (github.com). The NPM
registry identifies the current N3.js release (www.npmjs.com).

This list is deliberately factual. “Supports RDF 1.2” can refer separately to the value model, parser, writer,
storage, query algebra, protocol, or result format. A migration must test every boundary it actually uses.

A controlled migration process

A defensible process has explicit artifacts:

» Freeze the source fixture: retain the original serialization, checksum, graph inventory, and claim-1D
inventory.

« Declare assertion intent: enumerate every proposition expected to be directly asserted and every
proposition expected to remain only attributed.

« Define identifier policy: use stable IRIs for claim occurrences that must survive blank-node relabeling
or cross-system export.

« Map legacy RDF-star: identify embedded triples used as metadata keys, then mint reifiers before
converting syntax.

« Map classic reification: preserve the old statement IRI as the new reifier where its identity is
meaningful.

« Preserve graph semantics: document whether each graph name denotes a batch, source, publication,
tenant partition, or access boundary.

« Pin implementations: record product name, exact release, feature flags, parser mode, writer mode,
and query form.

« Run both directions: import, export, reload, and query. A one-way parse is not a round trip.
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https://www.npmjs.com/package/n3
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» Classify every difference: use lossless, lossy but detectable, semantically changed, or unsupported.

« Retain rollback: keep the source fixture, mapping rules, exported target, query results, and diff report
together.

« Announce the version: expose the RDF version and provenance profile to downstream consumers
before cutover.

« Avoid silent fallback: if a consumer cannot parse a triple term, fail visibly or deliver a declared
compatibility serialization.

Data Analysis and Evidence

The available numbers answer three different questions: syntax conformance, representation size, and
workload behavior. They must not be combined into a single maturity score.

The unofficial RDF 1.2 implementation report dated 28 August 2026 says it has no official W3C standing
(w3c.github.io). It recorded 100.0% for two submitted implementations across 27 N-Quads, 29 N-Triples, and
35 TriG syntax tests (w3c.github.io). Across 74 Turtle tests, rdf12conv scored 97.3% and N3 scored 98.6%,
so neither listed result was complete (w3c.github.io). These are syntax-suite results, not throughput, durability,
or production claims.

Historical experiments show why representation performance cannot be generalized from one store. Fu and
colleagues ran provenance queries against three RDF stores without additional tuning (ceur-ws.org). Their
nanopublication dataset had 27,605,782 triples in 8,251,238 graphs, and each store performed best with a
different provenance model (ceur-ws.org). Those figures are useful negative evidence against universal
rankings, not current RDF 1.2 benchmarks.

A 2025 SemMedDB transformation experiment reported that standard reification used 20 predicate-object
maps, took 2,996.04 seconds, and produced 127,697,142 output triples (journals.sagepub.com). Its
workload and mapping engine differ from the fixture here. StarBench was separately proposed to measure
both SPARQL-star feature support and runtime performance (repositum.tuwien.at). These studies show that
feature support and speed need different experiments.

The evidence triangulates rather than converges on one ranking. StarBench separates feature support from
runtime (repositum.tuwien.at). The SemMedDB study supplies a large transformation result for one mapping
setup (journals.sagepub.com). The earlier three-store comparison found that different models led in different
stores (ceur-ws.org). Together they justify raw results and implementation labels, not a universal pass
threshold.

A fixture run should be reported per implementation in one table: pinned release, quads before and after, claim
IRIs retained, direct asserted values, named graphs, query difference, and invariant result. The acceptance
calculation is passed invariant tests / 6, always accompanied by the raw failures, the exact input, the
commands, and the query text. Even a clean 6/6 is narrow: it covers the named parser-writer releases and one
small fixture, with no reasoning, no concurrent updates, and no performance measurement. It does not
establish general store interoperability.
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Migration Outcomes and Decision Rules

Migration should be classified per fixture, not described with one project-wide adjective.

» Lossless: all triples and quads survive; stable claim IRIs remain; assertion state and graph membership
are unchanged; query-result symmetric difference is zero.

« Lossy but detectable: a declared feature is dropped, such as source graph names or reifier IRIs, and
the diff report identifies every loss.

« Semantically changed: graph membership or shorthand causes a formerly unasserted proposition to
become asserted, or merges two assertion identities.

« Unsupported: the parser, store, query layer, protocol, or serializer rejects the required construct.
Unsupported is not equivalent to false and should remain an explicit outcome.

The retain, migrate, or combine decision follows from requirements:
« Retain RDF 1.1 reification if older consumers are mandatory, statement IRIs already carry contractual
meaning, and four component triples per reification are acceptable.

« Retain named graphs if provenance is uniform over a graph, graph boundaries already encode
publication or batch events, and individual statement identities are unnecessary.

« Migrate legacy RDF-star if quoted-triple syntax is a compatibility risk, but first materialize source-
specific reifiers and separately test annotation shorthand for assertion changes.

« Adopt RDF 1.2 reifiers if attributed but unasserted claims, multiple assertion identities, and native
proposition references are central requirements.

« Combine reifiers and named graphs if every claim needs its own evidence while batches also require
observation, access, or publication context.

« Delay migration if a critical reader or writer lacks triple-term support and no declared compatibility
export can preserve the invariants.

Carroll and colleagues originally presented named graphs as a way to communicate assertional intent and
sign graphs (doi.org). That remains valuable. RDF 1.2 reifiers add a different capability: an explicit, reusable
identity for something associated with a proposition. Combining the levels is principled when their meanings
are declared.

Implications and Future Directions

RDF 1.2 makes assertion safety testable in a cleaner native model, but it does not make provenance self-
interpreting. The application still decides what a reifier denotes, what a graph name denotes, which metadata
fields are mandatory, and how inference affects attribution. These decisions belong in a published provenance
profile and executable fixture.

Three directions deserve continued measurement:
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» Cross-store semantics: run the same fixture through Jena, RDF4J, Oxigraph, N3.js, and any deployed
store, using released binaries and exact feature flags.

« Reasoning provenance: test whether entailed triples acquire distinct provenance, inherit source
context, or remain outside the asserted source record.

« Update behavior: verify deletion, replacement, and transaction boundaries without reusing an
assertion-event identity for a changed proposition.

e Canonicalization: distinguish stable IRIs from blank-node labels and test signing or hashing workflows
separately.

« Compatibility exports: publish both native RDF 1.2 and a declared RDF 1.1 representation when
downstream support is mixed.

« Negative claims: include attributed but unasserted propositions in every regression suite, because
accidental assertion is the most consequential silent change.

The standards documents and implementations will continue to move. Version announcements should
therefore name document dates, not only “RDF 1.2.” A migration artifact should be rerunnable when the
specification or parser changes.

Frequently Asked Questions (FAQS)

Do RDF 1.2 triple terms assert their triples?

No. A triple term denotes a proposition but does not by itself assert it. The matching triple must also occur
directly in the graph. Annotation syntax can assert while adding metadata, so explicit reifying triples are safer
when a claim must remain unasserted.

Are reifiers a replacement for named graphs?

No. Reifiers provide statement-level or assertion-occurrence identity. Named graphs provide dataset partition
or batch context. Use either one when only that level matters, and combine them when both levels matter.

Is RDF 1.2 reification the same as RDF 1.1 reification?

No. RDF 1.1 describes a statement resource through subject, predicate, object, and type triples. RDF 1.2 links
a reifier to a triple term with rdf:reifies. An existing statement IRl can often become the new reifier, but that
mapping must be explicit and tested.

Can RDF-star data be converted by changing delimiters?

Not safely in general. Legacy RDF-star allowed quoted triples in positions and identity patterns that differ from
RDF 1.2. A migration must inspect assertion shorthand, mint reifier identities where needed, and compare
query results.

Provenance and chain of custody - Canonical records and entity resolution - Defensible facts for regulated work Page 12 of 15



Reliable Context

What is the minimum migration test?

Use one fixture containing two independently sourced assertions of the same proposition, one attributed but
unasserted conflicting proposition, stable claim IRIs, and a named batch graph. Round-trip it through every
required implementation and compare triples, quads, identifiers, assertion state, graph names, and query
results.

Does passing the W3C implementation report prove production readiness?

No. The public report disclaims official standing and primarily reports test-suite results. It does not establish
workload throughput, operational durability, reasoning behavior, or application-specific round-trip invariants.

Conclusion

RDF 1.2 provenance is best understood as a sharper separation of levels. Triple terms identify propositions
without automatically asserting them. Reifiers provide identities for reports, beliefs, observations, or assertion
events associated with those propositions. Named graphs retain their value for batch and dataset context.
None of these mechanisms, alone, defines a complete provenance policy.

The migration decision should therefore be made against observable invariants. A candidate representation
must distinguish proposition from assertion, preserve two source-specific identities for one proposition, keep a
disputed claim unasserted, retain stable identifiers and graph membership, and reproduce query results across
pinned implementations. The 13-quad fixture should be run against every deployed boundary, with the input,
commands, query text, raw outputs, and diff published alongside the result.

Retain classic reification or named graphs where compatibility and existing semantics dominate. Migrate to
RDF 1.2 reifiers where assertion safety and explicit occurrence identity matter. Combine reifiers with named
graphs when both claim-level evidence and batch context must survive. In every case, publish the profile, keep
the pre-migration artifact, announce exact versions, and treat any unexpected assertion-state change as a
semantic change rather than a formatting difference.

Source links

Links cited in this article, in order of first appearance. Full addresses are provided for readers using extracted text.

1. https://lwww.w3.org/TR/rdf12-concepts
. https:/iwww.w3.org/TR/rdf12-primer

. https:/iwww.w3.0org/TR/rdf12-schema
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. https://www.npmjs.com/package/n3

. https://pypi.org/project/rdf12conv/0.3.0

. https://arxiv.org/abs/2606.15246

. https://d-nb.info/1213883385/34

. https://doi.org/10.1145/1060745.1060835
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. https://lwww.usenix.org/legacy/event/tapp09/tech/full_papers/pediaditis/pediaditis_html
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THE PUBLISHER

About Reliable Context

Reliable Context is a system of record for organizations that fuse private and public information and must
defend every value they act on.

The guarantees

One canonical record per real thing: duplicates resolve by rule, ambiguity is shown rather than hidden, and
related organizations relate without ever being merged. A verbatim, cited source and an observation date sit
behind every value. Unknowns are declared as not found, blocked or not applicable with a reason, never left
as an empty cell. Any past state of the record is reproducible, together with what changed since.

Where it runs

It runs inside the customer's perimeter, one database per organization. Permitted sources, model routing,
reader clearance and retention are set as the customer's own policies, and every value is exportable with its
chain of custody for an auditor or regulator.

What it is not

It is not a vector database or a RAG framework, not a data catalog, MDM or data-quality suite, not a CRM or
data-enrichment vendor, and not a chatbot or Al assistant. Where a reader needs one of those, the honest
answer is to say so and point them there.

Visit
See Reliable Context.

Reliable Context is in production use in two sectors; more than six thousand of its identity decisions were
made by rule and none has been reversed. Articles published here explain general practice, cite their primary
and academic sources, and name the jurisdiction of any regulatory rule they describe. They are not legal,
regulatory or compliance advice for a specific organization, and requirements change.

Website: https://reliablecontext.com

This article is educational. Verify consequential medical, legal, financial, regulatory and technical decisions with appropriate professionals and the
cited primary sources. Company services are described separately from the article's research findings.
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