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The Problem

Currently, librarians, archivists, and museum
professionals can choose from a large universe of
representation standards (see Figure 1). Each of these
standards exhibits various strengths and weaknesses based
on the problems they are engineered to address.
Unfortunately, standards developers do not always
explicitly articulate the problems or the contexts that
shaped a particular solution. Although Greenberg (2005)
provides a way to classify standards according to their
domain, objectives, and architecture, there is no
mechanism to identity and organize the features found
within a standard.

Solution

Design patterns — optimal solutions to common problems
— are useful tools used by developers for software
engineering, interface design (Figure 4), ontology
development, and Linked Open Data modeling (Figure 3)
(Gamma, et al., 1995; Blomgqvist, Gangemi, & Presutti,
2009; Dodds & Davis, 2011; Gangemi, 2005; van
Harmelen, ten Teije, & Wache, 2011). Although the
library, archive, and museum (LAM) domain frequently
uses concrete examples in standards documentation, these
examples lack important features which make design
patterns useful. In addition to providing solutions, design
patterns serve an important function by identifying and
articulating common problems. By doing so, design
patterns create a shared technical lexicon around which
designers, developers, and creators can structure their
conversations (Dearden & Finlay, 20006). Because design
patterns make problems, their contexts, and solutions
explicit, they can serve as important educational tools for
students and novices (Chatzigeorgiou, Tsantalis, &
Deligiannis, 2008). Design pattern languages are also
capable of expressing patterns at different scales and in
ways that build relationships among patterns (Alexander,

1977).

Ongoing Research
The initial work funded through the FYAP grant

exposed several difhiculties in shared understandings of
what design patterns are and how they can be used. This
observation translated into a series of qualitative
questions that are driving semi-structured interviews
with individuals responsible for developing cultural
heritage Linked Data services. At this time five
interviews are complete. The results of these interviews
will inform future development of a published pattern
library.

Figure 1: Secing Standards: A Visualization of the
Metadata Universe (Riley & Becker, 2010)
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Surrogate Identity
Problem

How can [ a’z’stz'nguis/o between metadata about an orz'gz'ndl resource

and metadata abour a surrogate that stands in for that resource?

Context

Cultural heritage repositories contain surrogate representations of resources
they hold in their collections (i.c., a digital image that depicts a painting).
Some document-based data management patterns may conflate these

entities, resulting in confusing, incoherent metadata (Hutt & Riley, 2005).

Solution

Cultural heritage data models should explicitly include surrogate resource
classes that can be identified independently of the resource a surrogate
instance represents. Models should specify the relationship between a

resource and its surrogate(s).

Related Patterns
® One graph per resource (Dodds and Davis, 2011)

Examples

* Categories for the Description of Works of Art (CDWA)
(Work/Related Textual or Visual Documentation)

* Dublin Core Abstract Model (1:1 Principle)

* Europeana Data Model (EDM)

* Requirement 1: distinction between “provided objects” (painting,
book, movie, archeology site, archival file, etc.) and their digital
representations.

* Requirement 2: distinction between objects and metadata describing

the object.
* VRA Record Type (Work/Image)
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