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Title: Agenda for DCM Usage Board neeting, 9-10 Cctober 2004 in Shanghai
Modi fi ed: 2004- 10- 02

Mai nt ai ner: Tom Baker

Identifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Previous neeting: dublincore.org/usage/ neetings/2004/03/| SSUES/

Descri pti on: This is the agenda of the Usage Board neeting to be held

in Shanghai. Al of the links listed in this page have
been compiled into a one-file nmeeting packet in PDF.

Venue: DC2004, Shanghai Library, Shanghai
Sem nar Room 5207, 2nd Fl oor

Dat e: Sat ur day- Sunday, 9-10 Cctober 2004

Partici pants: Tom Baker, chair Andy Powel | Stuart Sutton
Akira M yazawa Di ane Hill mann Traugott Koch
Andrew W son Rebecca Guent her

Guest s: Pet e Johnst on Eva Mendez Li ddy Nevile

I. Principles and process

10: 00-12: 00 4 10" 01: Followup to Bath neeting, 14-15 March 2004 [ Tom
6 20" 02: Revisions to Usage Board Process docunent [ Stuart]
26 15" 03: Status of Proposals to the Usage Board [ Tom
27 30" 04: Abstract Mddel and Guidelines for ldentifiers [ Andy]
52 15" 05: Dublin Core Structured Val ues [ Andy]
53 15" 06: ldentifiers for DCM Metadata Term Versi ons [ Tom

64 15" 07: Attributes of DCM Terns ("Usage Board profile") [ Tom

Il. Proposals to Review

13: 00-15: 00 70 120" 08: Ternms proposed by Collection Description W& [ Andr ew]
15:30-17: 30 91 120" 09: MARC Rel ator terns and dc:contributor [ Rebecca]
10: 00-12: 00 127 45" 10: Term proposed by Accessibility Wrking G oup [ Stuart]
136 45" 11: Term proposed by Education WG [ Akira]
I'1'l. Encodi ng schenes
13: 00-15: 00 140 40" 12: Approval of Encodi ng Schenes [ Traugott]
141 15" 13: Encodi ng Schene "|S08601" [ Rebecca]
154 05" 14: Encoding Scheme "NLM' [ Rebecca]
1. Oher
158 20" 15: Type Vocabul ary definitions and comments [ Stuart]
163 20" 16: Problems with the definition of dc:date [ none]
169 20" 17: Review of Application Profiles [ Ton
15:30-17:30 170 45" 18: Frequently Asked Questions and AskDCM [ D ane]
171 15" 19: Preservation policy for Usage Board docunentation [Tonj
172 10" 20: "DCX" - DCM as a Nanmespace Host [ none]
175 10" 21: What is "Sinple Dublin Core"? [ Tom
178 10" 22: Oher (nostly old) issues [ Tom

15" 23: Wap-up - sumary of actions and next UB neeting [ Tom

I. Principles and Process

10" SHANGHAI TOPIC 01: Followup to Bath neeting, 14-15 March 2004 [ Tom
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonmas. Baker /| SSUES/ bat h/

20" SHANGHAI TOPIC 02: Revisions to Usage Board Process docunent [Stuart]
http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /1 SSUES/ pr ocess/

http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonms. Baker/ publ i c/ 2004- 08- 27. process. ht md
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker/ public/2004-09-01. enni | -di gest . t xt
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker/ publ i c/2004-09-16. anendi ng-definitions.txt

15" SHANGHAI TOPIC 03: Status of Proposals to the Usage Board [ Tom
http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ pr oposal - st at us/




2004-10-02

30"

15"

15"

15"

SHANGHAI TOPI C 04
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. Abstract Mddel and Quidelines for ldentifiers
. de/ Peopl e/ Thonms. Baker /| SSUES/ abst r act - nodel /

[ Andy]

http://ww. ukol n.

ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcm / abst r act - nodel /

htt p: //ww. ukol n.

ac. uk/ netadata/dcmi /termidentifier-qguidelines/

http://ww. ukol n.

ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcm / r df - val ues/

http://ww. ukol n.

ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcm / dc- usage/ am i ssues/

SHANGHAI
http://ww. bi.fhg

TOPI C 05:

Dublin Core Structured Val ues
. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /1 SSUES/ dcsv/

[ Andy]

SHANGHAI
http://ww. bi.fhg

TOPI C 06:

Identifiers for DCM Metadata Term Versi ons
. de/ Peopl e/ Thonms. Baker /| SSUES/ ver si on-i dentifiers/

[ Tom

http://ww. bi.fhg

. de/ Peopl e/ Thonms. Baker/public/nmm dcl1l7. ht m

SHANGHAI
http://ww. bi.fhg

TOPI C 07:

Attributes of DCM Terns ("Usage Board profile")
. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /1 SSUES/ prof i | e- usageboar d/

[ Tom

120"

45"

45"

SHANGHAI
http://ww.

TOPI C 08
bi . f hg

Proposal s to Review

: Terms proposed by Collection Description Ws
. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ t er ns- col | ecti on/

[ Andr ew]

http://ww. ukol n.

ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcm / col | ecti on-accrual Met hod/

htt p: //ww. ukol n.

ac. uk/ net adata/dcm /col |l ection-accrual Periodicity/

http://ww. ukol n.

ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcmi / col | ecti on-accrual Policy/

http://ww. ukol n.

ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcm / col | ecti on- DCCDAccr ual Met hod/

htt p: //ww. ukol n.

ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcm /col | ecti on- DCCDAccrual Periodicity/

http://ww. ukol n.

ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcmi / col | ecti on- DCCDAccr ual Pol i cy/

SHANGHAI

TOPI C 09:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

MARC Rel ator terns and dc:contri butor
de/ Peopl e/ Thonms. Baker /| SSUES/ t er ns-r el at or s/

[ Rebecca]

http://ww. bi.fhg.

de/ Peopl e/ Thonmas. Baker/ publ i c/2004-09-21. emnil-rel ators.txt

http://1 cweb2.1oc.

gov: 8081/ cocoon/relators/relators. htm

http://ww. bi.fhg.

de/ Peopl e/ Thonms. Baker/ publ i c/ Agent - Rol es- Gui del i nesb. t xt

http://ww. bi.fhg.

de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker/ public/ El enent-refinenent. htn

SHANGHAI

TOPI C 10:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

Term proposed by Accessibility Wrking G oup [ Stuart]
de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ t er ns- accessi bility/

http://ww. ozewai .

org/ DC-t erm proposal / prop-regs-tabl e2. ht i

http://ww. ozewai .

org/ DC-t er m proposal / over vi ew. ht ni

http://ww. ozewai

.org/DC-term proposal/criteria. htm

SHANGHAI

TOPI C 11:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

Term proposed by Education WG
de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /1 SSUES/ t er ms- educat i on/

[ Aki r a]

http://ww.ischoo

| . washi ngt on. edu/ sasutton/ 8-28-04/i ndex. htm

40"

15"

05"

Encodi ng Schenes

SHANGHAI

TOPI C 12:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

Approval of Encodi ng Schenes
de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ r egi strati on/

[ Traugott]

SHANGHAI

TOPI C 13:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

Encodi ng Schene "I SC8601"
de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker/ 1 SSUES/ i s0o8601/

[ Rebecca]

http://ww. bi

.fhg.

de/ Peopl e/ Thonmas. Baker/ publ i c/ 2004-03. | SGB8601. t xt

http://ww. bi

.fhg.

de/ Peopl e/ Thonms. Baker/ publi c/ 2004- 09-21. enni | - di gest . t xt

http://wwv. jiscmail.ac.uk/cqgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0409&| =dc- dat e&T=0&F=&S=&P=395

SHANGHAI

TOPI C 14:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

Encodi ng Schene "NLM'
de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /1 SSUES/ nl nf

[ Rebecca]

http://ww. bi.fhg.

de/ Peopl e/ Thonms. Baker/ publi c/ 2004- 06- 23. enni | - di gest . t xt
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SHANGHAI TOPI C 15:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

Type Vocabul ary definitions and comments [ Stuart]
de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /1 SSUES/ t ype-definitions/

http://ww. bi.fhg.

de/ Peopl e/ Thonms. Baker/ publi c/ 2004- 03-15. DCM Type-sas. ht m

SHANGHAI TOPI C 16:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

Problems with the definition of dc:date [ none]
de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ defi ni ti on-date/

http://ww. jiscni

| . ac. uk/ cgi - bi n/ webadm n?A2=i nd0409&l =dc- dat e&T=0&F=&S=&P=273

SHANGHAI TOPIC 17:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

Revi ew of Application Profiles [ Tom
de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ profi |l es/

SHANGHAI TOPI C 18:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

Frequently Asked Questions and AskDCM [ D ane]
de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ f aq/

SHANGHAI TOPI C 19:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

Preservation policy for Usage Board docunmentation [Toni
de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ ub- docunent at i on/

SHANGHAI TOPI C 20:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

"DCX" - DCM as a Nanespace Host [ none]
de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ dcx/

SHANGHAI TOPI C 21:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

What is "Sinple Dublin Core"? [ Tom
de/ Peopl e/ Thonmas. Baker /| SSUES/ si npl e-dc/

SHANGHAI TOPI C 22:
http://ww. bi.fhg.

O her (nostly old) issues [ Tom
de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /1 SSUES/ ot her /

SHANGHAI TOPI C 23:

W ap-up - sunmary of actions and next UB neeting [ Tom
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Title: Fol | ow-up to Bath neeting

ldentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ bat h/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Cr eat ed: 2004-09-12

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

BATH TOPIC 1: DCM Naning Policy (Tom
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/ 2004/ 03/ 1 SSUES/ docs- nami ng/

Done - see http://dublincore.org/docunents/ 2004/ 04/ 05/ nam ng-policy/.

BATH TOPI C 2: Encodi ng schenes for Library Application Profile (Rebecca)
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/ 2004/ 03/ 1 SSUES/ r eqgi strati on-proposal s/

Moved forward to Shanghai :
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ i so8601/

BATH TOPIC 3: Registration of Vocabul ary Encodi ng Schenes (Traugott)
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/ 2004/ 03/1 SSUES/ regi stration/

http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/ 2004/ 03/ 1 SSUES/ reqgi stration-Ilightweight/

Moved forward to Shanghai neeting:
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ r eqgi st rati on/

BATH TOPI C 4: Proposed terns for a Collection Description profile (Andrew)
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/ 2004/ 03/1 SSUES/ t er ns-col | ecti on/

Done -
see http://dublincore. org/usage/ deci si ons/ 2004/ 2004-02. Col |l ection-terns. shtm

BATH TOPI C 5: Scope of DCM Nanespaces (Andy, Pete Johnston as guest)
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/ 2004/ 03/1 SSUES/ dcni - nanespaces/

Moved forward to Shanghai neeting:
http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ nanespace- scope/

BATH TOPI C 6: DCM Abstract Mdel (Andy)
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/ 2004/ 03/ 1 SSUES/ - check |ink

Moved forward to Shanghai neeting:
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ abst r act - nodel /

BATH TOPIC 7: @uidelines for DC Application Profiles (Tom
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/ 2004/ 03/ 1 SSUES/ docs- DCAPs/

Done: There was an action itemon Tomto revise the CEN Guidelines
for DCAPs and seek fornal approval of the revised version in CEN.
As of July 2004, however, the nature of the changes proposed
was running counter to discussion within CEN itself. Accordingly,
Tom post poned work on this pending clarification of various issues.

BATH TOPIC 8: PBCore Metadata Dictionary (Rebecca)
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neeti ngs/ 2004/ 03/ 1 SSUES/ profil es-pbcore/

Done -see
http://ww. jiscmil.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadni n?A2=i nd0406&L =dc- usage&T=08&0=A&P=7186

http://ww. utah. edu/ cpbnet adat a/

BATH TOPIC 9: Review of Application Profiles (Tom
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ profil es/

Done - changes in Process docunent to be approved in Shanghai :


http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/docs-naming/
http://dublincore.org/documents/2004/04/05/naming-policy/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/registration-proposals/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/registration/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/registration-lightweight/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/terms-collection/
http://dublincore.org/usage/decisions/2004/2004-02.Collection-terms.shtml
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/dcmi-namespaces/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/People/Thomas.Baker/ISSUES/namespace-scope/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/docs-DCAPs/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/profiles-pbcore/
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0406&L=dc-usage&T=0&O=A&P=7186
http://www.utah.edu/cpbmetadata/
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http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ pr ocess/

BATH TOPI C 10: AskDCM (Di ane)
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neeti ngs/ 2004/ 03/ | SSUES/ askdcmi /

Moved forward to Shanghai :
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ f aq/

BATH TOPI C 11: Proposals for dc:rights-related terns (Andrew)
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/ 2004/ 03/1 SSUES/ t erms-ri ghts/

Done - see http://dublincore.org/usage/ deci sions/ 2004/ 2004-01. Ri ghts-terns. shtml

BATH TOPI C 12: MARC Rel ator terns and dc:contributor (Rebecca)
http://dublincore.org/usage/ neetings/ 2004/ 03/ 1 SSUES/ t er ns-rel at ors/

Moved forward to Shanghai :
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker/ | SSUES/ t er ns-r el at ors/

BATH TOPI C 13: Dublin Core and QAl (Tom
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neeti ngs/ 2004/ 03/ | SSUES/ oai /

Done (sinply reported).

BATH TOPI C 14: Unfini shed business (Tom D ane, Stuart)
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/ 2004/ 03/ 1 SSUES/ et c- ol d/

Moved forward to Shanghai :
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ t ype-definitions/

BATH TOPI C 15: Usage Board issues (Ton)
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neeti ngs/ 2004/ 03/ 1 SSUES/ usageboar d/

Done - changes in Process docunent will be presented for approval
i n Shanghai :
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ pr ocess/



http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/askdcmi/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/terms-rights/
http://dublincore.org/usage/decisions/2004/2004-01.Rights-terms.shtml
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/terms-relators/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/oai/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/etc-old/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/usageboard/

2004-10-02

Title:
ldentifier:
See al so:
Cr eat ed:

Modi fi ed:
Mai nt ai ner :

Shepher ds:

In

Bat h,

Usage Board in Shanghai

Revisions to the DCM Process docunent
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ pr ocess/

http://ww. bi.

f hg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

2004-09-12
2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

To

m Baker

Di ane and Stuart

there was an action on Diane and Stuart to revise

the Process docunent
followi ng major points (along with alot of mnor points):

I n August,

The UB will

continue to accept
schenes through traditional

in various ways.

These i ncl uded the

proposals for DCM encodi ng
channels. Diane and Stuart will

formulate criteria for proposals and explain the UB stance.
From BATH TOPIC 2 (on Encodi ng Schenes) there was a separate
action on Rebecca to wite a one-pager explaining what we

| earned fromthe discussion of the potential encoding schenes

ATT, TGw, SId, |

However ,

SBN, ISSN, DO, GAC, and MARC Country Codes.

formul ated by Diane and Stuart.

this should perhaps be folded into the UB stance

The UB felt that proposals for elenents and el enent
refinements which were intended to nmake statenents about
specific resource types woul d be acceptable. If the
resource type addressed by such a proposal were linited

to a specific donain,

its proposed status shoul d be

"conform ng" as opposed to "recommended". Stuart and
Di ane woul d weave this into the process docunent at
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #f our.

In Bath, we reaffirmed that the Usage Board can assign

the the status of

refinenents at the point of

"conform ng" to an Application Profile
based on a review focused on el enents and el enent

review [1,2,3]. The AP

desi gnated as "conform ng" (i.e., a snapshot of the AP
docurment at the time reviewed) would be archived on the

DCM Website.

and resubmission to the UB (i.e.,

Changes to the AP should result in a new AP

for new "tine stanp").

Stuart and Di ane woul d change the process docunent to
reflect this "tinme stamp".

Stuart posted a draft
necessary changes [4],

details on the list [5].

I n Septenber,

i ncorporating nmost of the
and there was sone di scussi on of

there was sone discussion about the possibility
of modifying the definition of dc:date,

and Tom noti ced that

there seenms not to be an explicit process for subnmitting and
deci di ng on such proposals [9].

I n Shanghai ,

we shoul d ai mat approving the changes al ready

made and identify any changes still needed. Specifically,

further changes to the Process document will be discussed in

relation to the approval

[1]
[2]
(3]
[4]
[5]
[6]
[7]
[8]

of Encodi ng Schenes generally [6,7,8].

http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #si x
http://dublincore.org/usage/ docunents/profiles

http://dublincore. org/usage/ neeti ngs/ 2004/ 03/ cwal4855-20040210. pdf
http://wwv. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker/ publ i c/ 2004- 08- 27. process. ht i
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker/ publ i c/ 2004-09-01. enni | - di gest . t xt
http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ regi stration/

http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ nl ml

http://wwv. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ i s0o8601/



http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/#four
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/#six
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/profiles
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/cwa14855-20040210.pdf

2004-10-02 Usage Board in Shanghai

[9] http://ww.bi.fhg.de/Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker/ publ i c/2004-09-16. anendi ng-defini tions. txt
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DCMI Usage Board Administrative Processes

Creator: Dianel. Hillmann
Creator: Stuart A. Sutton
Date | ssued: [REVISE
I dentifier: REVI
Replaces: http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/2003/02/07/process/
Is Replaced By: Not Applicable
Latest version: REVI

This document describes the process by which the DCMI Usage Board reaches decisions on terms and

Description of document: application profiles, aswell asits process for managing the registration of encoding schemes.

Index

Part 1: Usage Board: Overview, Meetings, Documentation

1. Usage Board Membership

2. Meetings
3. Categories of Usage Board Decisions

Part 2: Proposals: Form and Process

4, Proposalsfor Recommendations
5. Proposals for Registration of Encoding Schemes
6. Proposals for Registration of Application Profiles

Part 1-Usage Board: Overview, Meetings, Documentation

1. Usage Board Membership and Participation

1.1. The UB will consist of at least seven and no more than eleven people (nineisideal) appointed by the DCMI
Directorate.

1.2. Usage Board member terms shall be for two year terms which are renewable. Initial appointments will be made so
asto stagger terms.

1.3. Members should be selected based on the following criteria:

1.3.1. Knowledgeable concerning the development history and purpose of the DC element set
and its relationship to the metadata world at large;

1.3.2. Related to a metadata community relevant to DCMI;

1.3.3. Willing and able to commit time and energy to the functions of the UB;


http://www.bi.fhg.de/index.shtml
http://www.bi.fhg.de/index.shtml
http://www.bi.fhg.de/about/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/about/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/documents/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/documents/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/groups/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/groups/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/resources/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/resources/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/news/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/news/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/news/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/news/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/tools/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/tools/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/projects/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/projects/
http://askdcmi.askvrd.org/
http://askdcmi.askvrd.org/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/index.shtml
http://www.bi.fhg.de/index.shtml
http://dublincore.org/
http://dublincore.org/usage/
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/
mailto:dih1@cornell.edu
mailto:sasutton@u.washington.edu
http://www.bi.fhg.de/usage/documents/2003/02/07/process/
http://www.dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/#one.
http://www.dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/#two.
http://www.dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/#three.
http://www.dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/#four.
http://www.dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/#five.
http://www.dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/#six.
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1.3.4. Able to communicate verbally and in writing in English well enough to prepare
documents and discuss complex issuesin agroup setting;

1.3.5. Geographic and domain distribution of membersis relevant but will not override other
criteria

1.4. The UB Chair will be appointed from one of the membership by the DCMI Directorate. The term of the chair
shall be for atwo year term which is renewable.

1.5. Liaisons from DCMI &ffiliates may be appointed by DCMI management in consultation with the Usage Board
Chair.

1.5.1. Liaisons are non-voting but are encouraged to participate in discussion on the Usage
Board list and at meetings.
1.5.2. Liaisons do not serve as shepherds.

1.6. For internal communication the UB uses the closed mailing list dc-usage@jiscmail.ac.uk. The messages are
archived and publicly available at http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/lists/dc-usage.html.

2. Meetings

2.1. Scheduling

2.1.1. Meetings should be held at |east twice ayear.

2.1.1.1. One meeting should be scheduled during the annual DC general
workshop/conference.

2.1.1.2. The second should be scheduled at a different time of the year,
preferably close to other conferences, so as to make attendance
convenient for as many members as possible.

2.1.1.3. Scheduling should be done far enough in advance so that as many
members as possible may be present.

2.2. Funding for regular UB member attendance at meetings should be supported as much as possible by DCMI.

2.2.1. Funding for Liaisons attendance at UB meetings should be supported by their institution.

2.3. Mesting agenda

2.3.1. The UB Chair maintains the agenda, which cites links to relevant supporting
documentation, including JISCMAIL postings.

2.3.2. All materials pointed to in the agenda are archived at http://dublincore.org/usage/
meetingd after the final pre-meeting version of the agenda has been distributed. After the
meeting, the archive version of the agendais edited to point to these archive copies.

2.4. Attendance by members

2.4.1. Members must attend at least one meeting in a given year to maintain membership in
good standing.
2.4.2. Members who miss two meetings in succession may be replaced by the DC Directorate.

2.5. Attendance by others

2.5.1. Attendance at UB meetings by other than the UB is by invitation.

2.5.1.1. Peopleinterested in attending should request an invitation viathe
UB Chair or the Managing Director.


http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/lists/dc-usage.html
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2.5.2. Participation in discussion of proposals by any interested parties is encouraged.
2.6. Agenda preparation and distribution

2.6.1. The UB chair isresponsible for preparing the meeting agendas and assigning shepherds to
proposals.

2.6.2. Agendaitems shall include the name and email address of the UB member responsible for
shepherding the proposal through the UB process.

2.6.3. Agendas shall be available at http://www.dublincore.org/usage/meetings afew weeks
before the meeting.

2.7. Important decisions will be assigned a number for citation purposes and documented on the DCMI website.
3. Categories of Usage Board Decisions

3.1. Recommended: Elements, Element Refinements, and DCMI-maintained VVocabulary Terms (e.g., member terms
of the DCMI Type Vocabulary) useful for resource discovery across domains.

3.2. Conforming: Elements, Element Refinements and Application Profiles may be assigned a status of conforming.
Elements and Element Refinements assigned a status of conforming are those for which an implementation
community has a demonstrated need and which conform to the grammar of Elements and Element Refinements,
though without necessarily meeting the stricter criteria of usefulness across domains or usefulness for resource
discovery.

3.3. Obsolete: For Elements and Element Refinements that have been superseded, deprecated, or rendered obsolete.
Such termswill remain in the registry for use in interpreting legacy metadata.

3.4. Registered: Used for Vocabulary Encoding Schemes and language translations for which the DCMI provides
information but not necessarily a specific recommendation.

Part 2-Proposals: Form and Process

4. Proposals for Terms
4.1. Sources of proposals may be:
4.1.1. DCMI working groups

4.1.1.1. Existing working groups
4.1.1.2. Working groups established for the purpose of developing
proposals

4.1.2. Metadata implementers
4.1.3. UB itself

4.2. Requirements for proposals for "Recommended" and "Conforming" status
4.2.1. To be supplied by the proposers (see table below):

Proposal Requirements Table

Name A suggested unique token for use in encodings
L abel A suggested human-readable label for the proposed
term
Definition The suggested definition of the term
Comment Information concerning the possible application of

the proposed term
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Examples of use of the proposed term, making clear

Examples what type of literal values are expected
Is the proposed term an "element,” or an "element
refinement” (as defined in http://dublincore.org/
Typeof term . ] .
usage/documents/principles) [NOTE: Encoding
schemes are registered using a separate process)
Term qualified If the proposed term is an element refinement, which

term does it qualify?
Why needed A justification of the need for the proposed term

Demonstration and documentation that the proposed
new term has substantial support of Working Group
members (if applicable) aswell as othersin the
Working Group or community support relevant community. Evidence of such support can
include votes held on mailing lists or in face-to-face
meetings or positive endorsements from members of
the DC-GENERAL mailing list.
Is the term proposed as Recommended or
Conforming?
Related DCMI terms A discussion of possible overlap with existing terms
An annotated listing of related termsin non-DCMI
metadata vocabularies
An annotated listing of existing applications that
could be affected by recognition of thisterm
A pointer to adescription, in standard form (to be
specified) of the working group or organization
putting forward the proposal: its scope, aims, a brief
history, current status, and a pointer to archives

Proposed status

Related non-DCM | terms

Impact on applications

About the proposers

4.2.2. To be supplied by the UB shepherd:
4.2.2.1. A summary history of the post-announcement discussion

4.3. Guidelines: The following criteria are offered as guidelines for developing a proposal -- they reflect criteria that
the Usage Board will usein its decision-making. They do not constitute further requirements for the formal
documentation of a proposal.

4.3.1. Criteriafor evaluating aterm proposal

4.3.1.1. Clarity

4.3.1.1.1. Can the term be clearly defined?
4.3.1.1.2. Can the semantics of the proposed
element or element refinement be expressed
precisely, unambiguously, and briefly?

4.3.1.2. Practicality

4.3.1.2.1. Isthe term practical?

4.3.1.2.2. How difficult would it be for people
creating metadata to comprehend the semantics of
the proposed element or element refinement and to
apply it reasonably in the description of resources?

4.3.1.3. Placement

4.3.1.3.1. Does the term refine an existing el ement?
4.3.1.3.2. If the proposed term is an element, can it
reasonably be handled as effectively as an element
refinement or encoding scheme for an existing
element?


http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/principles
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/principles
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4.3.1.3.3. Are there alternative ways of
implementing the term? Within the conceptual
framework of the Dublin Core Element Set (i.e.,
element/element refinements and encoding
schemes), are there alternative ways to achieve the
ends sought?

4.3.1.4. Needs

4.3.1.4.1. Isthere aclear requirement in existing
implementations for the term in support of resource
discovery?

4.3.1.4.2. |sthere a demonstrated need for the
proposed element or element refinement?

4.3.1.4.3. Are there existing implementations or
encoding schemes, etc., which use the term?

4.3.1.5. Fits with other DCMI-maintained terms

4.3.1.5.1. Follows existing principles of refinement
4.3.1.5.2. Iswell-formed

4.3.1.5.3. Does not conflict with or create
ambiguity with regard to existing DCMI-
maintained terms

4.3.1.5.4. Does not create problems for existing
legacy implementations if those implementations
have followed recommended practice

4.4. Decision tree for assessing the need for anew term

Decision Tree Table

Can the need be solved with a vocabulary encoding scheme for an existing DCMI
Element or Element Refinement?

Can the need be solved through an application profile that references an element
or element refinement from an existing and recognized non-DCMI namespace?

Condition 3: Can the need be solved with a new refinement for an existing DCMI element?

Create anew DCMI Element (and, if necessary, Element and V ocabulary
Encoding Scheme) to meet the need.

Condition 1:

Condition 2:

Condition 4:

4.5. Process for Moving Proposals

4.5.1. Appointment of Shepherds

4.5.1.1. Each proposal shall be assigned a shepherd by the UB chair from
among the UB membership.

4.5.1.2. Shepherds should have knowledge of the proposal issues or be
connected to the WG originating the proposal.

4.5.1.3. Responsibilities

4.5.1.3.1. Monitor discussion on relevant lists
(shepherds should be members of the relevant DC
WG list during the time of consideration of a
proposal and are encouraged to join in the
discussion to ensure that all relevant issues are
exposed during the discussion period).

4.5.1.3.2. Summarize the comment period
discussion and points of contention of the proposal
for the UB, either verbally at the meeting or in
writing prior to the meeting (preferred).

If so, do that; else ...

If so, do that; else ...
If so, do that; else ...

12
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4.5.1.3.3. Serve asliaison to the relevant WG or
community during the time the proposal is under
discussion and after a decision has been made.
4.5.1.3.4. Verify registration information for the
DCMI Web Team.

4.5.1.3.5. Prepare draft of UB official decision on
the proposal for review and approval by the UB.

4.5.2. Pre-announcement process

4.5.2.1. Proposer must inform the DCMI Managing Director and the UB
Chair of the intent to submit a proposal at the earliest possible timein the
proposal's development so that the UB Chair can assign a UB member to
serve as shepherd for the proposal process and to calendar: (1) the
deadline for submission of the proposal; and (2) the date the UB will
deliberate and make its decision which must be at least six weeks after the
proposal submission deadline.

4.5.2.2. No later than six weeks before the submission deadline, the
proposer will provide the UB Chair with a draft of the proposal for
distribution to the shepherd.

4.5.2.3 At the time the draft of the proposal is distributed to the shepherd,
the UB Chair will schedule a conference call to discuss the draft among,
at aminimum, the propose, the shepherd and the UB Chair. Others
participants may beinvited at the discretion of the proposer, the shepherd
and the UB Chair. Notes capturing significant issues discussed during the
call will be recorded and distributed to the call participants and the UB
members.

4.5.2.4. No later than the deadline for submission set by the UB Chair, the
proposer shall submit the finished proposal to the DCMI Managing
Director and the UB Chair.

4.5.2.5. Proposal is given preliminary review for completeness by DCMI
Managing Director and UB Chair.

4.5.2.6. If complete and no revisions needed, proposal is circulated to UB
members and announced for public comment by the Managing Director.
A period of two weeks will be allowed between the date of the decision
on completeness and the public announcement of the proposal to provide
time for preparation of the supporting materials for public dissemination.
4.5.2.7. If incomplete or revisions needed, proposal is returned to
originator, with request for revision or additional information.

4.5.2.8. Throught out the periods of discussion and deliberations, UB
members are free to comment and join asindividuasin listserv
discussions of the proposal. Opinions expressed by UB members during
such discussions should not be considered official opinions of the UB.
4.5.2.9. Between the close of the public comment period and the UB
meeting, the shepherd shall prepare the final version of the proposal and
distribute it to the UB.

4.5.2.10. The benchmark dates in the proposal process shall follow the
pattern set out in the table below:

Task Minimum  Minimum
Action Task Cummulative Actors

Description Duration  Start Time
DCMI
o Executive
Sme! ssion. See section 16 weeks Director
Intention to 4weeks before UB .
4.5.2.1 above . UB Chair
Propose meeting
Proposer
Shepherd
Submission:  See sections 12 weeks UB Chair
Draft 45.2.2-3 5weeks before UB Proposer

Proposal above meeting Shepherd

13
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DCMI
Submission: Executive
Proposal " Seesection 2 weeks 7 weeks before  Director
PO 4.5.3.4 above UB meeting  UB Chair
Deadline
Proposer
Shepherd
DC-Genera
Comment See section 4 weeks 5 weeks before  Participants
Period 4.5.2.6 above UB meeting Proposer
Shepherd
Preparation
and See section 1 week before
'llz'irr?;smlttal 4.6.2.9 above 1 week UB meeting Shepherd
Proposal

4.5.3. Announcements

4.5.3.1. Announcements of comment period for proposals to be discussed
by the UB shall be made on the DC-General list and other relevant lists.
4.5.3.2. Announcements of proposals shall be made by the DCMI
Managing Director.

4.5.3.3. Announcements will include:

4.5.3.3.1. Linksto relevant information to be
considered with the proposal

4.5.3.3.2. Relevant deadlines for comments
4.5.3.3.3. Addresses for comment submission
4.5.3.3.4. Information about UB meeting at which
the proposal will be discussed, including place,
time, and how to request an invitation to participate
4.5.3.3.5. Name and contact information for the
assigned shepherd

4.5.4. Communication Responsibility Table

Communication Responsibility Table

What
Proposal draft posted
Proposal added to UB agenda

Proposal announced for public
comment

Usage Board Outcome

4.5.5. Comment period

Where Who
WG list, DC-General WG Chair
UB Website, UB list UB Chair

Comment

DC-General DCMI Managing Director

DC-Genera DCMI Managing Director

4.5.5.1. Comment period on proposal s should be managed on the DC-

Generadl list.

4.5.5.2. Comment periods should be at least one month in length and
commence at least six weeks before the UB meeting at which actionisto

be taken.

4.5.5.3. Public discussions of UB related issues during public comment
periods should take place on DC-Genera or other working group mailing
lists as specified in the announcement. The public discussion must start at
least six weeks before the UB meeting at which the issues will be

discussed.

4.5.6. Voting
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4.5.6.1. Voting shall be limited to scheduled meetings and conference
cals.

4.5.6.2. Voting shall be limited to UB members present at the meeting or
conference call and able to participate in the discussion.

4.5.6.3. UB members who cannot be present may present their arguments
for or against a proposal in writing prior to a meeting (this shall not
constitute avote).

4.5.6.4. UB members who cannot be present may explore other options
with the chair, if they cannot be present for an important vote. In all cases,
avote may not be cast by amember who is not present, either physically
or virtually, for the relevant discussion.

4.5.6.5. A proposal is approved if more than 50% of assigned votesin are
in favor and fewer than 25% of assigned votes are against the proposal .
Every effort will be made to achieve afirm consensus on a proposal
beforeit is deemed approved.

4.6. Decisions of the UB are forwarded to the DCMI Directorate for endorsement and approval.
4.7. Registration of UB Decisions on Proposals

4.7.1. A document explaining the UB decision regarding a proposal will be written in atimely
fashion by the shepherd and approved by the UB.

4.7.1.1. The decision will include brief statements of recommendations
being issued and detailed explanations of UB decisions not to issue
recommendations.

4.7.1.2. UB decisions will bein aform determined by the UB and
numbered consecutively for the purpose of citation.

4.7.1.3. The DCMI Web Team will publish UB decisionsin the
Documents section of the DCMI Web site in a category named DCMI
Usage Board Decisions.

4.7.2. Recommended terms will be put into the official DCMI documentation by the UB Chair.

5. Proposals for Registration of Encoding Schemes [SECTION 5 UNDER REVISION BY DIANE]
[NOTE: Some items deleted; Communication Table deleted.]

5.1. Submissions of new encoding schemes may be forwarded to the UB Chair no later than six weeks prior to the
next scheduled UB meeting.
5.2. A shepherd will be assigned to eval uate the submissions. Shepherd assignment will be based on:

5.2.1. Knowledge of a particular scheme

5.2.2. Knowledge of the language used in the scheme

5.2.3. Interest or knowledge of a particular subject or topical area covered by the scheme
5.2.4. Time the member has available for such tasks

5.3 The UB chair will not shepherd individual submissions, but will keep track of submissions and ensure that all are
resolved in some manner.
5.4. The shepherd will be responsible for verifying the submitted information:

5.4.1. Name of the scheme

5.4.2. Availability and maintenance status

5.4.3. Appropriateness of the maintenance agency

5.4.4. Uniqueness and appropriateness of the proposed token
5.4.5. Possible use with elements not specified in the proposal

5.5. If necessary, the shepherd will initiate contact with the maintenance agency in the case of questions or concerns
about the status of the scheme, the proposed token, or to clarify the submission.

5.6. The shepherd will edit the submission and complete the registration process by submitting the information to the
DCMI Web Team.[NOTE: Whether or not thisis sufficient depends on whether we are still planning to maintain a
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simple web page of vocabularies.]

5.7. The DCMI Web Team will report to the UB list when registration has been completed.
5.8. The UB chair will announce new schemes as needed.

5.9. Communication Responsibility Table

6. Proposals for Registration of Application Profiles

6.1. Sources of proposals

6.1.1. DCMI working groups or working groups established for the purpose of developing one
or more proposals

6.1.1.1. Existing working groups

6.1.1.2. Working groups established for the purpose of developing proposals

6.1.2. Metadata implementers, established projects or research groups
6.1.3. UB itsdlf

6.2. For the purposes of review by the Usage Board:

6.2.1. The Usage Board isinterested in reviewing application profiles that make substantial use
of Dublin Core elements. The review of application profiles by the Usage Board servesto:

6.2.1.1. analyze the usage of Dublin Core within significant
implementations;

6.2.1.2. assign aDCMI stamp of approval;

6.2.1.3. promote the sharing of application profiles between communities;
and

6.2.1.4. identify new terms as candidates for inclusion in DCMI
namespaces.

6.2.2. Application profiles must provide, for each term, an identifier of the element set where it
is defined, ideally in the form of URIsfor individual terms.

6.2.3. If the termsin an application profile describe anything other than generic "resources’ (the
typical domain of Dublin Core), the application profile must make this clear. Thisis particularly
important if an application profileis based on a data model that describes multiple classes of
resources, such as agents or collections.

6.2.4. It isrecommended that application profiles be prepared using previously reviewed
application profiles be prepared using the Dublin Core Application Profile guidelines published
by CEN (ftp://ftp.cenorm.be/public/ws-mmi-dc/mmidc076.zip).

6.2.5. Each application profile must provide, or point to, a short text that describes:

6.2.5.1. The context and purposes in which the application profile is used
orislikely to be used.

6.2.5.2. The organizations or individualsinvolved in its development and
a capsule history thereof.

6.2.5.3. Any arrangements, policies, or intentions regarding the future
devel opment and maintenance of the application profile.

6.3. Review of Application Profiles by the Usage Board

6.3.1. An application profileis "well-formed" if it is presented in accordance with the broad and
flexible requirements outlined above. These presentation requirements may become more
specific as "good practice" emerges over time.

6.3.2. Usage Board review focuses on the use of terms related to Dublin Core terms and on any
data models that provide a context for those terms. The Usage Board is agnostic about the use of
terms not directly related to Dublin Core; strictly speaking such terms are outside the scope of
Usage Board review.

6.3.3. The use of terms related to Dublin Core (such as refinements of Dublin Core elements, or
Dublin Core elements that have been constrained for particular contexts) will be evaluated from
the standpoint of semantic conformance, grammatical principle (eg, "dumb-down"), clarity, and
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good practice.
6.4. Publication and use of Usage Board Reviews

6.4.1. An application profiles that "pass' review will be assigned the status of ‘conforming' and
adate stamp. Changes to the application profile will be considered a new application profile and
will require a new submission to the UB and a new timestamp.

6.4.2. For application profiles that "pass’ review, the Usage Board will publish a Review on a
Web page for application profiles.

6.4.3. Each Review will include, at a minimum:

6.4.3.1. Any comments from the Usage Board on the application profile.
6.4.3.2. Pointersto locally archived copies of the application profile as
originally submitted and (if necessary) as subsequently amended in light
of Usage Board comments.

6.4.3.3. A pointer to the "latest version" of an application profile held by
its maintainers.

6.5. Review represents aform of recognition, and its URL will be persistent for purposes of citation.

Valid XHTML 1.0! Valid CSS!

Metadata associated with this resource: http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/index.shtml.rdf

Copyright © 1995-2004 DCMI All Rights Reserved. DCMI liability, trademark/service mark, document use and software licensing rules
apply. Your interactions with this site are in accordance with our privacy statements. Please feel free to contact us for any questions,
comments or mediainquiries.

DCMI and the DCMI Web site are hosted by OCL C Research.


http://validator.w3.org/check/referer
http://validator.w3.org/check/referer
http://jigsaw.w3.org/css-validator
http://jigsaw.w3.org/css-validator
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/index.shtml.rdf
http://www.bi.fhg.de/about/copyright/index.shtml#copyright
http://www.bi.fhg.de/index.shtml
http://www.bi.fhg.de/about/copyright/index.shtml#liability
http://www.bi.fhg.de/about/copyright/index.shtml#trademark
http://www.bi.fhg.de/about/copyright/index.shtml#documentnotice
http://www.bi.fhg.de/about/software/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/about/privacy/
http://www.bi.fhg.de/about/contact/
http://www.oclc.org/research/
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Dat e: Fri, 27 Aug 2004 05:04:54 -0700

From Stuart Sutton <sasutton@l). WASH NGTON. EDU>

Subj ect: Proposed revisions to the UB Process Document
To: DC- USAGE@I! SCVAI L. AC. UK

Al'l, below please find the URL for the current draft revisions
of the UB Process document. The changes to the docunent are
in red. The changes include a raft of revisions stemm ng
fromour last two face-to-face neetings as well as m nor
ongoing edits as we tinker our way to perfection.

http://content.nsdl.org/di hl/UB_Process_(sas_dih).htm

Wiile we'll item ze bel ow what Di ane and | consider mgjor
changes, there was one point that came up as we prepared

the revised draft that probably needs sone discussion.

These revisions (as well as some of the previous revisions)

i nvol ve both substantive changes the renunbering of sections.
The gist of Diane and ny discussion has to do with problens in
ot her documents that reference the process document wi thout
providing the URL to the "version". W think that all UB
references to its process docunment shoul d al ways include the
appropriate version's URL.

SECTI ON 1: Usage Board Menbership and Partici pation

There are two maj or changes to this section. The first is a
revision to the potential ternms of UB nenbers. The revised
text |l oosens the constraints on ternms for both UB nmenbers
and the chair by making the two-year ternms sinply renewabl e.
The second change (1.5) adds text to handl e participation

of |iaisons.

SECTI ON 2: Meetings

The changes in this section again result from accomvpdating
the addition of liaisons. The changes make cl ear that DCM
direct financial support of UB menbers neeting attendance
does not include funding for |iaisons.

SECTI ON 4: Proposals for Terns

The | anguage in section 4.1 has been "softened" through the
addi tion of the phrase "may be" in order to suggest that
the sources that follow need not be considered a closed |ist
but that proposals may cone from ot her appropriate sources.
Simlarly, some of the |anguage in the 4.2.1 Proposal

Requi renents Tabl e has al so been "softened." First we have
added the word "suggested" to termdefinitions since the UB
has traditionally taken limted |iberties where it has seen
fit with the nanes of terns. W again add text regarding
support for a proposal broadening the | anguage to include
denonstrated support by "others in the relevant comunity."

There are substantial proposed revisions section

4.5.1.3. Responsibilities [of Shepherds] that we hope
reflect the UB di scussi on about getting UB invol venent

in the proposal process going as early as possible in the
life-cycle of a proposal. In a simlar vein, the proposed
revisions to section 4.5.2 Pre-Announcenent Process we hope
reflects our discussions regarding the UB providing as much
assi stance to proposers as early in the process as possible.
This includes the addition of a table with "benchmark dates”
. our attenpt to provide sonme additional structure to the
proposal life-cycle.
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Section 4.5 [UB] Voting has been revised to reflect the Board
of Trustees suggestions regarding voting nmajorities.

SECTION 5: Proposals for Registration of Encodi ng Schenes

M nor changes were made here to reflect (we hope) the current
state of UB thinking with regard to the registration of
encodi ng schenes.

SECTI ON 6: Proposals for Registration of Application Profiles

First, we added | anguage to broaden the potential sources of
application profile proposals beyond the DCM worki ng groups.
(Note: There is a formatting problemw th sections 6.1.2

and 6.1.3 that needs fixing!). W also included |anguage
under 6.2.4 referencing the CEN AP guidelines. Lastly, we
added | anguage regardi ng the tine-stanping of APs that have
"passed” UB review

Stuart & Di ane

Date: Mon, 30 Aug 2004 20:59: 45 +0200
From Thonas Baker <thonas. baker @i . fhg. de>
Subj ect: Re: Proposed revisions to the UB Process Docunent

Stuart, D ane,

Many thanks for the thorough and careful revision of the
Process. | will put this into the evol ving agenda al ong
with a brief summary of open questions (I have one or two in
addition to the ones you list).

May | suggest that references to the process docunment coul d be
made a bit easier by adding a section, just under the header,
listing the full URL references of the various anchors enbedded
in the text:

1. Usage Board Menbership and Participation
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #one
2. Meetings
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #t wo
3. Categories of Usage Board Deci sions
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #t hree
4. Proposals for Terns
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #f our

Types of status

- http://dublincore. org/ usage/ docunent s/ process/ #r econmended
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #conf or m ng
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #obsol et e
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #r egi st er ed

4.3. CGuidelines for devel oping a proposal
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #four. 3

4.5. Process for noving proposals
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #nmovi ng- pr oposal s

5. Proposals for Registration of Encodi ng Schemes
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #five

6. Proposals for Registration of Application Profiles
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #si x

On Fri, Aug 27, 2004 at 05:04:54AM -0700, Stuart Sutton wrote:
> providing the URL to the "version". W think that all UB
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> references to its process docunment shoul d al ways include the
> appropriate version's URL.

If you are suggesting that references to anchors should al so
cite the specific historical version, then all of the above
could be given in the form

http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ 2003/ 02/ 07/ process/ #si x

On Fri, Aug 27, 2004 at 05:04:54AM -0700, Stuart Sutton wrote:
> http://content.nsdl.org/di hl/UB_Process_(sas_dih).htm

I would like to request that you consider not using "(" and
")" in the URLs. | see from RFC 2396 that these are in fact
| egal characters for URIs; unfortunately, they break all of
the sinple tools | use to nanage URLs : -(

Dat e: Mon, 30 Aug 2004 12:04:11 -0700

From Stuart Sutton <sasutton@). WASH NGTON. EDU>

Subj ect: Re: Proposed revisions to the UB Process Docunent
To: DC- USAGE@I SCVAI L. AC. UK

Tom | believe we are saying that references to anchors contain version
references. In your exanple below for referencing section 6, it mght
be that through other additions and changes, what used to be section 5
in the old version is section 6 in the new or that the substance of the
section has changed (we have been know to change out minds :)). It is

i mportant that the references in other docunents be absolutely clear and
that seens to me to mean referencing the docunment version as well as the
secti on.

Stuart
P.S. Sorry about the elipses inthe URL ... just a way for us to keep
our drafts straight.

Date: Tue, 31 Aug 2004 09:43:03 +0200

From Thomas Baker <thomas. baker @i . fhg. de>

To: Amiling list for the Dublin Core Metadata Initiative's Usage Board <DC USAGE@ | SCMVAI L.
AC. UK>

Subj ect: Re: Proposed revisions to the UB Process Docunent

On Mon, Aug 30, 2004 at 12:04:11PM -0700, Stuart Sutton wote:

> Tom | believe we are saying that references to anchors contain version
> references. |In your exanple below for referencing section 6, it night

> be that through other additions and changes, what used to be section 5
>in the old version is section 6 in the new or that the substance of the
> section has changed (we have been know to change out minds :)). It is
> inmportant that the references in other docunents be absolutely clear and
> that seenms to ne to nmean referencing the docunent version as well as the
> section.

Stuart,

The issue here is that URLs with anchors to specific points
in the docunment are being used for the purposes of citation.
Currently, those anchors semantically reflect the section
nunber, which can change between versions. For exanple:

htt p: //dublincore. org/ usage/ docunent s/ process/ #one
http://dublincore. org/ usage/ docunent s/ process/ #two . ..

| understand you to be suggesting that we a) keep the anchors
as is, but b) encourage people to cite the specific version
(I am assum ng that when you say "reference the docunent
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version" you actually nean "use the URL/URl of the specific
hi storical version):

http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ 2003/ 10/ 03/ pr ocess/ #one

...because the content of what in Cctober 2003 was "section
one" may change fromone historical version to the next.

A few of the anchors, on the other hand, cite a specific
section using a non-nunbered handle, e.g.:

http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #r ecomrended
http://dublincore. org/ usage/ docunent s/ process/ #conf or m ng

| suggest we do the follow ng:

-- Carify which points of the docunment need anchors (e.g.,
t he ones already anchored), then:

-- Decide whether we prefer the section-nunber namng style or
the handle style (or a mx, as now), then:

-- Decide whether we want to encourage people to cite the generic
"l atest version" or a specific "historical" version.

Wen we have deci ded the above, then we should slightly expand
the section at the start of the paper -- the hal f-page section
currently called "lIndex" -- to include two things:

-- Three or four sentences about citation style
-- Alist in clear text of the full URL for each citable anchor.

Date: Wed, 1 Sep 2004 09: 02: 37 +0200

From Thomas Baker <thomas. baker @i . fhg. de>
To: DCM Usage Board <dc-usage@i scrnail. ac. uk>
Subj ect: Changes to UB Process docunent

Dear all,
> http://content.nsdl.org/di hl/UB _Process_(sas_dih).htm

What follows below is some comment, section by section, on
the revi sed Process docunment (above). The executive sunmary:

-- Suggest putting full URLs of document anchors into the section |ndex

-- Suggest replacing Sections 1 and 2.1 with pointers and quotes from
http://dublincore. org/about/byl aws/

-- Suggest sonme mnor tweaks to wording in Section 4.5

-- Suggest re-structuring Section 4.5 as a chronol ogi cal account of
m | estones leading up to a UB nmeeting sunmari zi ng, under each
m | estone, who is supposed to be doing what. This would arguably
be easier for proposers to understand.

-- Suggest that if Section 4.5 were restructured, table 4.5.2.10
m ght even be del et ed.

-- Point out several items fromthe Bath notes that may not yet be
reflected in the revision.

I note that Diane is still working on Section 5.

If possible, it would be nice to clear up alot of these

i ssues before Shanghai so that we can spend | ess face tine
on themat the nmeeting. Cearing these up would cl ose

out two of the topics pending fromBath. According to
http://wwmv. bi . fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ :

BATH TOPI C 15: Usage Board issues (Tom
Agenda item http://dublincore. org/usage/ nmeetings/ 2004/ 03/1 SSUES/ usageboar d/
and rel ated topic:

>
>
>
> BATH TOPIC 9: Review of Application Profiles (Tom
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Agenda item http://dublincore. org/usage/ meetings/ 2004/ 03/ 1 SSUES/ docs- nani ng/
Current: http://wwmv. bi . f hg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ profi | es/

ACTION (Stuart, Diane): Change process docunent to
reflect that approval refers to an archived ("tinme
st anped") version.

ACTION (Di ane, Stuart, Ton): To nodify process
docurment with regard to comment period. (This was
originally in Topic 15.)

ACTION (Di ane, Stuart, Ton): To nodify process docunent
to try to preclude W5 expenditure of time and effort on
term proposal s destined to neet with negative UB response:

-- UB nenbers may (or should) participate as
regular DCM participants in W5 and public di scussion
period di scussions of proposals, though w thout
"representing" the UB.

-- Shepherd assigned when "intent to subnmit" is announced.

-- One month before proposal deadline, draft distributed
and conference call held.

-- Proposals nust be subnitted 6 weeks before meeting.

-- Directorate/UB Chair have one week to post.

-- Four-week comment period starts.

-- At start of conment period, UB shepherd requests
f eedback on DC-Usage list in order to flag major issues.

-- Rel evant discussion cc'd to group chair/ proposer.

-- Proposer could be nmade guest nmenber of Usage Board |ist.

-- One week before neeting, coment period closes.

-- Shepherd brings to the UB neeting a witten account of
di scussi on during the coment period.

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVYVYVYVYV

Looking at http://content.nsdl.org/di hl/UB_Process_(sas_dih).htm
section by section:

In two previous postings [1,2] | have suggested adding to this section full
URLs of any "anchors" to specific sections of the Process docunment al ong
with two sentences about best practice for their use in citation.

[1] http://ww jiscmail.ac. uk/cgi-bin/webadnm n?A2=i nd0408&L=dc- usage&T=0&0=A&P=744
[2] http://ww. jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0408&L=dc- usage&T=0&0=A&P=1135

This entire section (except for 1.6) is now covered

al nost verbatim with few snall differences, in
http://dublincore.org/about/bylaws, Article Il, Section D,
"Sel ection and Appoi ntment Process" and "Terns".

The only things missing are wordi ng about |iaisons being
encouraged to participate and that |iaisons do not serve
as shepherds.

I woul d suggest we replace all of Section 1 with a pointer to
the above, perhaps quoting the full text fromthe Bylaws with

the disclainer that the "nost recent version" of the Byl aws
will always be definitive.
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This section - along with 1.6 - is now covered by the Bylaws, Article
Il, Section D, "Communication and Docunmentation”. The only difference
is that the Bylaws are a bit vaguer about the requirenent to hold two
nmeeti ngs per year.

I woul d suggest doing the sane for this section as for Section 1.

2.3.2. About archiving neeting nmaterials

I will wite a half-page discussion paper about this issue
for discussion in Shanghai. Basically, | amtrying to
stream ine the work-flow and want to confirmthat the

PDF neeting packet could be sufficient as an archival
record of those materials for the purposes of preservation
(as opposed to meking | ocal copies of everything, then
editing all of the URLs to point them as | did for
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neeti ngs/ 2004/ 03/ | SSUES/ ) .

No suggestion for change now - it will be on the agenda in Shanghai.

This point still says that a shepherd should sunmari ze
conment - peri od di scussion "either verbally or in witing",
but the notes from Bath (above) show a stronger wording:

> -- Shepherd brings to the UB neeting a witten account of
> di scussi on during the coment period.

| suggest we tighten this ("witten" could be just one paragraph,
but at | east we then have sonething for the records).

What is "registration information" - it is not defined anywhere (this
is perhaps related to Diane's ongoi ng revision of Section 57?).

Suggest we re-think this point...

| only vaguely recall discussing a _requirenent_ that the
UB Chair schedul e a conference call for each proposal --
that is a significant requirenent, and | wonder why enail
cannot suffice, at least in sone cases. Also, | do not see
that point captured in the Bath notes above.

| suggest softening the | anguage to a suggestion ("mni ght
consider” ... "in cases where"... or whatever).

The Bath notes (above) say:
> -- Directorate/UB Chair have one week to post.

But this point says: "A period of two weeks will be allowed...

More generally, I'mwondering if the presentation of the
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process in 4.5.2 could not be sinplified a bit. For exanple,
could one replace _all_ of the points under 4.5.2 (the table
4.5.2.10 included) with a chronol ogi cal structure -- e.g.,

a sinple sequence sunmari zi ng who needs to do what at each

m | estone, working back fromthe UB neeting -- e.g., at two
nmont hs before the neeting, at six weeks, at one week, etc.?
That woul d perhaps be easier for outsiders to digest and

fol | ow.

Suggest :
s/ Thr ought out/ Thr oughout /
s/listserv/mailing-list/

The tabl e does not print out with borders, making it a bit
hard to read.

Also, I'mwondering if the colum "M ni mum Task Duration"
is necessary -- | find it a bit confusing.

QG her points from Bath

I wasn't sure whether these points are included sonewhere:

-- At start of conment period, UB shepherd requests

f eedback on DC-Usage list in order to flag major issues.
-- Rel evant discussion cc'd to group chair/ proposer.
-- Proposer could be made guest nmenber of Usage Board |ist.
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Date: Thu, 16 Sep 2004 15:12:58 +0200

From Thomas Baker <thomas. baker @i . f hg. de>
To: DCM Usage Board <dc-usage@i scruil. ac. uk>
Cc: Makx Dekkers <makx@mkxdekkers. conmp

Subj ect: Process for amendi ng definitions?

The current discussion about the definition of "date" raises
a basic question with regard to process (the issue being that
the current definition does not explicitly allow a date range).

This issue would seemto fall under the DCM Nanespace Policy,
and specifically under Part 11l ("Policy concerning classes
of changes to DCM terns").

In the case of "date", a clarification of the definition
to specifically allow ranges woul d seem either

-- to fall sonmewhere between Type C (Semantic Changes) and
Type B (Substantive editorial errata);

-- or (probably, by default) directly under Type C

The condition triggering a change in "nanespace URI s" (sic)
is that of "changes of definitions", as follows: "If, in the
judgerment of the DCM Directorate, such changes of meaning
are likely to have substantial inmpact on either nachine
processing of DCM terms or the functional semantics of the
terms, then these changes will be reflected in a change of
name or nanespace for the DCM termor terns in question."”

This inplies that a proposed change of wordi ng woul d need

to come before the Directorate for a decision on whether the
changes woul d have an inpact "substantial" enough to require a
change of nane, though it does not spell out the formthat such
a proposal would take (e.g., would it require an "environmental
i mpact" assessnent?).

If the Directorate were to rule that the changes woul d have
a substantial inpact, then presumably this would nmean that
the proposal to change a wording would need to take the form
of a proposal for a newterm

However, if the Directorate were to rule that the changes
woul d _not_ have a substantial inpact, it is not clear to ne
fromthe UB Process document exactly how we woul d proceed.
Section 3 currently lists just four "Categories of Usage
Board Deci sions" -- Recomended, Conforning, bsolete,

and Registered. Perhaps the "Categories of UB Decisions"
woul d need to | ook sonmething like the follow ng:

Changes to existing terms

Approval of new terns

Conferral of status on ternms or application profiles
3.3.1. Recommended

3.3.2. Conformng...

wWN P

Tom
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Title: Status of Proposals to the Usage Board

I dentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ pr oposal - st at us/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Cr eat ed: 2004-09- 14

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

Shepherd: Tom

As of August 2004, it would seem we have slipped into the

practice of |abelling proposals to the Usage Board as "DCM
Working Drafts". However, this status does not seemto be
justified by the Usage Board Process docunent.

According to the current DCM Publication Policy [2], a DCM
Working Draft is defined as follows:

DCM Working Drafts are docunents under discussion in a
DCM Working Group. After discussion and consensus in
the DCM Working Group, the docunent is submitted to
the DCM Managi ng Director for approval through DCM's
formal approval process. Publication as a DCM Wrki ng
draft does not inply endorsenment of any kind by DCM .

Stuart points out that sone proposals (e.g., fromthe DCM
Educati on W5 are every bit "docunments under discussion in
a DCM Working Group" as is the Abstract Mdel, and that if
the differentiations are nore fine-grained, this does not
show fromthe definition of a working docunent.

Tomreplies that the scope of "proposals to UB" and the

category "working drafts" do not quite match. A working draft
is by definition the product of a working group, but according
to UB Process, a proposal can cone from other sources as well.

Mor eover, sone proposers take the additional step of
cutting-and-pasting DCM headers for their proposals.

The danger here is that unapproved proposals coul d appear to
be official DCM docunents.

In Shanghai, | would like to briefly discuss and clarify this
issue in the context of a broader policy for the preservation
and persistence of UB neeting docunentation [1].

[1] http://ww bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /1 SSUES/ ub- docunent at i on/
[2] http://dublincore.org/usage/ docunents/ 2003/ 10/ 31/ publications/
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DCM Abstract Model

http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ abst r act - nodel /

http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonmas. Baker / | SSUES/

2004-09-13
2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Andy

Tom Baker

This topic has several related threads:

1. The draft

DCM Abstract Mdel [1]

Andy's draft DCM Abstract Mddel (AM was di scussed in Bath.

I n Bat h,

G ammat

action

I n Bat h,

the UB agreed that the AM may overlap with the

ical Principles (GP) docunent as long as the two

docunents are clearly cross-referenced and carefully

mai ntained in alignnent. There was an action on Tom and
Andy to bring the G°P up to date using AM as the "source"
at such time as AMis approved as a DCM Reconmendati on

As of Septenber 2004, this has not yet happened, so the

will be carried forward.

there was a further action on Andy to forward

text to Diane and Stuart for inclusion in the updated

Pr ocess
done or

docunent .
is still

It is not clear whether this has been
necessary.

On 2004-09-30, Andy posted a new version

|
ot

ver si on,

haven't kept a detailed |og of the changes that the
her authors and | have made since the |last public

but

here's a list of the things that | can

remenber us doing

changed "URI' to 'URl reference' at appropriate
poi nts throughout

added 'description set' to the 'description nodel

and assoc

ated UML cl ass diagram (see figure 2 and

section 3) to separate out the conceptual grouping
of related descriptions (a 'description set') from
its instantiation in a particular syntax (a 'record')

i ntroducti
first two
t he associ

on of 'property/value pair' into the
bull et points of the 'resource nodel’
ated UML cl ass di agram and the term nol ogy

section - to separate abstract notion of a property
fromthe specific usage of a property to describe

a particul

ar resource

nodi fied the definition of 'sub-property' in the
resour ce node

added of a note about needing to indicate how

'resource

URIs' and 'value URIs' are handled in

encodi ng syntax specifications (section 7)

explicit i
URIs' are

ndi cation that 'resource URI's' and 'val ue
not supported by the current XM. encodi ng

gui del i nes (appendi x C

explicit i
support ed

am hopef ul

ni di cation that 'resource URIs' are not
by the XHTM. encodi ng syntax (appendi x D)

that this version is ready (or very
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close to ready) to being noved forward as a Proposed
Reconmendation. Please let me know if you have strong
views that this should not happen.

Andy wi |l say whether he feels there are any technical or
policy issues related to the Abstract Mdel that need di scussion
by the Usage Board in Shanghai [2].

[1] http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ et adat a/ dcni / abstr act - nodel /
[2] http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ met adat a/ dcni / dc- usage/ am i ssues/

2. "Quidelines for assigning identifiers to netadata terns"

In Bath, there was an action on Andy to fornul ate guidelines
on how people can declare their owmn URIs -- for exanple
by using InfoURI -- as a basis of discussion.

On 2 Septenber, Andy posted a draft "Cuidelines for assigning
identifiers to netadata terns" [2], which has subsequently
been di scussed on DC- ARCHI TECTURE [ 3] .

[2] http://ww. ukol n.ac. uk/ netadata/dcmi/termidentifier-guidelines/
[3] http://ww. jiscrail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0409&L=dc-architecture&T=0&F=&S=&P=62

3. Carifying regardi ng non-DCM - nai ntai ned terms (URIs)

In Bath, there was an action on Pete and Roland to draft a a

cl ear explanation of why an XM. el enent is not an RDF property
(statenent of problen) and a proposal for Usage Board policy
concerning XM. el ements. This policy was supposed to help

det ermi ne whether we re-consider a proposal for a DC refinenent
or make a decision about reusing the MODS el enent.

On the basis of the explanation fromPete and Rol and, Rebecca
was to find out whether a sinple human-readabl e st atenent
coul d be devised by the MODS maintainers to clarify the
appropri ateness of such usage.

4. Definitions of DC-15 in light of the Abstract Mbodel
A 'value entity' may have a 'value string' and a 'value URI'.
In Septenber 2003, Andy noti ced:

However, digging too deeply into this uncovers sone
horrible holes in the definitions of the 15 el enents.
For exanple, the value of dc:identifier is not

"the resource' (a physical or conceptual entity) but
"a reference to the resource' (a conceptual entity).
(I.e. in RDF, the value of dc:identifier should never
be a resource). The same is true of dc:relation
("Areference to a related resource') and dc: source
This seens to run counter to other definitions in
DCMES - e.g. dc:creator, which is defined to be

"An entity...' (rather than '"A reference to an
entitiy..."). This is probably a little unfortunate

Simlarly, the definition of dc:rights is at odds
with the other definitions because it effectively
defines the value to be either a 'rights statenent’
or a'link to arights statenment'. None of the other
definitions allow for the explicit possibility of
l'inking to the val ue.

In the abstract nodel, it would be nice to skirt
over sonme of these issues and assune that the val ue
of dc:rights is a 'rights statenent' (a conceptua
entitiy) and the values of dc:relation, dc:source
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and dc:identifier are 'resources' (physical or
conceptual entities). Both cases, the 'references to
the resources' and the 'link to a rights statenent',
shoul d be handl ed by the nodel (using 'value URI' and
"rel ated netadata' respectively), not hard-coded into
the definitions.

5. Modelling DC Val ues as Resources in RDF

In Septenber, Andy posted a discussion paper [4]
shining a bright Iight on the | ong-recogni zed but

hi t hert o- gl ossed-over differences in how DCM's
specifications for encoding DC metadata in RDF treat

val ues -- whether as resources or as strings -- and how
DCM mi ght proceed to address this inportant issue.

[4] http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcmi / r df - val ues/

6. Vocabul ary Encodi ng Schenes and Syntax Encodi ng Schenes

I'd like to see this issue expanded slightly to cover the question I
asked back here

http://ww.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0405&l =dc- archi t ect ur e&T=0&F=&S=&P=567

http://wwv.jiscnail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0406&l =dc- ar chi t ect ur e&T=0&F=&S=&P=57

about whether the terns within the DCM Type Vocabul ary are al so
encodi ng schenes. | think clarifying this point nay be hel pful in
expl ai ning sone of the syntax issues.

Pete has raised the question on dc-architecture of whether
the DCM Type Vocabul ary Terns are al so encodi ng schenes:

http://ww. jiscmil.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0405&L=dc-ar chi t ect ur e&T=0&F=&S=&P=567

http://wwv.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0406&1 =dc- ar chi t ect ur e&T=0&F=&S=&P=57
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1. Introduction

This document specifies an abstract model for DCMI metadata descriptions [DCMI]. The primary purpose of this document is to provide a reference model
against which particular DC encoding guidelines can be compared. To function well, a reference model needs to be independent of any particular encoding
syntax. Such a reference model allows us to gain a better understanding of the kinds of descriptions that we are trying to encode and facilitates the
development of better mappings and translations between different syntaxes.

2. DCMI abstract models

The abstract model of the resources being described by DCMI metadata descriptions is as follows:

. Each resource has zero or more property/value pairs.

. Each property/value pair is made up of one property and one value.

. Each value is a resource (the physical or conceptual entity that is associated with a property when it is used to describe a resource).

. Each resource may be a member of one or more classes.

. Each property and class have some declared semantics.

. Each class may be related to one or more other classes by a refines (sub-class) relationship (where the two classes share some semantics such that
all resources that are members of the sub-class are also members of the related class).

. Each property may be related to exactly one other property by a refines (sub-property) relationship (where the two properties share some semantics
such that whenever a resource is related to a value by the sub-property, it follows that the resource is also related to that same value by the
property).

The abstract model of DCMI metadata descriptions is as follows:

. A description is made up of one or more statements (about one, and only one, resource) and zero or one resource URI (a URI reference that
identifies the resource being described).

. Each statement instantiates a property/value pair and is made up of a property URI (a URI reference that identifies a property), zero or one value
URI (a URI reference that identifies a value of the property), zero or one encoding scheme URI (a URI reference that identifies the class of the value)
and zero or more value representations of the value.
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Each property URI may be repeated in multiple statements.

The value representation may take the form of a value string, a rich value or a related description.

Each value string is a simple, human-readable string that is a representation of the resource that is the value of the property.

Each value string may have an associated encoding scheme URI that identifies a syntax encoding scheme.

Each value string may have an associated value string language that is an 1SO language tag (e.g. en-GB).

Each rich value is some marked-up text, an image, a video, some audio, etc. or some combination thereof that is a representation of the resource
that is the value of the property.

Each related description is a description of (i.e. some metadata about) the resource that is the value of the property.

The italicised terms used above are defined in the terminology section below. A number of things about the model are worth noting:

A related description describes a related resource and is therefore not part of the description - for example, a related description may provide
metadata about the person that is the creator of the described resource.

Syntax encoding schemes are also known as ‘datatypes' in some contexts.

The abstract model of the resources being described by DCMI metadata descriptions indicates that each resource may be a member of one or more
classes. Note that where the resource is the value of a property, the class is referred to as a vocabulary encoding scheme.

In DCMI metadata descriptions, the class of the resource being described is normally indicated by the value of the DC Type property.

The DCMI abstract models for resources and descriptions are represented as UML class diagrams [UML] in figures 1 and 2.

Figure 1 - the DCMI resource model

31
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Figure 2 - the DCMI description model

Readers that are not familiar with UML class diagrams should note that lines ending in a block-arrow should be read as 'is' or 'is a' (for example, 'a vocabulary
encoding scheme is a class') and that lines starting with a block-diamond should be read as ‘contains a' or ‘has a' (for example, ‘a statement contains a
property URI'). Other relationships are labelled appropriately. The classes represented by the clear boxes are not mentioned explicitly in the textual description
of the abstract model above but are discussed in Appendix A. Note that the UML modelling used here shows the abstract model but is not intended to form a
suitable basis for the development of DCMI software applications.

3. Descriptions, description sets and records

The abstract model described above indicates that each DCMI metadata description describes one, and only one, resource. This is commonly referred to as the
1:1 principle.

However, real-world metadata applications tend to be based on loosely grouped sets of descriptions (where the described resources are typically related in
some way), known here as description sets. For example, a description set might comprise descriptions of both a painting and the artist. Furthermore, it is
often the case that a description set will also contain a description about the description set itself (sometimes refered to as 'admin metadata' or ‘'meta-
metadata’).

Description sets are instantiated, for the purposes of exchange between software applications, in the form of metadata records, according to one of the DCMI
encoding guidelines (XHTML meta tags, XML, RDF/XML, etc.) [DCMI-ENCODINGS].

This document defines a description set and a DCMI metadata record as follows:

. A description set is a set of one or more descriptions about one or more resources.
. A DCMI metadata record is a description set that is instantiated according to one of the DCMI encoding guidelines (XHTML meta tags, XML, RDF/XML,
etc.)
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4. Values

A DCMI metadata value is the physical or conceptual entity that is associated with a property when it is used to describe a resource. For example, the value of
the DC Creator property is a person, organisation or service - a physical entitiy. The value of the DC Date property is a point in time - a conceptual entity. The
value of the DC Coverage property may be a geographic region or country - a physical entity. The value of the DC Subject property may be a concept - a
conceptual entity - or a physical object or person - a physical entity. Each of these entities is a resource.

The value may be identified using a value URI; the value may be represented by one or more value strings and/or rich values; the value may have some
related descriptions - but the value is a resource.

5. Simple and qualified DC

A Dublin Core Application Profile [DCAP] is a declaration specifying, at a minimum, which properties are used within a particular metadata application.
Optionally, an application profile may describe how those properties have been constrained or adapted for particular purposes.

The commonly used notions of simple and qualified Dublin Core are application profiles for two types of description set based on DCMI terms. These notions
can be described using the abstract model as follows:

The phrase "simple DC" is used to indicate a description set that:

o conforms to the abstract model,
o comprises only a single description,
o uses only the 15 properties in the Dublin Core Metadata Element Set [DCMES],
o makes no use of value URIs, encoding schemes, rich values or related descriptions.

. The phrase "qualified DC" is used to indicate a description set that:
o conforms to the DCMI abstract model,
o contains at least one property taken from the DCMI Metadata Terms recommendation [DCTERMS]).

6. Dumb-down

The process of translating a qualified DC metadata record into a simple DC metadata record is normally referred to as ‘dumbing-down'. The process of
dumbing-down can be separated into two parts: property dumb-down and value dumb-down. Furthermore, each of these processes can be be approached in
one of two ways. Informed dumb-down takes place where the software performing the dumb-down algorithm has knowledge built into it about the property
relationships and values being used within a specific DCMI metadata application. Uninformed dumb-down takes place where the software performing the dumb-
down algorithm has no prior knowledge about the properties and values being used.

Based on this analysis, it is possible to outline a ‘dumb-down algorithm' matrix, shown below:

Element dumb-down Value dumb-down
Uninformed Discard any property that isn't in the Dublin Use value URI (if present) or value string as
Core Metadata Element Set [DCMES]. new value string. Discard any related

descriptions and rich values. Discard any
encoding scheme URIs.

Informed Recursively resolve sub-property relationships Use knowledge of any rich values, related
until one of the 15 properties in the Dublin descriptions or the value string to create a
Core Metadata Element Set [DCMES] is new value string.

reached, otherwise ignore.

Note that software should make use of the DCMI term declarations represented in RDF schema language [DC-RDFS] and the DC XML namespaces [DC-
NAMESPACES] to automate the resolution of sub-property relationships.

7. Encoding guidelines

Particular encoding guidelines (HTML meta tags, XML, RDF/XML, etc.) [DCMI-ENCODINGS] do not need to encode all aspects of the abstract model described
above. However, DCMI recommendations that provide encoding guidelines should refer to the DCMI abstract model and indicate which parts of the model are
encoded and which are not. In particular, encoding guidelines should indicate the mechanism by which resource URIs and value URIs are encoded. Note that
the abstract model does not indicate that the combination of a DCTERMS URI syntax encoding scheme with a value string implies a value URI or resource URI.
Encoding guidelines should provide an explicit mechanism for encoding these features of the model. Encoding guidelines should also indicate whether any rich
values or related descriptions associated with a statement are embedded within the record or are encoded in a separate record and linked to it using a URI.

Appendices B, C and D below provide a summary comparison between the abstract model and the RDF/XML, XML and XHTML encoding guidelines.

8. Terminology

This document uses the following terms:

resource
A resource is anything that has identity. Familiar examples include an electronic document, an image, a service (e.g., "today's weather report for Los
Angeles"), and a collection of other resources. Not all resources are network “retrievable”; e.g., human beings, corporations, concepts and bound
books in a library can also be considered resources.

resource URI
A resource URI is a URI reference that identifies a single resource.

property
A property is a specific aspect, characteristic, attribute, or relation used to describe resources.

property URI
A property URI is a URI reference that identifies a single property.

element
Within DCMI, element is typically used as a synonym for property. However, it should be noted that the word element is also commonly used to refer
to a structural markup component within an XML document.

element refinement
An element refinement is a property of a resource that shares the meaning of a particular DCMI property but with narrower semantics. Since element
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refinements are properties, they can be used in metadata descriptions independently of the properties they refine. In DCMI practice, an element
refinement refines just one parent DCMI property.

description
A description is made up of one or more statements about one, and only one, resource.

statement
A statement is made up of a property URI (a URI reference that identifies a property), zero or one value URI (a URI reference that identifies a value
of the property), zero or one encoding scheme URI (a URI reference that identifies the class of the value) and zero or more value representations of
the value.

description set
A description set is a set of one or more descriptions about one or more resources.

record

A record is a description set that is instantiated according to one of the DCMI encoding guidelines (XHTML meta tags, XML, RDF/XML, etc.)
value

A value is the physical or conceptual entity that is associated with a property when it is used to describe a resource.
value URI

A value URI is a URI reference that identifies the value of a property.
property/value pair
A property/value pair is the combination of a property and a value, used to describe a resource.
value representation
A value representation is a surrogate for (i.e. a representation of) the value.
value string
A value string is a simple string that represents the value of a property. In general, a value string should not contain any marked-up text.
value string language
The value string language indicates the language of the value string.
vocabulary encoding scheme
A vocabulary encoding scheme is a class that indicates that the value of a property is taken from a controlled vocabulary (or concept-space), such as
the the Library of Congress Subject Headings.
syntax encoding scheme
A syntax encoding scheme indicates that the value string is formatted in accordance with a formal notation, such as "2000-01-01" as the standard
expression of a date.
encoding scheme
Encoding scheme is the generic term for vocabulary encoding scheme and syntax encoding scheme.
encoding scheme URI
An encoding scheme URI is a URI reference that identifies an encoding scheme. For all DCMI recommended encoding schemes, the URI reference is
constructed by concatenating the name of the encoding scheme with the DCTerms namespace URI.
marked-up text
A string that contains HTML, XML or other markup (for example TeX) and that is associated with the value of a property.
rich value
Some marked-up text, an image, a video, some audio, etc. (or some combination thereof) that is associated with the value of a property.
related description
A related description is a description of a resource that is related to the resource being described.
qualifier
Qualifier was the generic term used for the terms that are now usually referred to specifically as element refinements or encoding schemes.
structured value
Structured value is the generic term for the following:
o A value string that contains machine-parsable component parts (and which has an associated syntax encoding scheme that indicates how
the component parts are encoded within the string).
o Some marked-up text.
o A related description
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Appendix A - A note about structured values

This appendix discusses 'structured values', as they are used in DC metadata applications at the time of writing.

Many existing applications of DC metadata have attempted to encode relatively complex descriptions (i.e. descriptions that contain more than simply a
property and its string value). These attempts have been loosely referred to as 'structured values'. It is possible to identify a number of different kinds of
structured values. Four are enumerated below. The first two of these are recommended by the DCMI, in the sense that there are a number of existing
encoding schemes that define values that conform to these definitions of structured values. The latter two are not currently recommended, but it is likely that
they are in fairly common usage across metadata applications worldwide.
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Labelled strings

These are strings that contain explicitly labelled components. Examples of this kind of structured value include:

DCSV
and the various DCMI syntax encoding schemes built on it - Period, Point and Box. An example of the use of DCSV in Period is:
<neta name="dcterns:tenporal "
scheme="dct er ms: Peri od"
content="start=Canbri an period; scheme=Ceol ogi cal tinescal e; name=Phanerozoic Eon;" />
vCard

for example:

<meta nane="dc: creator”
cont ent =" BEG N: VCARD\ nORG: Uni versity of Oxford\nEND: VCARD\ n" />

Note that vCard is not currently a DCMI recommended encoding scheme.
Unlabelled strings

These are strings that contain implicit components within the string, i.e. the components are determined based solely on their position within the string.
Examples of this kind of structured value include:

W3CDTF
the date-time format used within most DC metadata. For example:

<neta name="dc: date"
scheme="dct er ms: WVBCDTF"
cont ent ="2003- 06- 10" />

Marked-up text

These are strings containing 'presentational’ or other markup, for example adding paragraph breaks, superscripts or chemical/mathematical markup to a dc:
description. It is possible to characterise various kinds of markup as follows:

. Markup based on a version of HTML.
. Markup based on other XML-based languages such as CML and MathML.
. Non-XML markup languages such as TeX.

Related resource descriptions

These are metadata descriptions that describe a second resource (i.e. not the resource being described by the DC description). For example, a related
description associated with the value of dc:creator could contain a complete description of the resource author (including birthday, eye-colour and favourite
beverage if desired!).

In the past, 'related resource descriptions' have tended to be encoded using XML, vCard (see above) or by inventing multiple ‘refinements' of DCMES
properties (for example DC.Creator.Address). The RDF/XML encoding of DC (see below) provides us with a more thorough modelling of related metadata
records through the use of multiple linked nodes in an RDF graph.

In DC metadata records, the following properties (and their element refinements) are used to provide the name or identifier of a second resource that is
related to the resource being described:

. dc:creator

. dc:contributor
. dc:publisher

. dc:relation

. dc:source

In the case of the first three, this is typically done by providing the name (or in some cases the name and a small amount of additional information in order to
better identify the person or organisation) of the related resource as the value string.

In the case of the last two, this is typically done by providing the URI reference (or some other identifier) of the related resource as the value URI. However,
where no identifier is available, the name of the related resource can be provided instead (or as well) using the value string.

It should be noted that the value strings of these properties (and their element refinements) are not intended to be used to provide full descriptions of the
related resource.

Summary

The categories outlined above are not watertight and there are certainly overlaps between them. For example, labelled strings can be viewed as a type of non-
XML markup language. In addition, there will be cases where marked-up text (e.g. MathML) can be viewed as a related resource description.

Nevertheless, the purpose of the categorisation used here is to try and analyse existing usage of complex metadata structures within current DC metadata
applications. In the context of the abstract model proposed here, all the types of structured values outlined above form part of the DCMI abstract model:

. A labelled string should be treated as a related description (though it should be noted that DCSV and the various DCMI syntax encoding schemes
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built on it - Period, Point and Box - are currently encoded as value strings with an appropriate syntax encoding scheme).
. An unlabelled string should be treated as a value string with an appropriate syntax encoding scheme.
. Marked-up text should be treated as a rich value.
. A related resource description should be treated as a related description.
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Appendix B - The abstract model and RDF
This appendix discusses the relationship between the DCMI abstract model and the Resource Description Framework (RDF).

RDF currently provides DCMI with the richest encoding environment of the available encoding syntaxes. It is therefore worth taking a brief look at how the
abstract model described here compares with the RDF model.

Note that the intention here is not to provide a full and detailed description of how to encode DC metadata records in RDF. Instead, three simple examples of
the use of DC in RDF are considered.

Example 1: dc:creator

Figure 3 shows a simple RDF graph (and the RDF/XML
document that represents it). The graph shows a
resource with a single property (dc:creator). The value
of the property is a second (blank) node, representing
the creator of the resource. This second blank node
has several properties, used to describe the creator,
and an rdfs:label property that is used to provide the
value string for the dc:creator property.

Figure 3

Figure 4 shows the same information separated into
two graphs. In this case the related description that
describes the creator has been more clearly separated
from the description of the resource by moving it into
a separate RDF/XML document. In order to do this,
the node representing the value has been assigned a
value URI, allowing the two nodes in the two RDF/XML
documents to be treated as representing the same
thing.

The related description in the second RDF/XML
document is linked to the first using the rdfs:seeAlso
property and the URI of the RDF/XML document. Note
that it is not strictly necessary to separate the two
graphs in this way; it is perfectly valid to represent the
second graph as a sub-graph of the first, as shown in
figure 3. However, for the purposes of this document,
the two graphs have been separated in order to more »
clearly differentiate the description from the related LRI, LTV
description. In some cases it will be good practice to
facilitate this separation anyway. For example, in
order to serve the second graph from a directory
service of some kind.

Figure 4

Example 2: dc:subject
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Figure 5 shows a second simple RDF graph (and the
RDF/XML document that represents it). The graph
shows a resource with a single property (dc:subject).
The value of the property is a second (blank) node,
representing the subject of the resource. This second
blank node has an rdfs:label property that is used to
provide the value string for the dc:subject property,
an rdf:value property that is used to provide the
classification scheme notation and an rdf:type
property to provide the encoding scheme URI.

Figure 6 shows the same information separated into
two graphs. In this case the related description that
describes the subject has been more clearly separated
from the description of the resource by moving it into
a separate RDF/XML document. In order to do this,
the node representing the value has been assigned a
value URI, allowing the two nodes in the two RDF/XML
documents to be treated as representing the same
thing.

The related description in the second RDF/XML
document is linked to the first using the rdfs:seeAlso
property and the URI of the RDF/XML document. Note
that it is not strictly necessary to separate the two
graphs in this way; it is perfectly valid to represent
the second graph as a sub-graph of the first, as shown
in figure 5. However, for the purposes of this
document, the two graphs have been separated in
order to more clearly differentiate the description from
the related description. In some cases it will be good
practice to facilitate this separation anyway. For
example, in order to serve the second graph from a
terminology service of some kind.

Example 3: dc:description

Figure 7 shows a third simple RDF graph (and the RDF/
XML document that represents it). The graph shows a
resource with a single property (dc:description). The
value of the property is a second (blank) node with an
rdfs:label property that is used to provide the value
string for the dc:description property. The second node
also has an rdfs:seeAlso property that links to a rich
value - in this case some HTML marked-up text that
provides a richer representation of the description.

Note that it is possible to embed the marked-up text
within a single RDF graph (using rdf:
parseType="Literal"). However, this is not shown here.
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Figure 7
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Summary

By re-visiting the second figure from example 2
(figure 6) it is possible to layer the terminology

used in the abstract models above over the RDF -

graph.

All aspects of the DCMI abstract model are
supported by the RDF encoding guidelines.
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Appendix C - The abstract model and XML

This appendix compares the DCMI abstract model with the Guidelines for implementing Dublin Core in XML DCMI recommendation.

Simple DC

semlns:de="hgfp: //purlorg/dc/elements /1.1

edeititle seml:lang="en"»A test documente/de:fitler
«dcicreatorsAndy Powelle/deicreators
tde:subject>Formate Dehydrogenase«/de:subjects
cderypesText</deryper
«deridentifiershitp/fexampleorg/fest/c/daidentifiers
«doirelationzhtip:/fexamplesrg/another-test/</doirelation:
ederrightashtp:/fereativecommaons. org licenses /by /L0 S derightss
«/metadatar

Figure 9
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Figure 9 shows an example simple DC description encoded according to the XML guidelines above. The example shows how the encoding supports the property

URI, value string and value string language aspects of the DCMI abstract model. It should be noted that all the values that are encoded in this syntax are

represented by value strings, even those that look, to the human reader, as though they are URIs.

Qualified DC


http://dublincore.org/documents/dc-xml-guidelines/
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="http://purlorg/dec/terms™
edeititle soml:lang="en">A test documente/de:titler
«dcicreatorrAndy Powelle/deicreator:
«dersuby

xsittype="dcterms: Me SH">Formate Dehydrogenases/de:subjects

destype xsiztype="determs:DEMI Type"»T excte dertypes
«deridentifier _
xsirype="dcterms: URT">hitp: /fexample.org/fest/</dcidentifiers
«de:relation
ssivtype="determs: URT" »http://exampl e.org/another-test/«/de:relations
«dc:rights
xcsidhype="determs:URT " *hi+p: // creativecommons.org/licenses/by/1.0/</dcirights»
«/metadatar

Figure 10

Figure 10 shows an example qualified DC description encoded according to the XML guidelines above. This example shows how the encoding supports the
property URI, value string, value string language, encoding scheme URI and resource class aspects of the DCMI abstract model. Note also that, although the
resource class is indicated, the class URI is not encoded anywhere in this description.

Summary

The following aspects of the DCMI abstract model are supported by the Guidelines for implementing Dublin Core in XML recommendation:

. properties

. property URIs

. value strings

. value string languages
. encoding schemes

. encoding scheme URIs
. resource classes

The following aspects of the DCMI abstract model are not supported:

. resource URIs

. value URIs

rich values

related descriptions

. property/sub-property relationships
. resource class URIs

The following constraints apply:

. Each property may have one value string (but not more than one).
. Vocabulary encoding schemes and syntax encoding schemes are handled in exactly the same way.

Note that, at the time of writing, neither resource URIs nor value URIs can be explicitly encoded in the XML encoding syntax. Although it may be the case that
some software applications have chosen to interpret the use of a DCTERMS URI syntax encoding scheme as an indication that the URI in the value string is a
resource URI or value URI, this is not guaranteed to be a correct interpretation of the metadata record in all cases.

Appendix D - The abstract model and XHTML

This appendix compares the DCMI abstract model with the Expressing Dublin Core in HTML/XHTML meta and link elements DCMI recommendation.

Simple DC
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<link rel="schema.DCEhref ="ht+p://purlorg/de/elements /11
emeta name="DCFitle" xmlilang="en" content="A test document" /»
«meta name="0Ccreator” confent="An ¢
cmeta name="DCfype" confent="Text" /»
«meta name="DC. subject" content="Formate Dehydrogenase” />
«meto name="DC identifier" content="http://example.org/test/" /2
<link rel="DC relation”

href="hi+p:/fexample.argfanother-test/" /»
<link rel="DC.rights"

href="http://creativecommaons.org/licenses /by/1.0/" />

Figure 11

Figure 11 shows an example simple DC description encoded according to the XHTML guidelines above. This example shows how the encoding supports the
property URI, value string, value string language and value URI aspects of the DCMI abstract model. Again, it should be noted that the value of the DC
Identifier property represented in this encoding syntax is denoted by a value string, even though it looks, to the human reader, as though it is a URI.

Qualified DC

<link rel="schema.DC" thref="ht+p://purlo c/elements/L1™ />
RMS" href="hg+t//purlorg/do/terms /" /»
<meta name="0DC it xmlilang="cn" content="A tes¥ document" />
<meta name="DC.creator” contentsl Andy Powell" />
pe’ scheme="DCTERMS.DCMIType"
confent="Text" /»
bject" scheme="DCTERMS. Me SH*
rmate Dehydrogenase" /»
ddentifier" scheme="DCTERMS.LURT"

“http://example.org/test/" />

<link rel="D1C.
href="hitp://example.orglanother-test/" /»
<link rel="0y
href=fhttp://creativecommans, org/licenses /by /10" />

Figure 12

Figure 12 shows an example qualified DC description encoded according to the XHTML guidelines above. This example shows how the encoding supports the

40

property URI, value string, value string language, value URI, encoding scheme URI and resource class aspects of the DCMI abstract model. Note that although

the resource class is indicated, the class URI is not encoded anywhere in this description.

Summary

The following aspects of the DCMI abstract model are supported by the Expressing Dublin Core in HTML/XHTML meta and link elements DCMI

recommendation:

. properties

property URIs

value strings

. value string languages
. value URIs

. encoding schemes
encoding scheme URIs
resource classes

The following aspects of the DCMI abstract model are not supported:

. resource URIs


http://dublincore.org/documents/dcq-html/
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. rich values

. related descriptions

. property/sub-property relationships

. resource class URIs

The following constraints apply:

Each property may have one value string (but not more than one) or a value URI but not both.
Vocabulary encoding schemes and syntax encoding schemes are handled in exactly the same way.

Note that, at the time of writing, resource URIs cannot be explicitly encoded in the XHTML encoding syntax. However, the resource URI may be implicit from

the URI of the resource into which the record is embedded.

WL X4mved WaC ces

Metadata associated with this resource: http://dublincore.org/documents/abstract-model/index.shtml.rdf

Copyright © 1995-2002 DCMI All Rights Reserved. DCMI liability, trademark/service mark, document use and software licensing rules apply. Your interactions with this site are in accordance with our

privacy statements. Please feel free to contact us for any questions, comments or media inquiries.
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Identifier: http://dublincore.org/documents/2004/08/01/term-identifier-guidelines/
Replaces:
Is Replaced By: Not applicable
Latest Version: http://dublincore.org/documents/term-identifier-guidelines/
Status of Document: This is a DCMI Working Draft.
Description of This document provides some simple guidelines for assigning identifiers to non-DCMI
Document: metadata terms (elements, element refinements, encoding schemes and vocabulary
terms).

1. Introduction

The Dublin Core Abstract Model [DC-AM] requires that all terms (elements, element refinements, encoding

schemes and controlled vocabulary terms) used in metadata application profiles that are compliant with the model
must be assigned a URI reference that identifies the term. A URI reference is a Uniform Resource Identifier with an
optional fragment identifier (sometimes known as a URIref) [REC2396]. An XML namespace [XML-NAMES] is a
collection of names, identified by a URI reference that are used in XML documents as element types and attribute
names. By convention, all DCMI recommended encodings [DCMI-ENCODINGS] use a concatenation of an XML
namespace URI reference and the term name to provide a mechanism for encoding the term URI reference. The
use of XML namespaces and URI references to uniquely identify metadata terms allows those terms to be
unambiguously used across applications, promoting the possibility of shared semantics. As indicated in the DCMI
Namespace Policy [DCMI-NAMESPACE], DCMI has adopted this mechanism for the identification of all DCMI terms.

This document provides some simple guidelines for assigning URI references to metadata terms in non-DCMI
namespaces. This includes non-DCMI elements, element refinements, encoding schemes and controlled vocabulary
terms.

Although these guidelines are mainly intended for metadata application profiles that conform with the Dublin Core
Abstract Model, it is hoped that they are generic enough that they may be useful in the context of other metadata
applications as well.

2. Guidelines

All metadata terms must be assigned a URI reference. The use of fragment identifiers in the URI references used to
identify metadata terms is optional and is left to the discretion of the implementor.

Should something be inserted here about current W3C TAG thinking that conceptual resources should be identified
using URI references that have a fragment identifier?

For the purposes of encoding, the term URI reference may be partitioned into an XML namespace URI reference
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and the term name. Note that, for convenience, it is commonly the case that XML namespace URI references end
with either a '#' (hash) or '/* (slash) character.

Groups of related terms (for example, all the terms within a controlled vocabulary) should be assigned URI
references within the same XML namespace.

All XML namespace and term URI references should resolve to human and/or machine-readable descriptions of the
namespace or term.

Any valid URI reference [RFC2396] may be used to identify a metadata term. However, the use of a registered URI
scheme is recommended [URI-SCHEMES].

All XML namespace and term URI references should be assigned with the intention of them being unique and
persistent. This means that the URI reference must not be used to identify anything else and that it should be
expected to last as long as the Internet.

Is this a reasonable definition of 'persistent'?

3. Strategies for assigning URI references

Four simple strategies for assigning URI references to metadata terms are described below.

3.1 Using service or project URLs

Where a term is created within the context of a particular project, service or other initiative, the use of a project or
service-specific URL may be appropriate. This is probably the simplest strategy in terms of ease of assignment and
resolution. However, it is also the most prone to lack of persistence.

Example 1: http://nyservice.org/terns/price
An existing service is delivered using the nyservi ce. org DNS domain name. The service creates a hew
property called pri ce for use in its metadata application profile. The service defines an XML namespace
URI reference within its existing URL space (htt p: // exanpl e. org/ t erns/) and therefore assigns the
term the following URI reference: http://exanple.org/terns/ price.

Example 2: http://nyproj ect. or g/ net adat a/ vocabs/ col or #Red
A project Web-site is delivered using the mypr oj ect. or g DNS domain name. The project team build up a
new controlled vocabulary of colors for use within their metadata application profile. They define an XML
namespace URI reference within their existing URL space (http:// myproj ect. or g/ net adat a/ vocabs/
col or #). For the vocabulary term Red, the term URI reference is therefore http:// nmyproj ect. org/
met adat a/ vocabs/ col or #Red

Notice that example 1 defines a metadata property while example 2 defines a term within a controlled vocabulary.
Remember that in example 2 it will probably also be necessary to define an encoding scheme name for the
vocabulary itself, for example htt p: // nyproj ect. or g/ net adat a/ t er ns/ Col or .

3.2 Using PURLs

A similar approach, but one that is likely to offer more persistent URI references, is to use PURLs [PURL]. A PURL is
a Persistent Uniform Resource Locator. Functionally, a PURL is a URL. However, instead of pointing directly to the
location of an Internet resource, a PURL points to an intermediate resolution service. This provides a level of
resilience aginst changes in project or service URLs. The use of PURLs to identify metadata terms has already been
adopted by a number of metadata-related initiatives such as DCMI itself and RDF Site Summary (RSS) 1.0
[RSS10].

Example 1: http://purl.org/rss/1.0/link
RDF Site Summary is a lightweight multipurpose extensible metadata description and syndication format.
The core metadata terms used by RSS are declared within an XML namespace (http://purl . org/
rss/ 1. 0/). For example, the property called | i nk has been assigned the URI reference http://purl.org/
rss/ 1. 0/1ink. Other terms are declared within separate groupings, known in RSS as modules. Each
module makes use of one or more separate XML namespaces.

Example 2: http://purl.org/rdn/terns/dat eRevi ened
The UK JISC-funded Resource Discovery Network has developed a small metadata application profile in
order to describe the status of its catalogue records. One of the new terms in the application profile is
called dat eRevi ewed. All the new terms have been defined within an RDN XML namespace (http:// purl.
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org/rdn/termns/). Therefore, the URI reference assigned to the dat eRevi ewed property is http://purl.
org/rdn/terns/dat eRevi ened.

Note that in example 1, the RSS implementors have chosen to embed a version number into the XML namespace
URI reference. This allows them to use the same term name within a new XML namespace in future versions of the
application profile. This has advantages in some scenarios. However, implementors should be cautious when using
this technique because it may result in URI references being assigned to new terms that have the same semantics
as existing terms.

3.3 Using "info" URIs

The "info" URI scheme provides a "mechanism for assigning URI references to information assets that have
identifiers in public namespaces" but that do not have an appropriate existing URI scheme [INFO-URI-SPEC]. The
phrase 'information assets' includes all the metadata terms discussed here. Thus, it is appropriate to consider
assigning "info" URIs to metadata terms.

Example 1: i nf o: ddc/ 22/ eng/ / 004. 678
The terms that make up the Dewey Decimal Classification [DEWEY] have been assigned "info" URIs such
that i nf o: ddc/ 22/ eng// can be considered to be an XML namespace URI reference and "004.678" can be
considered to be a Dewey term name. Thus the URI reference that has been assigned to that term is
i nfo: ddc/ 22/ eng/ / 004. 678. Note that the information asset identified by this term is in the English-
language Dewey Decimal Classifications (22nd Ed.) and is the classification "Internet".

Note that, somewhat confusingly, the draft "info" URI specification uses different terminology from that used here.
In the terminology of the specification, ddc is the "info URI namespace component” and 22/ eng// 004. 678 is the
"info URI identifier component".

Note also that "info" URIs can not be resolved using current Web browsers (i.e. by using a simple HTTP GET
request), though they can be looked-up in the "info" URI registry [INFO-REGISTRY].

At the time of writing, "info" was not a registered URI scheme.

3.4 Using xmins.com

xmins.com provides a network space for simple Web namespace management. "The rationale for registering xmins.
com was to secure a short, memorable domain suitable for naming concepts for use in RDF and XML
vocabularies" [XMLNS]. The FOAF vocabulary [FOAF] uses xmlns.com to provide an XML namespace URI reference

for its terms.

Example 1: http://xm ns. com foaf/0.1/first Nane
The first Nane term within the FOAF vocabulary uses the http://xm ns. com foaf /0. 1/ XML namespace
URI reference and has been assigned the URI reference http://xm ns. coni foaf/ 0. 1/ first Name.

Note that, at the time of writing, the status and ownership of the xmins.com domain was slightly unclear and it is
therefore not possible to be sure of the long term persistence of URI references based on this domain.
Is this a fair comment?

4. Conclusions

In general, all terms used in metadata application profiles must be assigned a URI reference before they can be
used in the encoding syntaxes recommended by DCMI. It is recommended that implementors assign URI references
to terms following the guidelines provided here. Of the four strategies for assigning URI references to terms listed
in this document, the use of PURLs is recommended for the identification of elements, element refinements and
encoding schemes and the use of PURLs or "info" URIs is recommended for the identification of terms in controlled
vocabularies.

Do people agree with this conclusion? Is more justification for this conclusion required?
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Modelling DC values as resources in RDF

A discussion paper
Andy Powell, UKOLN, University of Bath

18 Sept 2004

1. Introduction

DCMI has two documents concerning the use of Dublin Core metadatain RDF. The first, Expressing Simple Dublin Corein RDF/XML is a‘recommendation’ and describes how to encode
simple DC in RDF/XML. The second, Expressing Qualified Dublin Corein RDF / XML is a 'proposed recommendation’ and describes how to encode qualified DC in RDF/XML.

More recently, the DC Architecture WG has been developing a DCMI Abstract Model which provides a reference model against which particular DC encoding guidelines can be compared.

The Abstract Model defines a terminology that includes the following terms (the definitions are repeated here for clarity):

resource
A resource is anything that has identity. Familiar examples include an electronic document, an image, a service (e.g., "today's weather report for Los Angeles"), and a collection of
other resources. Not all resources are network "retrievable"; e.g., human beings, corporations, concepts and bound books in alibrary can also be considered resources.
resource URI
A resource URI isaURI that identifies a single resource.
property
A property is aspecific aspect, characteristic, attribute, or relation used to describe resources.
property URI
A property URI isaURI that identifies asingle property.
value
A valueisthe physical or conceptual entity that is associated with a property when it is used to describe aresource.
value URI
A value URI isaURI that identifies the value of a property.
value string
A value string is asimple string that represents the value of a property.

One issue with the two DCMI documents for encoding DC in RDF/XML is that they each recommend a different mechanism for encoding the value string that represents the value of a property.
In the simple DC recommendation, a construct represented by the RDF graph in figure 1 is used. This construct uses aliteral string as the value of the property. In the qualified DC proposed
recommendation, a construct represented by the RDF graph in figure 2 is used. This construct represents the value of the property as an intermediate (often blank) node, allowing further
properties to be used to describe the value resource, including a simple value string (using rdfs:label).

property property

rdfs:label

"value string” "value string”

Figurel Figure2

In terms of the Abstract Model both these constructs represent the same semantics - they both represent aresource URI, a property URI and a value string. However, in terms of the RDF model,
the two constructs are different - non-DCMI applications would not recognise the two graphs as being synonimous. Perhaps more importantly, the use of these different constructsin aDCMI
recommendation and a DCMI proposed recommendation has led to some confusion in the RDF implementor community, with some people following one recommendation and others following
the other. The confusion is particularly accute where the resource represented by the intermediate node is relatively obvious, for example a person or organisation, as is the case with the dc:
creator, dc:contributor and dc:publisher properties. This potentially leads to less interoperability between DC metadata applications than might otherwise be achieved.

Note that DCMI currently makes no recommendations about the class of the intermediate node, nor about whether it should be assigned a URI or be generated as a blank node.
The remainder of this document reviews some possible options for dealing with this situation.

2. Options

2.1 Option 1 - Status quo

Do nothing. Live with the current levels of confusion, such as they are. We've survived so far! Continue to recommend the two forms of encoding and leave implementors to decide which form
best serves their need.


http://dublincore.org/documents/dcmes-xml/
http://dublincore.org/documents/dcq-rdf-xml/

2004-10-02 Usage Board in Shanghai 48

This option is the easiest for DCMI, since it requires no action. However, it does nothing to reduce the current levels of confusion in the implementor community and it doesn't bode well for
future interoperability between DC-based implementations of RDF/XML.

2.2 Option 2 - Attempt to align the behaviour of consuming applications

This option would make recommendations to the devel opers of DC-aware software applications about how to handle the metadata records that they consume. For example, we could make a
single recommendation along the following lines:

Recommendation 1
DC-aware software applications that consume metadata records encoded according to either of the two DCMI documents for encoding DC in RDF/XML should treat the two
constructs above as synonimous. Applications may transform DC RDF graphs between the two forms in either direction (either by adding an intermediate blank node or by removing
the intermediate node) as and when necessary.

This option providers greater clarity for the DCMI community but doesn't to much to facilitate better interoperability between applications that are not aware of DC conventions.
2.3 Option 3 - Attempt to align the behaviour of consuming and generating applications

This option would make recommendations to the devel opers of DC-aware software applications about both how to handle the metadata records that they consume and how to generate metadata
records. For example, we could make two recommendations along the following lines:

Recommendation 1
DC-aware software applications that consume metadata records encoded according to either of the two DCMI documents for encoding DC in RDF/XML should treat the two
constructs above as synonimous. Applications may transform DC RDF graphs between the two forms in either direction (either by adding an intermediate blank node or by removing
the intermediate node) as and when necessary.

Recommendation 2
DC-aware software applications that generate metadata records encoded as RDF/ XML should use the second construct above (with the intermediate node). This form more closely
represents the Abstract Model for DC descriptions and generating the intermediate node when the metadata record is first created provides consuming applications with a'hook' on
which further descriptions of the value can be hung, without needing to modify the structure of the consumed metadata record.

Note that it might be argued that recommendation 2 is unnecessary given recommendation 1, since if DC-aware software applications that consume metadata records are allowed to treat the two
constructs as synonimous then it does not matter which form other software applications generate. However, the intention of recommendation 2 isto provide agreater level of interoperability
between DC RDF/XML records from different sources when they are consumed by software applications that are not DC-aware - i.e. that have no knowledge of recommendation 1.

This option effectively deprecates DCMI's simple DC in RDF recommendation in its current form, since it essentially recommends against following the guidelinesin that document. The current
simple DC in RDF recommendation would need to be revised or merged with the qualified DC proposed recommendation in some way.

2.4 Option 4 - Attempt to influence the behaviour of the wider Semantic Web community

This option would attempt to convince the wider Semantic Web community that the two graphs above are semantically equivalent. This could be done via the appropriate W3C specifications or
by some lighter-weight implementor agreements.

This option has the advantage of leaving current practice on the part of implementors unchanged, but still achieves a high degree of interoperability between RDF applications, whether they are
DC-aware or not. Clearly, DCMI would have to work with the W3C and the Semantic Web community to achieve this end.

2.5 Option 5 - Replicate existing DC property semantics in new properties

This option would replicate the existing DC properties as new properties with essentially the same semantics as they have now but defined in such away (using RDFS) that it is explicit that the
value of the property is another resource.

For example, DCMI could declare a new term, dcterms: Creator, with essentially the same semantics as dc:creator but with the RDFS declaration of the new term making use of the rdfs:range
construct to explicitly indicate that the value is a resource of class dcterms:Agent.

This option would have far reaching consequences for the exitsing usage of DC metadata and for the existing encoding guidelines.

3 Conclusions

Of the options presented here, my view isthat option 1 is no longer tenable if we want DC to remain a credible standard in the development of the Semantic Web. | also think that option 5 is too
drastic for DCMI to consider at this stage in the lifecycle of the standard.

Of the remaining options, option 4 looks interesting but my suspicion is that the Semantic Web community will not be willing to move in this direction. Option 2 doesn't go far enough in terms
of ensuring interoperability.

Therefore, my personal view isto move forward with option 3 at this stage. This option will require some reworking of existing DCM| recommendations but it doesn't rule out option 4
happening at some future time if thisis deemed to be appropriate by the wider community.

Andy Powell, UKOLN, University of Bath
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DC Usage Board

Issues arising from DCMI Abstract Model

This document summarises issues for discussion at the March 2004 meeting of the DC Usage Board that arise out of the DCMI Abstract
Model working draft.

Thisisnot afull list of issues arising from the AM - just those that appear to be of interest to the UB. Apart from the first two, all these
issues are primarily for information at this stage - no immediate decisions or actions are required by the UB.

Relation of the AM to other "foundational” documents maintained by DCMI

There are a number of older DCMI documents that have overlaps with the DCMI Abstarct Model Working Draft. | don't think this matters
too much, provided the terminology used across all the documents is the same and appropriate linkages are put in place between documents.

More drastic action could be taken, like removing some of the older documents. However, | don't think that would be justified at this stage.
Action: Align terminology at appropriate time.

Action: Add links from older DCMI documentation to the AM at appropriate time.

Wording of term defintions

Thisis an issue which affects how we define new DCMI terms. The AM states that the values of all DCMI properties are resources - people,
organisations, concepts, places, etc.

"A DCMI metadata value is the physical or conceptual entity that is associated with a property when it is used to
describe a resource. For example, the value of the DC Creator property is a person, organisation or service - a
physical entitiy. The value of the DC Date property isa point in time - a conceptual entity. The value of the DC
Coverage property may be a geographic region or country - a physical entity. The value of the DC Subject property
may be a concept - a conceptual entity - or a physical object or person - a physical entity. Each of these entitiesisa
resource. The value may be identified using a value URI; the value may be represented by one or more value strings
and/or rich values; the value may have some related descriptions - but the value is a resource.”

The wording of new DCMI property definitions needs to reflect this. For example, definitions should not use phrases like "A reference
to.." or "A URI for ...".

Some of the existing terms definitions are poor in this respect. However, it is probably not possible to change these definitions at this stage.

Special case of dcterms:URI

It isworth noting that 'dcterms:URI' is treated specially in our syntax encodings. It is used to indicate a value URI rather than avalue string.
You'll note that dcterms:URI isamost never used isthe RDF/ XML and new XHTML encodings, because these have alternative
mechanisms for indicating that avalue URI is being provided (‘rdf:resource’ and the XHTML 'link' element respectively).

Therfore, dcterms:URI is not a normal syntax encoding scheme.

Special case of dc:type
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The 'dc:type' property is again adightly special case w.r.t the AM becauseit is used to indicate the class of the resource being provided.

One might expect little use to be made of 'dc:type’ in RDF/ XML encodings, because RDF has separate mechanisms for indicating the class
of aresource.

Special case of dc:identifier

Similarily, in combination with 'dcterms:URI’, the 'dc:identifier' element can be used to provide the URI of the resource being described.

Again, one would expect little use to be made of 'dc:identifier' in the RDF/XML encoding because RDF provides a separate mechanism for
indicating the URI of aresource. The exception to thisis where the identifier being provided cannot be encoded as a URI.

Element refinement and resource classes

Thisisvery much an issue on the distant horizon... but if DCMI moves to a position where resources and values are more strongly typed, for
exampleif we start making more use of rdfs:domain and rdfs:range in our RDFS term declarations (thisis abig if!), then we will have to
consider what impact this has on our notion of element refinement. For example, | assumethat it will be the case that valid element
refinement will only occur when the domain and range of the element refinement are the same as or narrower than the domain and range of
the element being refined.

Vocabulary terms as URIs

When avocabulary term gets a URI assigned to it, it changes from being a value string to being a value URI and the encoding needs to
change to reflect that. So for examplein XML, instead of

<dc: subj ect xsi:type="dcterns: DDC'>| nt er net </ dc: subj ect >

or

<dc: subj ect xsi:type="dcterns: DDC'>004. 678</ dc: subj ect >

depending on your preference for numbers or words, the encoding would change to something more like
<dc: subj ect xsi:type="dcterns: URl ">i nfo: ddc/ 22/ eng// 004. 678</ dc: subj ect >

'DDC' isno longer required as a DCMI encoding scheme because the DDCness of the value is indicated by the URI. Therefore, thereisno
requirement to 'register' DDC with DCMI.

DCMI needs to consider whether it is better to encourage owners of vocabularies to move towards the use of URIsfor their terms, or
continue to encourage the registration of new schemes with DCMI or to adopt a mixed approach for the time being.

Vocabulary Encoding Schemes and Syntax Encoding Schemes

The AM clearly distinguishes between Vocabulary Encoding Schemes and Synatx Encoding Schemes, because they are fundamentally
different: one provides classes/types of value resources, the other deals with the format/interpretation of literals. It would appear that these
map exactly onto the distinction between Class and Datatype in RDF?

DCMI does currently distinguish these things, but | wonder if that distinction is made forcefully enough in some of our documentation. It is
perhaps worth noting, that the lable "V ocabulary Encoding Scheme' now looks slightly unfortunate, given that thisis now seen asa
mechanism for indicating the class of the value - however, it may not be sensible or possible to change our terminology at this point.

Descriptions, records and schemas/application profiles
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Rachel has pointed out the the AM, as current presented, doesn't clearly indicate the relationships between descriptions/records and the
schemas (or application profiles) that define those things.

Our current thinking, but this hasn't been agreed with all the AM authors, is to extend the model slightly, introducing the notion of a
description set. A description set is acollection of related descriptions. We will replace record by description set in the current 'description’
model. We will then add anew 'record' model which indicates that arecord is an instantiation of adescription set in a particular encoding
syntax.

This has the advantage of clearly separating the conceptual parts of the model (the ‘resource’ model and the 'description’ model) from the
instantiated part of the model (the new 'record’ model).

It isimportant to remember that there are two kinds of schemas - syntactic and semantic. A syntax schema will be associated with arecord
and will define how the syntax is being used. The most common examples of syntax schemas are those using the XML schema language. A
semantic schema defines what classes of resource are being described, which terms are being used and what their semantics are. The most
common examples of semantic schemas are those using the RDF Schema and OWL languages. Semantic schemas are not necessarily tightly
bound to anything in the AM - for example, a semantic schema will commonly be used to declare al the termsin a particular namespace.

In this view, an application profileisaspecial kind of semantic schema that is associated with a description set. The important thing to note
isthat application profiles don't need to say anything about syntax, but do need to cover cases where multiple resources of different classes
are being described (e.g. a document and its author).

Finaly, it isworth noting that, although syntax schemas are currently bound to recordsin aformal way (for example, using xml:
schemalocation), there is no direct linkage between an application profile or semantic schema and a description set. |.e. thereis no 'hard
line' between these things and any other entitiesin the AM.

Andy Powell, UKOLN, University of Bath
March 2004
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Title: Dublin Core Structured Val ues

Identifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonmas. Baker /| SSUES/ dcsv/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Cr eat ed: 2004- 09- 14

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner: Tom Baker

Shepherd: Andy

DCM has a specification for Dublin Core Structured Val ues
(DCSV), "syntax for witing a list of labelled values in a
text string":

http://dublincore. org/docunent s/ dcmi -dcsv/

and three recomendations for specific types of DCSVs:

http://dublincore. org/ docunent s/ dcm - box/
http://dublincore. org/ docunents/dcm - peri od/
http://dublincore. org/docunents/dcni - point/

The Usage Board has a | ong-standing action on Andy and Andrew
to revise the DCSV Specification and the various DCSV schene
specifications after approval of the Abstract Mdel as a

DCM Reconmendati on. The Abstract Mdel is still a "working
draft", so this action remains in |inbo.

More recently, Pete has posted to DC ARCH TECTURE regardi ng
the fact that the component parts of a structured val ue
are not directly accessible to an RDF application because
the literal requires additional parsing by a DCSV or

XML parser. He asks whether there is "any plan to assign
URIrefs to the 'conmponents' described in these structured
val ue recomendations - or indeed, find existing non-DCM
vocabul ari es already in use and describe how they can be
applied to these cases - so that they can be used as RDF
properties and the information is explicitly available in
the RDF graph?" [1].

[1] http://ww. jiscrail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0407&L=dc-archi t ectur e&T=0&F=&S=&P=198
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Title: Identifiers for DCM Term Versi ons

ldentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ ver si on-i dentifiers/
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Cr eat ed: 2004-09- 29

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

Shepherd: Tom

In the context of a CEN working group, | have drafted sone
"Qui dance information for nam ng, versioning, evolution, and
mai nt enance of el ement declarations and application profiles”

(1.

A key purpose of the draft is to articulate the assunptions
whi ch de facto underlie the current approach that DCM has
taken for the past two years or so with regard to versioning
i ndi vidual netadata terms. This approach has not yet
undergone a formal review and is not currently within the
scope of the DCM Nanespace Policy [2], and | am not aware of
any applications out there which depend on the stability of
the specific version identifiers hitherto assigned, so this
is a good tinme to take a cl oser | ook.

The fundanental question is whether it nakes sense to assign
URI's to specific historical versions of netadata terns, e.g.

http://dublincore. org/usage/terns/history/#l nage- 002
http://dublincore. org/usage/terns/history/#l nage- 001

in addition to the generic and notional (latest version)
identifiers assigned by the DCM Nanespace Policy, e.g.

http://purl.org/dc/dcm type/l mage

The rationale for doing so (or at any rate nmy interpretation
thereof) is described in nore detail in the first three pages
of the draft [1]. The section describing the identifiers

per se is excerpted bel ow.

If we agree that the approach nakes sense in general, then
it would be hel pful to discuss the follow ng specifics:

-- Wether the URIs hitherto assigned (in effect
"anchors" to locations in a specific HTM. file) should
continue to be used as a nodel, or whether the URls
shoul d be independent of any particul ar docunent.

-- What this policy actually means conceptually. In the
draft, | suggest that the DCM Nanespace Policy is in
ef fect about assigning identifiers to a Term Concept,
while the historical identifiers are about successive
hi storical states of a Term Description. This would
seemto be anal ogous to the distinction nade in |1SO
11179 between a "data el ement concept" and various
"representations" thereof (this is described in Appendix
A of the draft).

I wonder whether this ultimately has any bearing on the
Abstract Mdel discussion. At a mnimm though, | would
like to see this issue through to closure in the formeither
of an expanded DCM Nanespace Policy or sonme other form of
DCM - endorsed note. | amputting it on the UB agenda for
Shanghai so that we can briefly discuss how we m ght nove
this issue forward.
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In the neantinme, the CEN process requires that we freeze a
version of this paper in md-Decenber, so | would be grateful
for critical feedback on technical aspects of the paper

by mi d- Novenber.

[1] ftp://ftp.cenorm be/public/ws-nmm-dc/mmidcll7. htm
[2] http://dublincore. org/docunents/dcn - nanespace/

3. Naming and identification nethods in detail
Excerpt from ftp://ftp.cenorm be/public/ws-nmm-dc/nmm dcll7. htm

3.1. A netadata termin the abstract (Term Concept)

DCM began to experiment with URIs in 1997, which |ed

to the formulation in 2001 of a formal Namespace Policy

[ DCM - NAMESPACE]. This policy declares URIs for three DCM
nanespaces:

http://purl.org/dc/elenents/1.1/
http://purl.org/dc/terns/
http://purl.org/dc/dcntypel/

designating (respectively) the fifteen-el enment Dublin Core,
all other DCM elenents and qualifiers, and a controlled
vocabul ary of values for the Dublin Core el enent Type.

A URl is constructed for a DCM term by appending its
character-string Nane to the URI of a DCM nanespace.

For exanple, the URl's

http://purl.org/dc/elenents/1.1/title
http://purl.org/dc/terns/extent
http://purl.org/dc/dcm typel/l mage

respectively identify Title (one of the fifteen "core"
el ements), Extent (an elenent refinement) and Image (a term
in the DCM Type Vocabul ary).

http://purl.org/dc/elenments/1.1/contributor
http://purl.org/dc/dcmtype/ Collection
http://purl.org/dc/terns/abstract
http://purl.org/dc/terns/LCSH

The policies governing the formation of Names for different
types of Terns, particularly with respect to case sensitivity,
are described in the "DCM Policy on Nanming Terns"

[ NAM NG- POLI CY] .

3.2. A historical version of a Term (Term Version)
I ndi vidual terms are versioned by creating a snapshot of their
attributes whenever any one of their attributes changes and

assigning to that snapshot a URI such as the foll ow ng:

http://dublincore. org/usage/terns/history/#l nage- 002
http://dublincore.org/usage/terns/history/#l nage- 001

Al 't hough such URIs are not currently supported by the DCM

Namespace Policy, they effectively function as identifiers

for successive versions of a term(in this case |nmage).

At present, these URIs resolve to anchors in a Wb docunent
whi ch hol ds a periodically updated snapshot of all past and
present versions of all DCM termnms [DCM - TERMS- H STCRY] .
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As of the witing of this CM, no clear practice has energed
for the identification of Term Usages, but it seens probable
that they will be handl ed by anal ogy to Terns.

3.3. Sets of ternms and docunentational forns thereof

Al'l docunentational forns for Term Sets -- Term Set Docunents
and Term Set Schemas -- and Application Profiles are identified
and versioned following the exanple set by the Wrld Wde Wb
Consortium For exanple, WBC identifies any one version of its
"RDF Primer" with two URIs, with a pointer to an imedi ately
prior version:

Latest Version: http://ww. w3.org/ TR rdf -priner/
This Version: http://ww.w3. org/ TR/ 2004/ REC- r df - pri mer - 20040210/
Previ ous Version: http://ww. w3. org/ TR/ 2003/ PR-r df - pri mer - 20031215/

In this exanple, the Latest Version URH designates the
resource at a notional or abstract level; the This Version
URI designates the specific historical version one is |ooking
at, which may or may not be |inked at any given tinme to the
Latest Version URI; and the Previous Version URH designates
a version inmmedi ately prior to This Version.

By anal ogy, Web pages documenting DCM termsets are identified
by a Latest Version and an Identifier (like This Version) with
a reference to the inmediately prior or imediately follow ng
hi storical version (Replaces or Replaced By). For exanple, the
March 2003 version of the DCM Metadata Terns docunment shows
the foll ow ng:

Latest Version: http://dublincore.org/docunents/dcm -terns
Identifier: http://dublincore.org/docunents/2003/03/04/dcm -terns/
Repl aced By: http://dublincore.org/docunents/2003/11/19/dcmi-ternms/

where the ldentifier resolves to the permanently archived

and unchangi ng version of the docunent displayed, Replaced By
resolves to the next version that foll owed, and Latest Version
resolves to a continually updated pointer on the DCM Wb
site to the nost up-to-date version of DCM Metadata Terns.

Term Set Schemas nmai ntained by DCM are identified only
by the URI of the specific historical version of a schens,
such as in the follow ng exanpl e of RDF schemas decl aring
the Dublin Core Metadata El enment Set:

http://dublincore. org/2000/03/13/dces
http://dublincore. org/2001/08/ 14/ dces
http://dublincore. org/2002/08/ 13/ dces
http://dublincore. org/ 2003/ 03/ 24/ dces

Best practice has yet to establish itself for Dublin Core
Application Profiles, but it seens probable that they will

be handl ed by anal ogy to Wb docunents (i.e., including an
identifier for the notional Latest Version) and to schenas
(i.e., without an identifier for the notional Latest Version),
dependi ng on whether the profiles are published in the form
of Web docunents or as nachi ne-processabl e schenas.


http://www.w3.org/TR/rdf-primer/
http://www.w3.org/TR/2004/REC-rdf-primer-20040210/
http://www.w3.org/TR/2003/PR-rdf-primer-20031215/
http://dublincore.org/documents/dcmi-terms
http://dublincore.org/documents/2003/03/04/dcmi-terms/
http://dublincore.org/documents/2003/11/19/dcmi-terms/
http://dublincore.org/2000/03/13/dces
http://dublincore.org/2001/08/14/dces
http://dublincore.org/2002/08/13/dces
http://dublincore.org/2003/03/24/dces
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| SSS/ Ws- WM - DT/ 117

Cui dance information for nami ng, versioning, evolution, and maintenance of el ement
decl arations and application profiles

Text (only) of Draft CWA of 15 July 2004 at ftp://ftp.cenorm be/public/ws-mm -dc/ mm dcll7. htm

CEN | SSS Wor kshop on Dublin Core Metadata

I ntroduction

The Internet was revolutionary because it nade the resources of any connected server accessible via a
singl e gl obal address space. The vision of a future Semantic Web further generalizes this notion of a
gl obal space of addresses to that of a global space of identifiers. According to Tim Berners-Lee,
"The nmost fundanental specification of Web architecture, while one of the sinpler, is that of the
Uni form Resource ldentifier, or URI. The principle that anything, absolutely anything 'on the Web'
shoul d be identified distinctly by an otherw se opaque string of characters... is core" [BERNERS-LEE].

URI's can uniquely identity not just "information resources" — Wb pages, scientific pre-prints,
satellite photos, video clips, and the like — but also any netadata terns used to describe those
resources. As conpact character strings associated with known institutional domain authorities, URI's
can stand al one as self-contained references to netadata terms. Wiile relevant to all data

technol ogi es, they are usable nost directly in Wb-based description technol ogi es such as XLi nk,
Topi ¢ Maps, and RDF.

The Dublin Core Metadata Initiative (DCM) uses URIs to identify both the individual versions of
terms and the Web pages documenting term sets, though these nmethods have not yet been docurmented in
detail — hence the need for this CWA

As such, this docunent acts as a description of energing best practice and ains to offer this as
exanpl e and gui dance naterial for others who are faced with the same issues of nami ng, versioning,
evol ution and mai ntenance of netadata terms.

1 Scope

This CWA covers nam ng conventions for the followi ng entities:

. a netadata term (Term;

. a historical version of a Term (Term Version);

. a set of one or nore annotations about a property used in an application as cited in an
Application Profile (Property Usage);

. a set of one or nore Terns (Term Set);

. a docunent docurmenting a Term Set (Term Set Docunent);

. a formal schena (e.g., in RDF) declaring one or nore Ternms (Term Set Schems);

. a set of one or nore Term Usages (Application Profile).

These entities are defined in nore detail in "Section 2. Definitions".

This CWA is addressed to people who wish to understand the policies and nmet hods by whi ch DCM
netadata terns and termsets are identified and naned and to people who nay want to enul ate those
policies and nmethods for nam ng and identifying terns under their own maintenance authority.

2 Definitions

DCM Grammatical Principles. As nmuintained by the Dublin Core Metadata Initiative, DCM G anmati cal
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Principles specify a typology of netadata terns — El ements, Elenent Refinenents, Encoding Schenes,
and Vocabul ary Terms — along with their interrelationships and functions [DCM - PRI NCl PLES, ABSTRACT-
MODEL] .

XML Nanespace. "An XM. nanmespace is a collection of nanes, identified by a URI reference, that are
used in XM docunents as el ement types and attribute nanes. The use of XM nanespaces to uniquely
identify netadata terns allows those terns to be unanbi guously used across applications, pronoting
the possibility of shared semantics. DCM adopts this mechanismfor the identification of all DCM
terms" [ DCM - NAMESPACE] .

Narmespace URI. A Namespace URI is a Uniform Resource ldentifier designating an XM. Nanespace.

Term or Metadata Term In this CWA, a netadata termis a word-like entity such as those defined by
DCM Grammatical Principles. In accordance with DCM practice, a Termis defined with a Term
Description and is identified by a Uniform Resource Identifier (URI) within a DCM Nanespace.

Term Concept. A Term Concept is the basic neaning of a Term

Term Description. A Term Description is a cluster of (mostly) human-readable attributes of a Term
such as Nane, Label, Definition, Comment, Date, and Status.

Term Decl aration. A Term Declaration is the machi ne-processabl e representati on of a Term Descri ption
in the context of a schema | anguage.

Term Version. A Term Version is the state of a Term Description as of a specific historical nonent.

Term Translation. A Term Translation is a Term Description rendered in an alternative |anguage, such
as Japanese or French.

Term Usage. A Term Usage is a description of how a previously declared Termfroma Metadata
Vocabul ary is deployed in the context of an application. The Term Usage is a defining feature of an
Application Profile.

Term Set. A Term Set is a nmintained set of Terns and Term Descri ptions nmanaged as a coherent unit by
an Agency. In this CM, Term Set is a synonym for Metadata Vocabul ary.

Term Set Docunent. A Term Set Docunment is a human-readabl e document |isting or describing one or nore
Terns maintained as a Term Set. The Wb pages docunenting DCM Senanti c Reconmendati ons are exanpl es
of Term Set Docunents.

Term Set Schema, or Schema Docunent. A Term Set Schenm is a docunent containing a machi ne-processabl e
description of a Term Set.

Application Profile. An Application Profile — or in this CM a Dublin Core Application Profile (DCAP)
— is a declaration specifying, at a mninum which netadata terns an organization, infornation
provider, or user comunity uses within a particular application.

Agency. An Agency is an entity responsible for nmanagi ng one or nore Term Sets.

3 Basi c approach

Wien the Dublin Core was first drafted in 1995, discussion focused on the names of the core elenents
— short strings such as "title" and "date". As the Dublin Core cane to be considered for use with the
emer gi ng technol ogi es of XML and RDF, discussion turned towards the notion of a "nanespace". As a
concept "nanespace" was, and remmins today, rather slippery. For the purposes of this CWA suffice it
to say that "nanespace" captures the notion of a clearly identified set of terns. DCM began to
experinment with using URIs to identify the Dublin Core "nanespace" in 1997. The growh of DCM's
namespace (or nanmespaces) with the addition of several dozen qualifiers in 2000 forced a
clarification of various issues related to nami ng, identifying, and versioning DCM ternms. |In 2001,

t he approach, which had evolved, was articulated in a fornal DCM Nanespace Policy [ DCM - NAMESPACE] .
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The DCM Namespace Policy declares three "DCM nanespaces” — identifiers (URIs) for three DCM term
sets such as http://purl.org/dc/elenents/1.1/ to designate the Dublin Core Metadata El ement Set
Version 1.1. URIs for individual DCM terns are formed by appending the character-string Nane of the
termto the URI for its DCM nanespace. This mechanismis discussed in nmore detail bel ow

Aside from describing how DCM terns are assigned identifiers, the namespace policy acknow edges that
terms can and will change over tinme and focuses on articulating the consequences of change for unique
identity. "Mnor" or "substantive" errata nmay be corrected without consequence for UR's. Changes of a
semantic nature, however, such as significant changes in the wording of a definition, nmust trigger
the creation of a newtermwth a new URI. To support the future interpretati on of |egacy netadata,
the Namespace Policy conmits DCM to maintaining fornmal docunmentation for all assigned URIs — even
for terms that might sonme day be assigned a status of "obsolete".

Wthin the limts of the Nanespace Policy, the DCM vocabul aries are subject to growh and change
over time — new terns are added, a bibliographic reference cited in a usage conment nay be updat ed,
the status assigned to a termmay change. The fifteen-elenent Dublin Core was initially versioned as
a set and, as noted above, the version nunber "1.1" is hard-coded into the string used as the URl of
its DCM nanespace.

As of July 2000, new ternms were issued w thout such a version nunber because the nodel of periodic,
bat ched rel eases seened a bad fit to a vocabulary that was expected to grow by increment.

Nonet hel ess, the ability to reference a termset as of a given date was seen as potentially useful
for library automation contracts, translations of DCM termsets into another |anguages, or the
future interpretation of |egacy nmetadata. The pragmatic solution to this problemhas been to version
both individual terms (which evolve at different rates) and Wb docunents describing batches of terns
as of a particular date (which are updated whenever a termis added or anything else in the term set
changes) .

The idea behind a netadata term may be thought of as a Term Concept. As discussed below, a Term
Concept is what DCM identifies with its Nanespace Policy. For exanple, the Dublin Core el ement
Subject is identified with the URI http://purl.org/dc/elenents/1.1/subject. This is the identifier
for Subject that netadata inplenenters (if they use URIs at all) are supposed to use in their

nmet adat a.

A Termis described with a Term Description — a cluster of (nostly) hunman-readable attributes such as
Name, Label, Definition, Conment, Date, and Status. The Term Description for Subject is nmaintained by
DCM and published in various forns — in a Wb docunent, an RDF schema, and an XML schema, each with
its owmn URI. When the Term Description is represented in a machi ne-processabl e schema | anguage, it is
referred to as a Term Decl arati on.

A Term Description, however, can evolve over time — the status of an elenent can change, a comrent
can be reworded for clarity, a bibliographical reference can be updated. Each successive historical
state of a Term Description can be seen as a Term Version. DCM currently identifies these successive
Term Versions with URI's, though those URIs are not yet supported by official DCM policy.

The distinction between Term Concepts and Term Versions is roughly anal ogous to the distinction nade
inthe ISOIEC 11179 standard for describing netadata el ements in the context of nmetadata registries
(see Appendi x A).

The nmethod described here in effect treats Terns anal ogously to how WBC and DCM treat docunents — e.
g., with a URI for a notional entity that may evolve in the formof separately identified historical
versions (this analogy is described in nore detail below). The linmts within which a Term may evol ve
and still refer to the same Term Concept are described in the DCM Nanespace Policy [ DCM - NAMESPACE] .
In essence, if a Termevolves in ways that are semantically inconpatible with the Term Concept, it
nmust be considered a new Term and given a new URI.

A Term Transl ation — a Term Description rendered in an alternative | anguage, such as Japanese or
French — is something that is "about" a Term Concept but does not translate that Term Concept
directly. Rather, it translates a Term Description. Specifically, it translates a particular Term
Version — a Term Description at a given point in time. In other words, a given Japanese translation
of the el ement Subject may be about the Term Concept Subject (http://purl.org/dc/elenents/1.1/

subj ect), but it actually "translates" a specific Term Version (http://dublincore.org/usagel/terns/

hi st ory/ #subj ect -002). Both assertions ("about" and "transl ates") seem necessary to fully express
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what is intended.

Anot her type of assertion "about" another termis being devel oped in the context of discussion about
Dublin Core Application Profiles (DCAPs): the Term Usage. A Term Usage is an assertion that a given
application or set of netadata "uses" a term(as identified by its URI). A Term Usage nay optionally
be annotated with a Term Usage Description — various sorts of usage notes such as context-specific
clarifications of definition, |local cataloguing rules, constraints on cardinality and the Iike.

Wienever anything in any Term Description of any Term Set changes, DCM publishes nultiple types of
docunentation reflecting those changes. At present, DCM publishes the updated information both as
Web docunments and as machi ne- processabl e schemas.

In sum what we refer to as a Termis identified with multiple URIs serving different purposes:

«. ATermis identified with a URI for its Term Concept. This is what Term Versions and Term
Transl ations are "about". It is the commopn reference point that holds all of the versions and
transl ati ons together and pronotes the interoperability of descriptive netadata in open,
| oosel y-coupl ed, distributed systens. Since Term Sets inevitably evolve, policies for the
identification of Term Concepts nust allow for and expect a certain amount of change. The
pragmatic solution is to allow and nake provisions for any change that remains "senantically
conpati bl e" with the Term Concept.

«. ATermis also identified with URIs for its nultiple Term Versions. Each Term Version
represents a Term Description at a specific historical noment and may need to be referencable
as such — for exanple, as the source text for a Term Transl ati on.

In contrast, all Term Sets and Application Profiles, including Wb documents and machi ne- processabl e
representations thereof, are identified and versioned by anal ogy both to the versioning of docunents
by WBC and to the versioning of Terns described above — i.e., by URI for the resource in a generic
sense (the nanmespace-policy-supported URI for a Termor Latest Version for a docunent) as well as for
a specific historical version of the sane.

4 Naming and identification nmethods in detail

4.1 A netadata termin the abstract (Term Concept)

DCM began to experiment with URIs in 1997, which led to the fornulation in 2001 of a fornal
Narmespace Policy [ DCM - NAMESPACE]. This policy declares URIs for three DCM nanespaces:

http://purl.org/dc/elenents/ 1.1/

http://purl.org/dc/terns/

http://purl.org/dc/dcmtype/

These URI's designate (respectively) the fifteen-element Dublin Core, all other DCM el enents and
qualifiers, and a controlled vocabul ary of values for the Dublin Core elenment Type. A URl is
constructed for a DCM term by appending its character-string Name to the URI of a DCM nanespace.
For exanple, the URIs:

http://purl.org/dc/elenents/1.1/title

http://purl.org/dc/terns/extent



http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/
http://purl.org/dc/terms/
http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/title
http://purl.org/dc/terms/extent

2004-10-02 Usage Board in Shanghai 60

http://purl.org/dc/dcm type/l mage

These URIs respectively identify Title (one of the fifteen "core" elenents), Extent (an el ement
refinement) and Inage (a termin the DCM Type Vocabul ary).

The policies governing the formati on of Names for different types of Ternms, particularly with respect
to case sensitivity, are described in the "DCM Policy on Nam ng Terns" [ NAM NG POLI CY] .

4.2 A historical version of a Term (Term Versi on)

I ndi vidual terns are versioned by creating a snapshot of their attributes whenever any one of their
attri butes changes and assigning to that snapshot a URl such as the follow ng:

http://dublincore. org/usage/terns/history/#l nage- 002

http://dublincore.org/usage/terns/history/#l nage- 001

Al t hough the DCM Nanespace Policy does not currently support such URIs, they effectively function as
identifiers for successive versions of a term(in this case Image). At present, these URIs resolve to
anchors in a Web docunent that holds a periodically updated snapshot of all past and present versions
of all DCM terns [ DCM - TERMS- H STORY] .

As of the witing of this CM, clear practice is yet to energe for the identification of Term Usages,
but it seens probable that they will be handl ed by anal ogy to Terns.

4.3 Sets of terns and docunentational forns thereof

Al'l docunentational forns for Term Sets — Term Set Docunents and Term Set Schemas — and Application
Profiles are identified and versioned follow ng the exanple set by the Wrld Wde Wb Consortium For
exanple, WBC identifies any one version of its "RDF Priner" with two URIs, with a pointer to an

i mredi ately prior version:

Latest Version: http://ww. w3.org/ TR/ rdf -pri ner/

This Version: http://ww. w3. org/ TR/ 2004/ REC-r df - pri mer - 20040210/

Previ ous Version: http://ww.w3. org/ TR/ 2003/ PR-rdf - pri mer- 20031215/

In this exanple, the Latest Version UR designates the resource at a notional or abstract level; the
This Version URI designates the specific historical version one is |ooking at, which may or nmay not
be linked at any given tine to the Latest Version URI; and the Previous Version UR designates a
version imediately prior to This Version.

By anal ogy, Wb pages docunmenting DCM termsets are identified by a Latest Version and an ldentifier
(like This Version) with a reference to the inmediately prior or inmmediately follow ng historical
version (Replaces or Replaced By). For exanple, the March 2003 version of the DCM Metadata Terms
docunment shows the follow ng:

Lat est Version: http://dublincore.org/docunents/dcm -terns/

Identifier: http://dublincore.org/docunents/2003/03/04/dcm -terns/

Repl aced By: http://dublincore. org/docunents/2003/11/19/dcmi-terns/

The ldentifier resolves to the permanently archived and unchangi ng version of the docunent displayed,


http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/Image
http://dublincore.org/usage/terms/history/
http://dublincore.org/usage/terms/history/
http://www.w3.org/TR/rdf-primer/
http://www.w3.org/TR/2004/REC-rdf-primer-20040210/
http://www.w3.org/TR/2003/PR-rdf-primer-20031215/
http://dublincore.org/documents/dcmi-terms/
http://dublincore.org/documents/2003/03/04/dcmi-terms/
http://dublincore.org/documents/2003/11/19/dcmi-terms/
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Repl aced By resolves to the next version that followed, and Latest Version resolves to a continually
updat ed pointer on the DCM Wb site to the nbst up-to-date version of DCM Metadata Terns.

Term Set Schemas nmmintained by DCM are identified only by the URI of the specific historical version
of a schemm, such as in the follow ng exanpl e of RDF schemas declaring the Dublin Core Metadata
El enent Set:

http://dublincore.org/ 2000/ 03/ 13/ dces

http://dublincore.org/2001/08/ 14/ dces

http://dublincore.org/2002/08/ 13/ dces

http://dublincore. org/2003/03/ 24/ dces

Best practice has yet to establish itself for Dublin Core Application Profiles, but it seens probable
that they will be handl ed by anal ogy to Wb docunents (i.e., including an identifier for the notional
Latest Version) and to schemas (i.e., without an identifier for the notional Latest Version),

dependi ng on whether the profiles are published in the formof Wb docunents or as machi ne-
processabl e schenas.
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Appendi x A. Versioning of data elements in ISO 11179

SO I EC 11179 is a multipart standard specifying a framework, attribute sets, naming principles, and
a Registration Authority structure to support the operation of netadata registries [I1SOL1179]. In |ISO
11179, a data elenent is defined as "A unit of data for which the definition, identification
representation and perm ssible values are specified by neans of a set of attributes". A data el enent
concept is defined as "A concept that can be represented in the formof a data el enent, described

i ndependently of any particular representation" [|ISO 11179-3].

| SO 11179 takes a "data elenment" as the fundamental unit of data nanaged by an organi zati on. The
standard differentiates a data el ement concept fromits representation. This has advantages for
versioning, as the underlying data concept can remai n unchanged whil st being linked to data el enents
with various identifiers and versions

In I SO 11179, a nunber of attributes can be used to specify a data elenment. Such attributes are
grouped into categories such as Identifying, Definitional, and Relational Attributes. One of the
Identifying attributes is "ldentifier" and another is "Version". 1SO 11179-6 defines a Version as
"lIdentification of an issue of a data el enent specification in a series of evolving data el ement
specifications within a Registration Authority" and associ ates such versions with version identifiers

I SO 11179-6 [I1 SO 11179-6] recommends practice for change control at the |level of data el ement and
version attribute. The standard reconmends that the data el ement identifier for an existing data

el ement shoul d change when the data elenment "is nodified in such a way as to change the neani ng of
the data el ement or the representation formof the potential values of the data elenent". An exanple
is given whereby changes to the Definition mght trigger a new data elenent identifier, although
editorial changes to the definition would not cause generation of a new data el ement, as long as the
essential meaning expressed by the definition remains the sane. Simlarly, changes to the Form of
Representati on woul d require the assignment of a new Data El ement ldentifier, though changes to the
val ue of admi nistrative attributes m ght not necessitate generation of a new Data El ement Identifier

The standard recomends assignnent of a new version identifier when any attribute val ue, other than
one requiring a new Data El ement Identifier, changes

Appendi x B. ldentification and versioning of elenments in | EEE/ LOM

The Learning Object Metadata standard (| EEE 1484.12.1-2002) assigns nanes to data el ements accordi ng
to a nanming convention. For exanple, the nane "7.2.2:Relation.Resource. Description" indicates that

. "Relation"” is the nane of the seventh top-level data el enment (called a category in LOV,
. the nane of its second sub-elenent is "Resource", and
. the nane of its third sub-element is Description.

The conpl ete nane, then, refers to the innernost sub-el enent.

As explained in Cause 4.2 of the LOM standard, the name is used to refer to the data el ement only.
I ndeed, Clause 4.7 specifies: "This standard does not define tokens for el ement nanmes or vocabul ary
values. It is expected that such tokens will be defined in bindings of this standard."

One such binding — the LOM XM. binding (I EEE 1484.12.3) — is currently being finalized. This binding
does define actual tokens to be used for the XM. el enents, which correspond to LOM data el ements. Al
such tokens are grouped in a schema "common/ el ement Nanes. xsd". Not surprisingly, the tokens used in
the LOM XM. bi nding correspond directly with the nanmes used in the LOM standard

The LOM standard does not only define nanes for data elenents. It also defines vocabul ary val ues for
data elements that are of type vocabulary. As explained in Clause 4.4 of the LOM standard

"Vocabul aries are defined for sone data el enents. A vocabulary is a recommended |ist of appropriate
val ues. ther values, not present in the list, may be used as well. However, netadata that rely on


http://dublincore.org/documents/naming-policy/
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the recommended val ues will have the highest degree of semantic interoperability; i.e., the
I'ikelihood that such netadata will be understood by other end users or systens is highest." As
nenti oned above, the LOM standard does not define the token to be used to represent the vocabul ary
val ues! That information can again be found in the binding docunment, as in for instance the LOM XM
bi ndi ng.

The general approach in the LOM standard to versioning is that the standard nay evolve with different
versions of the conplete "base schenma" (the actual data elenment structure defined in LOVM). There are
no specific provisions to evolve different versions of particular data el enents.

I ndeed, the data el enent 3.3: Meta- Met adat a. Met adat aSchenma represents "The nane and version of the
authoritative specification used to create this netadata instance. NOTE: This data el enent may be
user sel ectable or systemgenerated. If multiple values are provided, then the netadata instance
shall conformto nmultiple nmetadata schemas."

Inline with this general spirit, the LOM XM bi ndi ng defines the LOM nanespace as "http://ltsc.ieee.
org/ xsd/ LOW1p0": in other words, the namespace includes the versioning information, and names of new
versions of data elenents would belong to a different nanespace.

For vocabul ary values, the LOM standard includes a source that can include versioning information.
The val ue of vocabulary data el ements is a pair (source, value). If the source is "LOW1.0", then the
val ue space is described by the LOM standard. |If the source is not "LOW1.0", then users and

i mpl ementers are encouraged to create vocabul aries that do not conflict with this standard. If a
vocabul ary is used that intersects with the LOWL1.0 vocabul ary, then only the val ues not included in
this standard should have a source that is not "LOW1.0". This will nexim ze semantic
interoperability for the values that are included in this standard.


http://ltsc.ieee.org/xsd/LOMv1p0
http://ltsc.ieee.org/xsd/LOMv1p0
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Topi c: Attributes of DCM Terns ("Usage Board profile")

Modi fi ed: 2004-10- 02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner: Tom Baker

Lat est version: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ profi | es- usageboar d/

Shepherd: Tom
Di scussi on in Shanghai :

In Shanghai, | would like to briefly discuss the follow ng
issue in order to define a process for noving this forward.
At a mninum | would like to determ ne the extent to which
these i ssues should be decided in the Usage Board (as opposed
to DC-Architecture or the Directorate). W will not have
time in Shanghai to discuss any of these points in detail,

so UB menbers need not read the follow ng as carefully as
they m ght have otherwi se. At a nobst general level, | would
like to know how urgent we feel it is to clarify aspects of
this problem

Sunmary of the issue:

The issue of "DCM terns describing DCM terns" has been on
the back burner for a long tinme. W have already in effect
defined nore than two dozen nmetadata terns describing various
attributes of netadata terns (Nane, Label, Definition; types
of Status; etc...). However, we have nerely docunented
these terns in Wb pages [1,2] -- never have we "decl ared"
the ternms formally or assigned them URI references backed by
DCM Nanespace Policy. For the purpose of the RDF schenms,
we have mapped the handful of attributes nost needed for

the schenas to existing terns (e.g., in the rdfs nanespace
mai nt ai ned by WBC).

We need both to clarify both the status of these terns (perhaps
taking the occasion to clean up sonme of the definitions)

and the policy by which the ternms will be maintained (if
different fromthe existing DCM Nanespace Policy). W also
need to consider whether the ternms shoul d be assigned URI's

and docunented in RDF schenmas, as other DCM netadata terns

al ready are.

According to nmy notes, we discussed this issue briefly in
Ithaca in 2003 and concluded that the foll ow ng steps would
be invol ved:

1. Define the set of properties and encodi ng schenes
for describing terns.

Understand how they relate to existing terns.

Ask DCM Directorate for UB namespace.

Set up UB nanespace and declare terns as necessary.
Define an application profile.

akrwnN

At present, the terms we use are defined in the introductions
of two docunents - the consolidated docunent "DCM Met adata
Terms" [1] and the historically complete "DCM Metadata Terns:
a conplete historical record" [2]. | have attached a sunmary
of the terns and their definitions bel ow

| currently see the follow ng issues:

1) W& need to look carefully at the RDF schema binding to
determ ne which of the attributes used in [1] and [2] are
really needed in the RDF schemas. Fromny notes, here is
a draft mapping, with reference to a hypothetical namespace
"dcu:" to hold terms not yet formally decl ared:


http://www.bi.fhg.de/People/Thomas.Baker/ISSUES/profiles-usageboard/
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2)

3)

4)

5)

Nane: NOT USED

Namespace: rdf s: i sDefi nedBy rdf : resour ce="xxx"

Label : rdf s: | abel xm : | ang="en- US"

Definition: rdf s: conment xm : | ang="en- US"

Type of term rdf : type rdf:resource="http://.../#el enent"”
St at us: dcu: st at us rdf : resource="http://.../#recomended"
Dat e i ssued: dcterns:issued

Comment : dc: description xm : | ang="en- US"

See: rdf s: seeAl so rdf : resource="http://..."

Ref erences: dcterms:references rdf:resource="http://.../#WBCDTF"
Ref i nes: rdf s: subPropert yCof

Qualifies: dcu: qualifies

Dat e nodifi ed: dcq: Modi fi ed

Deci si on: dcu: deci si on rdf:resource = "uri"

Ver si on: dcu: version rdf:resource = "uri"

Repl aces: NOT USED

I's Repl aced By: NOT USED

Br oader Than: NOT USED

Nar r oner Than: rdfs: subd assOr

O course, we need to consider the possibility that not
all of the attributes of [1] and [2] woul d be needed in
the RDF schenas.

If we accept the mappings of some terns defined in [1] and [2]
to existing terns in nanespaces naintained by WVBC and to DCM ' s
own Ternms nanespace, then at a mininumit would appear we woul d
need to declare the follow ng:

dcu: status - Harry needs this for the DCM Registry
dcu: qualifies

dcu: deci si on

dcu: version

In addition, it would appear we need the term
dcu:isTransl ati onOf

Harry needs this for the DCM Registry, and Tomthinks this
is needed so that a translation of DCM term definitions
into | anguages such as Japanese can reference the specific
Term Version used as the basis for the translation.

The termdcu:status has, in effect, a controlled vocabul ary
of val ues:

http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #conf orm ng
htt p://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #r ecormended
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ process/ #reqgi st ered

These are currently defined in the documrent DCM Usage Board
Process, and the URI's are anchors to specific points in that
docunment. W shoul d consider whether it is a good idea to
conti nue this or whether we would want to declare a status
vocabul ary, and if so, how their URI's should be forned.

The term "Type of Term (currently mapped in the RDF
binding to rdf:type) also has, in effect, a controlled vocabul ary
of val ues:

http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ princi pl es/ #el enent - r ef i nenent
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ princi pl es/ #el enent
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ princi pl es/ #encodi ng- schene
http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ princi pl es/ #vocabul ary-t erm



http://.../#element
http://.../#recommended
http://.../#W3CDTF
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/#conforming
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/#recommended
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/process/#registered
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/principles/#element-refinement
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/principles/#element
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/principles/#encoding-scheme
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/principles/#vocabulary-term
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6) Work on the DCM Abstract Mdel [3] and a formal nodel for
DCM Application Profiles [4] suggests a need for several
other terns, along the lines of:

dcu: ApplicationProfile
dcu: PropertyUsage

In Septenber 2004, Pete posted a strawran set of terns at
http://homes. ukol n. ac. uk/ ~li spj/cen-cwa/ vocab/ dcapt erms. r df .

7) DCM's RDF schenmas [5] have long asserted the existence of
URI references for terns based on the DCM Nanespace
http://purl.org/dc/ternms/ -- even though, technically,
this should not have been possible w thout going through
UB process. These incl ude:

http://purl.org/dc/terns/DateSchene
http://purl.org/dc/ternms/Fornat Schene
http://purl.org/dc/ternms/ldentifierSchenme
http://purl.org/dc/terns/LanguageSchene
http://purl.org/dc/terms/ Spatial Scheme
http://purl.org/dc/terns/ Subj ect Schene
http://purl.org/dc/terns/ TypeSchene

We would need to forrmulate a policy for creating,
mai nt ai ni ng, and identifying such ternms - bearing
in mnd that the terns above are already "Il egacy”
(i.e., for all we know, there may be applications
in the world that would break if DCM were to
drop or deprecate these terns).

8) Since the addition of

http://purl.org/dc/dcnitype/ Mvingl nage
http://purl.org/dc/dcmtype/Stilllnage

we have two new attributes for Vocabul ary Terns:

Broader Than
Narrower Than - currently represented with rdfs:subC assCf

Mandat ory

Nare [1] The uni que token assigned to the term

URI [1] The Uniform Resource ldentifier used to uniquely
identify a term

Namespace [2] The Uniform Resource ldentifier of the nanmespace
within which the termis defined.

Label [1] The hunman-readabl e | abel assigned to
the term

Definition [1] A statenment that represents the concept

and essential nature of the term
Type of term [1] The type of term such as El enent or Encoding
Schene, as described in the DCM G anmmati cal

Princi pl es.
St at us [1] Status assigned to termby the DCM Usage Board,
as described in the DCM Usage Board Process.
Date issued [1] Date on which a termwas first declared.

When appropriate
Comment [1] Additional information about the term
or its application.
See [1] Alink to authoritative docunentation.


http://homes.ukoln.ac.uk/~lispj/cen-cwa/vocab/dcapterms.rdf
http://purl.org/dc/terms/
http://purl.org/dc/terms/DateScheme
http://purl.org/dc/terms/FormatScheme
http://purl.org/dc/terms/IdentifierScheme
http://purl.org/dc/terms/LanguageScheme
http://purl.org/dc/terms/SpatialScheme
http://purl.org/dc/terms/SubjectScheme
http://purl.org/dc/terms/TypeScheme
http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/MovingImage
http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/StillImage
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Ref er ences [1] Acitation or URL of a resource referenced
in the Definition or Conment.

Ref i nes [1] Areference to a termrefined by an El ement
Refi nement .

Qualifies [1] Areference to a termqualified by an Encodi ng
Schene.

Br oader Than [1] Areference froma nore general to a nore specific
Vocabul ary Term

Narrower Than [1] A reference froma nore specific to a nore general
Vocabul ary Term

Ver si on-rel at ed

Date nodified [2] Date on which a termdeclaration was subsequently
nodi fi ed.

Deci si on [2] Alink to the Usage Board deci sion descri bing
the creation or nodification of a term
decl arati on.

Ver si on [2] An historical version of a termdeclaration.

Repl aces [2] Areference to the inmmediately precedent
hi storical version of a termdeclaration.

Is Replaced By [2] An identifier for the historical version of a
termdeclaration by which this historical version
i s superseded.

REFERENCES

[1] http://dublincore. org/docunents/dcm -terns/

[2] http://dublincore.org/usage/terns/history/

[3] http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcni / abstract - nodel /

[4] ftp://ftp.cenorm be/public/ws-nmm-dc/midcll6. htm

[5] http://dublincore.org/2003/03/24/dcq

[6] http://hones. ukol n.ac. uk/~lispj/cen-cwal/vocab/dcapt erns. r df

Strawman vocabul ary drafted by Pete Johnston, July 2004
-- http://hones. ukol n. ac. uk/ ~l i spj / cen- cwa/ vocab/ dcapt er ns. r df

about a hypothetical http://exanple.org/dcap/

dcap: SchemaDocunent http://exanpl e. or g/ dcap/

dc:title Scherma for the DCAP vocabul ary

dc: description Thi s schema contains descriptions of the DCAP ternmns.
Terms are decl ared usi ng RDF Vocabul ary Descripti on Language
(RDF Schemm) .

dc: publ i sher http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ #

dcap: Met adat aVocabul ary http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ #

dc:title The DCAP Vocabul ary
dc: description The DCAP Vocabul ary provi des cl asses and properties
used to describe Dublin Core Application Profiles and Property
Usages
and rel ated resources.
dc: publ i sher http://ww. rdn. ac. uk/ #
dcap: seeAl so http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ proj ects/i ensr/wp2/ dcap/
dcap: pr ef erredXM_.NanespaceNane

dcap
dcap: pref erredXM_.NanespacePr ef i x
http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/

rdfs: d ass http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ Docunent
Label : Docunent
rdfs: d ass http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ SchemaDocunent

Label : Schema Docunent


http://dublincore.org/documents/dcmi-terms/
http://dublincore.org/usage/terms/history/
ftp://ftp.cenorm.be/public/ws-mmi-dc/mmidc116.htm
http://dublincore.org/2003/03/24/dcq
http://homes.ukoln.ac.uk/~lispj/cen-cwa/vocab/dcapterms.rdf
http://homes.ukoln.ac.uk/~lispj/cen-cwa/vocab/dcapterms.rdf
http://example.org/dcap/
http://example.org/dcap/
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/#
http://example.org/dcap/#
http://www.rdn.ac.uk/#
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/projects/iemsr/wp2/dcap/
http://example.org/dcap/
http://example.org/dcap/Document
http://example.org/dcap/SchemaDocument
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rdf s: d ass
Label :

rdfs: d ass
Label :

rdfs: d ass
Label :

rdf s: d ass
Label :

rdfs: d ass
Label :

rdfs: d ass
Label :

dcap: VocabSt at us
Label :

dcap: Vocab$St at us
Label :

dcap: VocabSt at us
Label :

dcap: VocabSt at us
Label :

rdfs: d ass
Label :

dcap: Ter nfSt at us
Label :

dcap: Ter nfSt at us
Label :

dcap: Ter nft at us
Label :

dcap: Ter nft at us
Label :

dcap: Ter nf5t at us
Label :

rdfs: d ass
Label :

dcap: Obligation
Label :

dcap: Qbligation
Label :

dcap: Qbligation
Label :

dcap: Gbligation
Label :
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http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ Agency
Agency

http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ Met adat aVocabul ary
Met adat a Vocabul ary

http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ AppProfile
Application Profile

http://exanpl e. org/dcap/ PropertyUsage
Property Usage

http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ Bi ndi ngSchena
Bi ndi ng Schema

http: // exanpl e. or g/ dcap/ Vocab$St at us
Vocabul ary or Profile Status

http://exanpl e.org/dcap/ VocabSt at us/ pri vate

Private

http://exanpl e. org/dcap/ VocabSt at us/ dr af t
Draft

http://exanpl e. org/dcap/ VocabSt at us/ pr oposedRecommendat i on

Proposed Recomendati on

http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ VocabSt at us/ r econmendat i on

Recomendati on

http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ Ter nSt at us
Vocabul ary or Profile Status

http://exanple.org/dcap/ TernStatus/ private
Private

http://exanpl e.org/dcap/ Ter nfst at us/ unst abl e

Unst abl e

http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ Ter nf5t at us/ t esti ng
Testing

http://exanpl e. org/dcap/ Ter nSt at us/ st abl e
St abl e

http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ Ter nf5t at us/ depr ecat ed

Deprecat ed

http://exanpl e. org/dcap/ Obligation
ol igation

http://exanple.org/dcap/ Gbligation/reserved

Reserved

http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ bl i gati on/ opti onal

Opt i onal

http://exanpl e.org/dcap/ Obligation/reconmended

Opti onal (Recommended)

http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ Obl i gati on/ nandat ory

Mandat ory
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http://example.org/dcap/Agency
http://example.org/dcap/MetadataVocabulary
http://example.org/dcap/AppProfile
http://example.org/dcap/PropertyUsage
http://example.org/dcap/BindingSchema
http://example.org/dcap/VocabStatus
http://example.org/dcap/VocabStatus/private
http://example.org/dcap/VocabStatus/draft
http://example.org/dcap/VocabStatus/proposedRecommendation
http://example.org/dcap/VocabStatus/recommendation
http://example.org/dcap/TermStatus
http://example.org/dcap/TermStatus/private
http://example.org/dcap/TermStatus/unstable
http://example.org/dcap/TermStatus/testing
http://example.org/dcap/TermStatus/stable
http://example.org/dcap/TermStatus/deprecated
http://example.org/dcap/Obligation
http://example.org/dcap/Obligation/reserved
http://example.org/dcap/Obligation/optional
http://example.org/dcap/Obligation/recommended
http://example.org/dcap/Obligation/mandatory
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rdf : Property

Label :
rdf s: range

rdf : Property
Label :

rdf : Property

Label
rdf s: range

rdf : Property
Label :

rdf : Property
Label

rdf : Property
Label

rdf : Property

Label :
rdf s: range

rdf : Property
Label

rdf : Property
Label :

rdf : Property

Label
rdf s: range

rdf : Property
Label :

rdf : Property
Label
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http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ uses

Uses
http://ww. w3. org/ 1999/ 02/ 22-r df - synt ax- ns#Pr operty

http://exanpl e. or g/ dcap/ encodi ngSchene
Encodi ng Schene

http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ obligation
ol igation
http://exanple.org/dcap/ Obligation

http://exanpl e. org/dcap/condition
Condi tion

http://exanpl e. org/dcap/ maxQccurs
Maxi mum Cccurrences

http://exanpl e.org/dcap/i sMenber ™
Is Menber O

http://exanpl e. org/dcap/ seeAl so

See al so
http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ Docunent

http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ versi on
Ver si on

http://exanpl e. org/dcap/ st atus
St at us

http://exanpl e.org/dcap/i sExpressedBy

I s Expressed By
http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ Bi ndi ngSchena

http://exanpl e. or g/ dcap/ pr ef err edXM_NanespaceNane
Preferred XML Nanmespace Nane

http://exanpl e. org/ dcap/ pref erredXM NanespacePr ef i x

Preferred XM. Nanespace Prefix
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http://example.org/dcap/uses
http://www.w3.org/1999/02/22-rdf-syntax-ns#Property
http://example.org/dcap/encodingScheme
http://example.org/dcap/obligation
http://example.org/dcap/Obligation
http://example.org/dcap/condition
http://example.org/dcap/maxOccurs
http://example.org/dcap/isMemberOf
http://example.org/dcap/seeAlso
http://example.org/dcap/Document
http://example.org/dcap/version
http://example.org/dcap/status
http://example.org/dcap/isExpressedBy
http://example.org/dcap/BindingSchema
http://example.org/dcap/preferredXMLNamespaceName
http://example.org/dcap/preferredXMLNamespacePrefix
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Title: Ternms proposed by Collection Description W5

I dentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/t er ns-col | ecti on/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Cr eat ed: 2004-09- 14

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

Shepherd: Andrew

-- Accrual Method (el ement)
http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcmi / col |l ecti on-accrual Met hod/

-- Accrual Periodicity (el enent)
http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcni /col |l ection-accrual Periodicity/

-- Accrual Policy (elenent)
htt p://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcm / col | ecti on-accrual Policy/

-- Dublin Core Collection Description Accrual Method (encodi ng schene)
http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcni / col | ecti on- DCCDAccr ual Met hod/

-- Dublin Core Collection Description Accrual Periodicity (encoding schene)
http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ met adat a/ dcni / col | ecti on- DCCDAccr ual Peri odi ci ty/

-- Dublin Core Collection Description Accrual Policy (encoding schene)
http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcmi / col | ecti on- DCCDAccr ual Pol i cy/

Pete wites:

(i) The last neeting of the Usage Board decided that it was appropriate
to consider resource-type-specific properties as candidates for the DCM
Nanespaces: these are clearly Collection-specific properties, in that
they deal with describing the addition of itens to the subject resource,
and this really only makes sense if that subject resource is a

Col l ection - bearing in mnd that we've adopted the broad DCM Type
definition of "an aggregation of itens", so resources |ike Wbl ogs or
Wkis (maybe Websites in general) could be described as collections, if
it was useful to treat themas such.

(ii) Qur suggested nanes for the encodi ng schemes sinply reflect the
domai n of use we have in mind and the property they provide values for
(" DCCDAccr ual Met hod" etc), but that has resulted in sone fairly |engthy
and non-too- human-readabl e tokens, and |I think we'd be quite happy if
those names were altered!

(iii) We have constructed short lists of values for the encodi ng
schenes. In two of the three cases, those |lists have been constructed by
the DC CD W5 (the third list is dramn from MARC21). It may be useful
(though not essential) to be able to refer (in an RDF representation) to
these individual values as resources using URI references i.e. not just
to refer to the encoding scheme (an RDF O ass) using a URI reference but
to refer to the individual value as an instance of that class using a
URl reference too. Is this sonething the Usage Board is able to
consider? (If not then | think the schemes are still useful with the

val ues treated as bl ank nodes.)
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Dublin Core Metadata Initiative®

Home > Documents >

Enter keyword Search

Title: Dublin Core Collection Description
Proposed Term : Accrual Method

Creator: Dublin Core Collection Description Working Group

Date Issued: 2004-08-18

Identifier: http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-accrualMethod/2004-08-18/
Replaces: http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-accrualMethod/2004-07-30/
Is Replaced By: Not applicable

Latest Version: http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-accrualMethod/

Status of Document: This is a DCMI Working Draft.

Description of This document presents a proposal from the Dublin Core Collection Description
Document: Working Group for a new collection-specific element, accrualMethod.

Introduction

The Dublin Core Collection Description Working Group is developing a a Dublin Core Application Profile (DCAP) for
collection-level description, i.e. for the description of a collection itself as a resource, rather than the description of
each of the individual items that make up that collection. The work adopts a broad definition of a collection and is
seeking to develop a schema which is applicable to a wide range of collections.

One of the requirements is to provide information about whether and how items are added to a collection. Such
information can provide indications of the significance and the currency of a collection. Three distinct but related
categories of information have been identified:

. the policy governing the addition of items to a collection
. the method by which items are added to a collection
. the frequency with which items are added to a collection

While these attributes are related, they are sufficiently distinct to be represented using three separate properties
that can be used to make distinct statements about the collection.

No existing properties in the DCMI vocabularies support the capture of this information. It is not covered by dc:
descri pti on since this information deals with the process of adding items, rather than with the content of the
collection (or of the items within the collection.

Accrual Method

This property allows statements to be made about the mechanism by which items are added to the collection.

This property supports searches of the form


http://dublincore.org/index.shtml
http://dublincore.org/about/
http://dublincore.org/documents/
http://dublincore.org/groups/
http://dublincore.org/resources/
http://dublincore.org/news/
http://dublincore.org/tools/
http://dublincore.org/meetings/
http://dublincore.org/projects/
http://dublincore.org/index.shtml
http://dublincore.org/
http://dublincore.org/documents/
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-accrualMethod/2004-08-18/
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-accrualMethod/2004-07-30/
http://dublincore.org/documents/#workingdrafts
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Find collections that have an Accrual Method corresponding to a specified value (e.g. donation)

It also allows a user to obtain a value for Accrual Method for a known collection, or to compare values for

Usage Board in Shanghai

collections that have been discovered according to some other criteria.

Furthermore, the use of a vocabulary encoding scheme provides a list of unambiguous values for the property, and
supports the construction of precise operations on metadata using this property. The property could be used with

other encoding schemes or with free text values.

Proposal

I Name ’ accrualMethod
I Label ’ Accrual Method
I Definition ’ The method by which items are added to a collection.
Comment Recommended best practice is to use a value from the DCCD Accrual
Method encoding scheme.
Examples The Accrual Method for a library subject collection for which new books

and journals are bought:

Purchase [(Proposed) DCCD Accrual Method]

The Accrual Method for a special collection to which items are added as
gifts:

Donation [(Proposed) DCCD Accrual Method]

The Accrual Method for a catalogue for which new metadata records are
created by the owner:

ItemCreation [(Proposed) DCCD Accrual Method]

I Type of term

’ Element

ITerm qualified ’ [n/a]

Why needed

Information about the mechanisms by which items are being added to a
collection helps a user to find a collection. Specifically this property will
support searches of the form:

Which collections have Accrual Method of "Donation"?

Which Accrual Methods are in use for collections with Accrual Policy of
"Active"?

etc

Perhaps more importantly, it allows a user to select from amongst a
number of candidate collections, and/or to compare this attribute of
collections that are otherwise similar.

It also helps a user to interpret a collection that they have found or
selected by some other criteria.
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Working Group

See the mailing list archives of the WG, especially Jul 2004.

terms

support

Proposed Conforming
status

Related DCMI [n/a]

Related non-
DCMI terms

(Proposed encoding scheme) DCCDAccr ual Met hod
See http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcm / col | ecti on-

DCCDAccr ual Met hod/

(Proposed element) accrual Periodicity
See http://wwv ukol n. ac. uk/ met adat a/ dcm / col | ecti on-

accrual Periodicity/

(Proposed element) accrual Pol i cy
See http://wwv. ukol n. ac. uk/ met adat a/ dcm / col | ecti on-

accrual Policy/

The International Standard for Archival Description (ISAD(G)),
Second Edition (2000) is a descriptive standard for archival records. It
can be applied to units of description at any level from the collection (or
fonds) to the individual item, and includes a related element:

. 3.3.3 Accruals

Purpose: To inform the user of foreseen additions to the unit of
description.

Rules: Indicate if accruals are expected. Where appropriate, give
an estimate of their quantity and frequency.

ISAD(G) does not itself provide a machine-readable binding.

The Encoded Archival Description (EAD) DTD is a standard for
encoding archival finding aids using SGML or XML. It includes an XML
element:

. <accruals> Accruals

Information about anticipated additions to the materials being
described. Can indicate quantity and frequency. Can also be used
to indicate that no additions are expected.

This is an XML element, not an RDF property.
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Impact on If existing DC applications for collection-level description capture this data,
applications they probably do so as part of the value of a dc: descri pti on element.
Strictly speaking this information is probably not part of "an account of the
content of the resource”, and the use of dc: descri pti on in this way does
not conform to the semantics of that property - and for this reason the
proposal is for an element rather than an element refinement of dc:

descri ption.

The introduction of a distinct property allows the metadata creator to
represent this information separately from the description of the scope and
content of the collection. As the property is not proposed as a refinement
of one of the 15 DC elements available in the "Simple DC" application
profile, the information represented by this proposed property will be lost
during "dumb-down" to "Simple DC".

About the The term is proposed by the Dublin Core Collection Description Working
proposers Group. One of the primary aims of the WG is the development of a Dublin

Core Application Profile (DCAP) for collection-level description, i.e. for the
description of a collection as a resource, rather than the description of the
individual items that make up that collection.

Records of the activity of the WG are available in the mailing list archives.

The current draft of the Collection Description Application Profile is
available at htt p: // www. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcni / col | ecti on-

application-profilel

Changes made in this version

. Add introductory section and extend "why needed" entry.

WBC XTMp WaC ces

Metadata associated with this resource: http://dublincore.org/documents/collection-accrualMethod/index.shtml.rdf

Copyright © 1995-2002 DCMI All Rights Reserved. DCMI liability, trademark/service mark, document use and software licensing rules apply.
Your interactions with this site are in accordance with our privacy statements. Please feel free to contact us for any questions, comments or

media inquiries.


http://dublincore.org/groups/collections/
http://dublincore.org/groups/collections/
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/lists/DC-COLLECTIONS.html
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-application-profile/
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-application-profile/
http://validator.w3.org/check/referer
http://jigsaw.w3.org/css-validator
http://dublincore.org/documents/collection-accrualMethod/index.shtml.rdf
http://dublincore.org/about/copyright/#copyright
http://dublincore.org/
http://dublincore.org/about/copyright/#liability
http://dublincore.org/about/copyright/#trademark
http://dublincore.org/about/copyright/#documentnotice
http://dublincore.org/about/software/
http://dublincore.org/about/privacy/
http://dublincore.org/about/contact/
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Dublin Core Metadata Initiative®

Home > Documents >

Enter keyword Search

Title: Dublin Core Collection Description
Proposed Term : Accrual Periodicity

Creator: Dublin Core Collection Description Working Group

Date Issued: 2004-08-18

Identifier: http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-accrualPeriodicity/2004-08-18/
Replaces: http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-accrualPeriodicity/2004-07-30/
Is Replaced By: Not applicable

Latest Version: http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-accrualPeriodicity/

Status of Document: This is a DCMI Working Draft.

Description of This document presents a proposal from the Dublin Core Collection Description
Document: Working Group for a new domain-specific element, accrualPeriodicity.

Introduction

The Dublin Core Collection Description Working Group is developing a a Dublin Core Application Profile (DCAP) for
collection-level description, i.e. for the description of a collection itself as a resource, rather than the description of
each of the individual items that make up that collection. The work adopts a broad definition of a collection and is
seeking to develop a schema which is applicable to a wide range of collections.

One of the requirements is to provide information about whether and how items are added to a collection. Such
information can provide indications of the significance and the currency of a collection. Three distinct but related
categories of information have been identified:

. the policy governing the addition of items to a collection
. the method by which items are added to a collection
. the frequency with which items are added to a collection

While these attributes are related, they are sufficiently distinct to be represented using three separate properties
that can be used to make distinct statements about the collection.

No existing properties in the DCMI vocabularies support the capture of this information. It is not covered by dc:
descri pti on since this information deals with the process of adding items, rather than with the content of the
collection (or of the items within the collection.

Accrual Periodicity
This property allows statements to be made about how frequently items are added to the collection.

This property supports searches of the form


http://dublincore.org/index.shtml
http://dublincore.org/about/
http://dublincore.org/documents/
http://dublincore.org/groups/
http://dublincore.org/resources/
http://dublincore.org/news/
http://dublincore.org/tools/
http://dublincore.org/meetings/
http://dublincore.org/projects/
http://dublincore.org/index.shtml
http://dublincore.org/
http://dublincore.org/documents/
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-accrualPeriodicity/2004-08-18/
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-accrualPeriodicity/2004-07-30/
http://dublincore.org/documents/#workingdrafts

2004-10-02
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Find collections that have an Accrual Periodicity corresponding to a specified value (e.g. Annual)

It also allows a user to obtain a value for Accrual Periodicity for a known collection, or to compare values for

collections that have been discovered according to some other criteria.

Furthermore, the use of a vocabulary encoding scheme provides a list of unambiguous values for the property, and
supports the construction of precise operations on metadata using this property. The property could be used with

other encoding schemes or with free text values.

Proposal

I Name ’ accrualPeriodicity
I Label ’ Accrual Periodicity
I Definition ’ The frequency with which items are added to a collection.
Comment Recommended best practice is to use a value from the DCCD Accrual
Periodicity encoding scheme.
Examples The Accrual Periodicity for a serial:

Monthly [Encoding scheme = (Proposed) DCCD Accrual
Periodicity]

The Accrual Periodicity for a special collection to which items are added at
unpredictable intervals:

Completely irregular [Encoding scheme = (Proposed)
DCCD Accrual Periodicity]

The Accrual Periodicity for a catalogue for which new metadata records are
being added continuously:

Continuously updated [Encoding scheme = (Proposed)
DCCD Accrual Periodicity]

I Type of term

’ Element

ITerm qualified ’ [n/a]

Why needed

Information about the frequency with which items are being added to a
collection helps a user to find a collection. Specifically this property will
support searches of the form:

Which collections have Accrual Periodicity of "Monthly"?

Which Accrual Periodicities are in use for collections with Accrual Method of
"License"?

etc

Perhaps more importantly, it allows a user to select from amongst a
number of candidate collections, and/or to compare this attribute of
collections that are otherwise similar.

It also helps a user to interpret a collection that they have found or
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selected by some other criteria.

Working Group

See the mailing list archives of the WG, especially Jul 2004.

terms

support

Proposed Conforming
status

Related DCMI [n/a]

Related non-
DCMI terms

(Proposed encoding scheme) DCCDAccr ual Periodicity
See http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ met adat a/ dcm / col | ecti on-

DCCDAccr ual Peri odicity/

(Proposed element) accr ual Met hod
See htt p://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ met adat a/ dcm / col | ecti on-
accrual Met hod/

(Proposed element) accrual Pol i cy
See htt p://wwv ukol n. ac. uk/ met adat a/ dcm / col | ecti on-

accrual Policy/

The International Standard for Archival Description (ISAD(G)),
Second Edition (2000) is a descriptive standard for archival records. It
can be applied to units of description at any level from the collection (or
fonds) to the individual item, and includes a related element:

. 3.3.3 Accruals

Purpose: To inform the user of foreseen additions to the unit of
description.

Rules: Indicate if accruals are expected. Where appropriate, give
an estimate of their quantity and frequency.

ISAD(G) does not itself provide a machine-readable binding.

The Encoded Archival Description (EAD) DTD is a standard for
encoding archival finding aids using SGML or XML. It includes an XML
element:

. <accruals> Accruals

Information about anticipated additions to the materials being
described. Can indicate quantity and frequency. Can also be used
to indicate that no additions are expected.

This is an XML element, not an RDF property.
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Impact on If existing DC applications for collection-level description capture this data,
applications they probably do so as part of the value of a dc: descri pti on element.
Strictly speaking this information is probably not part of "an account of the
content of the resource”, and the use of dc: descri pti on in this way does
not conform to the semantics of that property - and for this reason the
proposal is for an element rather than an element refinement of dc:

descri ption.

The introduction of a distinct property allows the metadata creator to
represent this information separately from the description of the scope and
content of the collection. As the property is not proposed as a refinement
of one of the 15 DC elements available in the "Simple DC" application
profile, the information represented by this proposed property will be lost
during "dumb-down" to "Simple DC".

About the The term is proposed by the Dublin Core Collection Description Working
proposers Group. One of the primary aims of the WG is the development of a Dublin

Core Application Profile (DCAP) for collection-level description, i.e. for the
description of a collection as a resource, rather than the description of the
individual items that make up that collection.

Records of the activity of the WG are available in the mailing list archives.

The current draft of the Collection Description Application Profile is
available at htt p: // www. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcni / col | ecti on-

application-profilel

Changes made in this version

. Add introductory section and extend "why needed" entry.

WBC XTMp WaC ces

Metadata associated with this resource: http://dublincore.org/documents/collection-accrualPeriodicity/index.shtml.
rdf

Copyright © 1995-2002 DCMI All Rights Reserved. DCMI liability, trademark/service mark, document use and software licensing rules apply.
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Enter keyword Search

Title: Dublin Core Collection Description
Proposed Term : Accrual Policy

Creator: Dublin Core Collection Description Working Group

Date Issued: 2004-08-18

Identifier: http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-accrualPolicy/2004-08-18/
Replaces: http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-accrualPolicy/2004-07-30/
Is Replaced By: Not applicable

Latest Version: http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-accrualPolicy/

Status of Document: This is a DCMI Working Draft.

Description of This document presents a proposal from the Dublin Core Collection Description
Document: Working Group for a new collection-specific element, accrualPolicy.

Introduction

The Dublin Core Collection Description Working Group is developing a a Dublin Core Application Profile (DCAP) for
collection-level description, i.e. for the description of a collection itself as a resource, rather than the description of
each of the individual items that make up that collection. The work adopts a broad definition of a collection and is
seeking to develop a schema which is applicable to a wide range of collections.

One of the requirements is to provide information about whether and how items are added to a collection. Such
information can provide indications of the significance and the currency of a collection. Three distinct but related
categories of information have been identified:

. the policy governing the addition of items to a collection
. the means by which items are added to a collection
. the frequency with which items are added to a collection

While these attributes are related, they are sufficiently distinct to be represented using three separate properties
that can be used to make distinct statements about the collection.

No existing properties in the DCMI vocabularies support the capture of this information. It is not covered by dc:
descri pti on since this information deals with the process of adding items, rather than with the content of the
collection (or of the items within the collection.

Accrual Policy

This property allows statements to be made about the policy governing accruals to the collection, i.e. the approach
the collector adopts to adding items to the collection.
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This property supports searches of the form

Find collections that have an Accrual Policy corresponding to a specified value (e.g. active)

It also allows a user to obtain a value for Accrual Policy for a known collection, or to compare values for collections

that have been discovered according to some other criteria.

Furthermore, the use of a vocabulary encoding scheme provides a list of unambiguous values for the property, and
supports the construction of precise operations on metadata using this property. The property could be used with

other encoding schemes or with free text values.

Proposal

I Name ’ accrualPolicy
I Label ’Accrual Policy
I Definition ’ The policy governing the addition of items to a collection.
Comment Recommended best practice is to use a value from the DCCD Accrual
Policy encoding scheme.
Examples The Accrual Policy for a library subject collection for which new books and

journals are bought:

Active [Encoding scheme = (Proposed) DCCD Accrual
Policy]

The Accrual Policy for a special collection to which items are added only of
they are donated or deposited by an external agent:

Passive [Encoding scheme = (Proposed) DCCD Accrual
Policy]

I Type of term

’ Element

I Term qualified

’ [n/a]

Why needed

Information about the conditions under which items are being added to a
collection helps a user to find a collection. Specifically this property will
support searches of the form:

Which collections have Accrual Policy of "Closed"?

Which Accrual Methods are in use for collections with Accrual Policy of
"Active"?

etc

Perhaps more importantly, it allows a user to select from amongst a
number of candidate collections, and/or to compare this attribute of
collections that are otherwise similar.

It also helps a user to interpret a collection that they have found or
selected by some other criteria.
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Working Group
support

See the mailing list archives of the WG, especially Jul 2004.

Proposed
status

Conforming

Related DCMI
terms

[n/a]

Related non-
DCMI terms

(Proposed encoding scheme) DCCDAccr ual Pol i cy
See http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcmi / col | ecti on-

DCCDAccr ual Pol i cy/

(Proposed element) accrual Periodicity
See http://wwv. ukol n. ac. uk/ met adat a/ dcmi / col | ecti on-
accrual Periodicity/

(Proposed element) accr ual Met hod
See htt p://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ met adat a/ dcmi / col | ecti on-
accrual Met hod/

The International Standard for Archival Description (ISAD(G)),
Second Edition (2000) is a descriptive standard for archival records. It
can be applied to units of description at any level from the collection (or
fonds) to the individual item, and includes a related element:

. 3.3.3 Accruals

Purpose: To inform the user of foreseen additions to the unit of
description.

Rules: Indicate if accruals are expected. Where appropriate, give
an estimate of their quantity and frequency.

ISAD(G) does not itself provide a machine-readable binding.

The Encoded Archival Description (EAD) DTD is a standard for
encoding archival finding aids using SGML or XML. It includes an XML
element:

. <accruals> Accruals

Information about anticipated additions to the materials being
described. Can indicate quantity and frequency. Can also be used
to indicate that no additions are expected.

This is an XML element, not an RDF property.
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Impact on If existing DC applications for collection-level description capture this data,
applications they probably do so as part of the value of a dc: descri pti on element.
Strictly speaking this information is probably not part of "an account of the
content of the resource”, and the use of dc: descri pti on in this way does
not conform to the semantics of that property - and for this reason the
proposal is for an element rather than an element refinement of dc:

descri ption.

The introduction of a distinct property allows the metadata creator to
represent this information separately from the description of the scope and
content of the collection. As the property is not proposed as a refinement
of one of the 15 DC elements available in the "Simple DC" application
profile, the information represented by this proposed property will be lost
during "dumb-down" to "Simple DC".

About the The term is proposed by the Dublin Core Collection Description Working
proposers Group. One of the primary aims of the WG is the development of a Dublin

Core Application Profile (DCAP) for collection-level description, i.e. for the
description of a collection as a resource, rather than the description of the
individual items that make up that collection.

Records of the activity of the WG are available in the mailing list archives.

The current draft of the Collection Description Application Profile is
available at htt p: // www. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcni / col | ecti on-

application-profilel

Changes made in this version

. Add introductory section and extend "why needed" entry.

WBC XTMp WaC ces

Metadata associated with this resource: http://dublincore.org/documents/collection-accrualPolicy/index.shtml.rdf

Copyright © 1995-2002 DCMI All Rights Reserved. DCMI liability, trademark/service mark, document use and software licensing rules apply.
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Enter keyword Search

Title: Dublin Core Collection Description
Proposed Term : DCCDAccrualMethod

Creator: Dublin Core Collection Description Working Group
Date Issued: 2004-07-30
Identifier: http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-DCCDAccrualMethod/2004-07-30/
Replaces: Not applicable
Is Replaced By: Not applicable
Latest Version: http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-DCCDAccrualMethod/
Status of Document: This is a DCMI Working Draft.
Description of This document presents a proposal from the Dublin Core Collection Description
Document: Working Group for a new encoding scheme, DCCDAccrualMethod.
Proposal
I Name I DCCDAccrualMethod
I Label I DCCD Accrual Method
I Definition I Methods by which items are added to a collection.
Values Deposit  The permanent addition of items to the collection, where

the transfer of ownership is conditional on certain
requirements or restrictions, but without financial payment
or reciprocal transfer of items.

Donation  The permanent addition of items to the collection through
the transfer of ownership, without financial payment.

Purchase = The permanent addition of items to the collection through
the transfer of ownership, accompanied by one or more
financial payments.

Loan The temporary addition of items to the collection with no
transfer of ownership, without financial payment.

License The temporary addition of items to the collection with no
transfer of ownership, accompanied by one or more
financial payments.



http://dublincore.org/index.shtml
http://dublincore.org/about/
http://dublincore.org/documents/
http://dublincore.org/groups/
http://dublincore.org/resources/
http://dublincore.org/news/
http://dublincore.org/tools/
http://dublincore.org/meetings/
http://dublincore.org/projects/
http://dublincore.org/index.shtml
http://dublincore.org/
http://dublincore.org/documents/
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-DCCDAccrualMethod/2004-07-30/
http://dublincore.org/documents/#workingdrafts

2004-10-02

Usage Board in Shanghai

ItemCreation The permanent addition of items to the collection as a
result of item creation by the owner of the collection.

Type of term

Vocabulary Encoding Scheme

Term qualified

(Proposed element) accr ual Met hod See htt p: // www. ukol n. ac. uk/
net adat a/ dcni / col | ecti on-accrual Met hod/

Why needed

This encoding scheme allows the unambiguous specification of values for
the proposed element accr ual Met hod, which in turn supports precise
searching.

Working Group

See the mailing list archives of the WG, especially Jul 2004.

support

Proposed Registered
status

Related DCMI [n/a]

terms

Related non-

(Proposed element) accr ual Met hod

DCMI terms See http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcmi / col | ecti on-

accrual Met hod/
About the The term is proposed by the Dublin Core Collection Description Working
proposers Group. One of the primary aims of the WG is the development of a Dublin

Core Application Profile (DCAP) for collection-level description, i.e. for the
description of a collection as a resource, rather than the description of the
individual items that make up that collection.

Records of the activity of the WG are available in the mailing list archives.

The current draft of the Collection Description Application Profile is
available at htt p: // www. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcni / col | ecti on-

application-profilel

Changes made in this version

Initial version.
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Enter keyword Search

Title:

Creator:

Date Issued:
Identifier:

Replaces:

Is Replaced By:
Latest Version:

Status of Document:

Description of

Dublin Core Collection Description
Proposed Term : DCCDAccrualPeriodicity

Dublin Core Collection Description Working Group

2004-08-18
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-DCCDAccrualPeriodicity/2004-08-

18/

http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-DCCDAccrualPeriodicity/2004-07-

30/

Not applicable
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-DCCDAccrualPeriodicity/

This is a DCMI Working Draft.

This document presents a proposal from the Dublin Core Collection Description

Document: Working Group for a new encoding scheme, DCCDAccrualPeriodicity.
Proposal
I Name I DCCDAccrualPeriodicity
I Label I DCCD Accrual Periodicity
I Definition I Frequencies with which items are added to a collection.
Values Annual
Bimonthly

Semiweekly

Daily

Biweekly

Semiannual
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Biennial

Triennial

Three times
a week

Three times
a month

Continuously
updated

Monthly

Quarterly

Semimonthly

Three times
a year

Weekly

Completely
irregular

Type of term

Vocabulary Encoding Scheme

Term qualified

(Proposed element) accrual Periodi city See http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/
net adat a/ dcmi / col | ecti on-accrual Peri odici ty/

Why needed

This encoding scheme allows the unambiguous specification of values for
the proposed element accr ual Peri odi ci ty, which in turn supports
precise searching.

Working Group
support

See the mailing list archives of the WG, especially Jul 2004.

Proposed
status

Registered

Related DCMI
terms

This is the same set of values as used in MARC21. See MARC 21 Concise
Holdings: Caption and Pattern Fields (853-855) (subfield $w Frequency -
Codes used for frequencies that have a fundamental periodicity).

However, there is no evidence that MARC has issued URIrefs to refer either
to the scheme as a unit or to the individual values within the scheme.
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Related non- (Proposed element) accrual Periodicity
DCMI terms See http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcm / col | ecti on-

accrual Peri odicity/

About the The term is proposed by the Dublin Core Collection Description Working
proposers Group. One of the primary aims of the WG is the development of a Dublin

Core Application Profile (DCAP) for collection-level description, i.e. for the
description of a collection as a resource, rather than the description of the
individual items that make up that collection.

Records of the activity of the WG are available in the mailing list archives.

The current draft of the Collection Description Application Profile is
available at ht t p: / / ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcni / col | ecti on-

application-profile/

Changes made in this version

. Added reference to MARC 21 frequency codes.

WBC XTMip WaC ces

Metadata associated with this resource: http://dublincore.org/documents/collection-DCCDAccrualPeriodicity/index.
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Enter keyword Search
Title: Dublin Core Collection Description
Proposed Term : DCCDAccrualPolicy
Creator: Dublin Core Collection Description Working Group
Date Issued: 2004-07-30
Identifier: http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-DCCDAccrualPolicy/2004-07-30/
Replaces: Not applicable

Is Replaced By:
Latest Version:

Status of Document:

Description of

Not applicable
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/collection-DCCDAccrualPolicy/

This is a DCMI Working Draft.

This document presents a proposal from the Dublin Core Collection Description

Document: Working Group for a new encoding scheme, DCCDAccrualPolicy.
Proposal
I Name I DCCDAccrualPolicy
I Label I DCCD Accrual Policy
I Definition I Policies governing the addition of items to a collection.
Values

Closed A policy that items are no longer added to the collection.

to the initiative of an external agent.

Active A policy that items are actively sought for addition to the

collection.

part of the collection.

Passive A policy that items are added to the collection only in response

Partial A policy that items are actively sought for addition to a specific

Type of term

Vocabulary Encoding Scheme

Term qualified

(Proposed element) accrual Pol i cy See http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/
net adat a/ dcmi / col | ecti on-accrual Policy/
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Why needed

This encoding scheme allows the unambiguous specification of values for
the proposed element accr ual Pol i cy, which in turn supports precise
searching.

Working Group

See the mailing list archives of the WG, especially Jul 2004.

support

Proposed Registered
status

Related DCMI [n/a]

terms

Related non-

(Proposed element) accrual Pol i cy

DCMI terms See http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcmi / col | ecti on-

accrual Policy/
About the The term is proposed by the Dublin Core Collection Description Working
proposers Group. One of the primary aims of the WG is the development of a Dublin

Core Application Profile (DCAP) for collection-level description, i.e. for the
description of a collection as a resource, rather than the description of the
individual items that make up that collection.

Records of the activity of the WG are available in the mailing list archives.

The current draft of the Collection Description Application Profile is
available at htt p: // ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcni / col | ecti on-

application-profilel

Changes made in this version

Initial version.
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Topi c: MARC Rel ator terms as sub-properties of dc:contributor

Modi fi ed: 2004-10- 02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner: Tom Baker

I dentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ t erns-rel at ors/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Sour ce: e:/work/dc-issues/terns-rel ators/index.txt

Shepherd: Rebecca

In Bath [1], there was broad agreenent that the full Iist
of relator codes extends beyond the the semantic scope of
"dc:contributor"” per se. There was agreenent that a refinenment
of an el ement (sub-property) nust be a sub-property of that

property in every case -- e.g., "abstract" nust always be a
ki nd of "description". W agreed that the challenge is to
come up with final list of properties fromthe relator codes

which are "contributors” in every instance.
This topic raises several related issues:
-- Deciding which Relator terns are valid refinenents.

-- Quidelines for using Agent Roles in Dublin Core -- a draft
prepared by Di ane and Rebecca [2].

-- The mechani cs of declaring nmachi ne-processably that the
selected Relator ternms are subPropertyOf
dc: contri butor.

-- The mechani cs whereby DCM woul d endorse, acknow edge, or
di ssemi nate the Library of Congress assertions.

-- Articulating assunptions and expectations regarding the
decl aration and mai ntenance of the assertions.

It was recogni zed that DCM needs to better understand

the relationship between DCM and LC in terns of namespace.
Does LC have a nanespace policy with respect to MARC Rel ators,
and is that policy conpatible with DCM's own policy (e.g.,
with regard to the persistence and senantic stability of
identified entities)?

There was general agreenent that DCM need not be interested
inthe list as a whole; rather, nore specifically it needed
to focus on the assertions made regarding the sub-property
rel ati onshi p between specific MARC Relator terns and DCM
terms. It was felt there was a need to understand how LC
adds terns to the nanespace and by what process an assertion
could be made relating that LCtermto a DCM term

It was pointed out that there is no intrinsic harmto
"interoperability" if some MARC Rel ator terns have no
relationship to dc:contributor -- it sinply neans that those
terns fall "outside the scope" of the DCM core el ements.
For exanpl e:

Oiginal term Dunb- Down "Si npl e DC
mar cr el : degr eeG ant or mar cr el : degr eeGr ant or ---

mar cr el : owner mar cr el : owner ---

marcrel :illustrator dc: contri butor dc: contri butor

On 2004- 09-29, Rebecca posted a revision
of the MARC relators list in RDF at:
http://1cweb2.1oc. gov: 8081/ cocoon/relators/relators. xm

1. Evaluated each termto see if it truly refined
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dc:contributor all of the time. Took out the subproperty
assertion if it didn't.

2. Made the token (MARC code at the end of the URI)
upper case. | decided to keep the code rather than term
as part of the URI because 1) it could be nore persistent
than the term 2) the terns are sonetines rather |ong
wi nded (e.g. "Author in quotations or text extracts");
3) the codes ARE tokens for the terns.

3. Added additional statenments: "depicted" is subproperty
of dc:subject "distributor" is subproperty of dc:publisher
"publisher” is NOT a subproperty of contributor (because it
does not always contribute to the content of the resource)

At sonme point in the near future, before we nmake it
publicly available we need to settle on the issue of
what the persistent URI will be. W are probably going
to use info: URIs instead of http: URIs. This is part of
a larger effort that we need to coordinate wth.

We are generating this on the fly fromthe master
relators list. As we add to that list we will need to
determ ne whether the newtermis indeed a refinement of
dc:contributor. Default is that it isn't (since nost of
these seemto have already been defined).

In Shanghai, we are going to review a version of the above
which is linmted to the subset of the relators list that are
refinenments of dc:contributor (included in the packet):

http://1cweb2.1oc. gov: 8081/ cocoon/relators/relators. htni

As you'll see we've fornmulated to | ook |ike other
dcterns. |1've used today's date as date issued. |'ve

al so included those roles that refine or are equival ent
to other DC el ements.

So we can review this list to see if everyone agrees that
these rol es are subproperties of dc:contributor and people
can also use the full list to see what |'ve left off.

In Shanghai, we al so need to review the guidelines drawn up
by Di ane and Rebecca on using the MARC Rel ator terns (al so
included in the packet as:

http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker/ publ i c/ Agent - Rol es- Gui del i nes5. t xt

I would say we woul d probably need an hour and a half

(at least) for this discussion. | will shortly send Tom
the guidelines, which will probably be another half hour
or so. So we'll say 2 hours for this topic all together.

On 2004-10-01, Pete posted a note (see ACTION 5 bel ow) what
el ement refinenment/subproperty neans:

[l have] tried to draw out some thoughts about how to
deci de when to assert a refinenent relationship and when
not to:

http://ww. ukol n. ac. uk/ net adat a/ dcm /dc-el emrefine/

It goes a bit beyond what DCM actually does in practice
(e.g. I"ve discussed what it nmeans if a property is the
subject of multiple refinenment relations), but | think that
we do need to think about those cases if we are using terns
from other vocabularies in DC netadata descriptions, as it's
quite possible that the owners of those vocabul aries decl are

92
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multiple refinement relations (and possibly to DCM terns!),
even if DCM itself has the approach of not doing so.

Appendi x: List of old actions (to check)

[1]
[2]

ACTION 1 (Andy and Rebecca): To create one docunent with
definitions and sub-property assertions for the relator terns
and circulate it to the UB Iist.

ACTION 2 (everyone): Each UB nenber will read through the Iist
prepared by Andy and Rebecca and sign-off on the sub-property
assertions.

ACTION 3 (everyone; Ton): DCM w |l need to nake sone form of
endor senment of the sub-property assertions. For exanple,
the UB should assert that the Relator terms conformto the
DCM nopdel and that it agrees with the specific assertions.
Exactly where and how t hese assertions/endorsenents shoul d
be made remamins to be clarified.

ACTION 4 (Tom and Rebecca): To devel op a documnent defi ning
the etiquette for the relationship between DCM and LC with
regard to maintaining the assertions. This document shoul d
describe any relevant policies on the part of LC (anal ogous
to the DCM Nanespace Policy).

ACTION 5 (Andy and Pete): To formulate a FAQ size answer on
what constitutes a valid elenment refinenment.

ACTION 6 (Andrew): There was also a decision in Bath --

the text of which was to be finalized by Andrew -- that
proposals for DCM "role" terms (i.e., any property that
relates a resource to an agent) would be accepted only for
terms that net the requirenents for "reconmended" status.
For term proposals nmeeting the requirements for "conform ng"
(and not those of "recomended") it would be reconmended that
these either be submitted to LC for inclusion in the MARC
Rel ator terns or that an independent nanespace be created.

Di ane and Stuart were to review the process docunment for any
revi sions caused by this decision.

ACTI ON 7 (Rebecca): Andy and Andrew prefer using terns rather
than numeric codes for the nanes (and hence URIs). LoC can
use ow :sanePropertyAs to designate the code (or |abel, see
below). URIs of Relators should al so use sanme upper/| owercase

conventions as DCternms; this will not affect how the codes
are depicted in LoC s database -- they can use "cre" as a
| abel or have two | abels -- one a nuneric code and one a

human- | anguage-1i ke string.

ACTI ON 8 (Di ane and Rebecca): To revise the "Guidelines for
usi ng Agent Roles in Dublin Core" as per the discussion above
and prepare as an appendi x to Usage Guide [2]. The guidance

docurment will need to include process information and nore
informati on on how the refinements will dunb down to sinple
DC. It will also include sonme exanples. Diane will revise

the current draft and send to Rebecca.

http://dublincore. org/usage/ neeti ngs/ 2004/ 03/ 1 SSUES/terns-rel at ors/

http://dublincore. org/usage/ neeti ngs/ 2004/ 03/ Agent - Rol es- Gui del i nes2. t xt
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Dat e: Fri, 17 Sep 2004 15:54:49 -0400
From "Rebecca S. Guenther" <rgue@CC. GOV>
Subj ect: relators

To: DC- USAGE@I SCMAI L. AC. UK

I amgetting closer to getting the next draft of the relators out, but
would like to run a few questions by the group.

1. At one point we said that it is better to consider Creator and
Publ i sher refinements of Contributor, but there was |ots of disagreenent
about endorsing that so that Creator and Contributor are deprecated. |
want to confirmthat we woul d consider Publisher a refinenment of
Contributor in terms of putting in the statenent in the RDF that Publisher
is a subproperty of dc:contributor. | also feel that if that is the case
we shoul d al so consider Distributor a subproperty of contributor and al so
as a subproperty of publisher.

Alternative is not to nake the assertion about either of them being a
subproperty of contributor.

2. | amgoing through the list of terns and | ooking at what Andy did | ast
Feb. or March (just before our |ast neeting), where he took out some of
the assertions. There are a few ways to do this. My feeling is that it
woul d be better to take a broad view of the definition of contributor and
only take out the subproperty assertion out where it clearly is not
appropriate. Another approach is try to pare down the list to a nore core
set. W've discussed both of these approaches for awhile and have gone
back and forth on them M feeling fromour |last neeting is that we prefer
to do the former, but want to see if anything had changed.

Any t houghts?
Rebecca

Dat e: Fri, 17 Sep 2004 21:17:15 +0100
From Andy Powel |l <a.powel | @QKOLN. AC. UK>

Subj ect: Re: relators

To: DC- USAGE@I SCMAI L. AC. UK

On Fri, 17 Sep 2004, Rebecca S. Guenther wote:

1. At one point we said that it is better to consider Creator and
Publ i sher refinements of Contributor, but there was |ots of disagreenent
about endorsing that so that Creator and Contributor are deprecated. |
want to confirmthat we woul d consider Publisher a refinenent of
Contributor in terms of putting in the statenent in the RDF that Publisher
is a subproperty of dc:contributor. | also feel that if that is the case
we shoul d al so consider Distributor a subproperty of contributor and al so
as a subproperty of publisher.

VVVVVYVYVYV

I'"mnot sure how |'ve argued this in the past (probably both ways! :-) )
but | ooking at the definitions nowit seens to nme that

- when it is the case that a person is a dc:creator of a resource then, by
definition, they are also a dc:contributor to the resource. This is

al ways true - therefore it is safe to nake the assertion that dc:creator
is a sub-property of dc:contributor.

- when it is the case that a person is a dc:publisher of sonething, it is
sonetinmes also true that they are a dc:contributor to it. But this is not
al ways true - therefore it is not safe to make dc: publisher a sub-property
of dc:contri butor
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Alternative is not to nake the assertion about either of them being a
subproperty of contributor

>

>

>

> 2. | amgoing through the list of terms and | ooking at what Andy did | ast
> Feb. or March (just before our |ast neeting), where he took out sone of

> the assertions. There are a few ways to do this. My feeling is that it

> woul d be better to take a broad view of the definition of contributor and
> only take out the subproperty assertion out where it clearly is not

> appropriate.

I'mnot sure what you nean by 'broad' here... but, as we've discussed in
the past, if there are any cases (even just one case!) where the assertion
that a given property is a sub-property of dc:contributor is *false*, then
we rmust not nmake the assertion.

dc: publisher is a good exanple. There are cases where the 'entity
responsi bl e for making the resource available' is *not* also an 'entity
responsi bl e for making contributions to the content of the resource' (e.g.
if you greate a digital photograph and then give it to me to put on ny Wb
site, then | amthe dc: publisher but *not* a dc:contributor) - therefore
we can *not* nmamke the assertion that dc:publisher is a refinenent of
dc:contributor.

Andy

Date: Tue, 21 Sep 2004 12:53:20 +0200

From Thonmas Baker <thonas. baker @i . f hg. de>

To: Amiling list for the Dublin Core Metadata Initiative's Usage Board <DC- USAGE@ | SCVAI L
AC. UK>

Subj ect: Re: relators

On Fri, Sep 17, 2004 at 03:54: 49PM - 0400, Rebecca Guenther wote:

> 2. | amgoing through the list of terms and | ooking at what Andy did | ast
> Feb. or March (just before our |ast neeting), where he took out sone of

> the assertions.

I will include this |latest exchange into the neeting packet.

| have updat ed

http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ t er ns-r el at or s/
totry to clarify how exactly we should proceed with this

poi nt over the comi ng week, then at the meeting in Shanghai

The following actions (there are others) are particularly
i mportant:

1. ACTION (Andy and Rebecca): To create one docunent with
definitions and sub-property assertions for the relator terns
and circulate it to the UB I|ist.

2. ACTION (everyone): Each UB nmenber will read through the |ist
prepared by Andy and Rebecca and sign-off on the sub-property
assertions.

3. ACTION (everyone; Tonm): DCM will need to make some form of
endor senent of the sub-property assertions. For exanple,
the UB should assert that the Relator ternms conformto the
DCM nodel and that it agrees with the specific assertions.
Exactly where and how t hese assertions/endorsenments shoul d
be nade renains to be clarified

4. ACTION (Tom and Rebecca): To devel op a docunent defi ning
the etiquette for the relationship between DCM and LC with
regard to maintaining the assertions. This docunment shoul d
describe any relevant policies on the part of LC (anal ogous
to the DCM Nanespace Policy).
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woul d suggest

t hat Rebecca make the full list available by next Friday,
if possible, for inclusion in the neeting packet (Point 1);

that we all read through the list in preparation for the
neeting and cone prepared to "sign off" on the sel ection
(Point 2);

that we then discuss the formthat endorsenent assertions
by DCM shoul d take (Point 3);

only after which would Tom and Rebecca be in a position
to propose an understandi ng between DCM and LC regarding
mai nt enance (Point 4).

Tom
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Refinements of dc:contributor (roles)

Term Name: actor
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators ACT
Actor

A person or organization who principally exhibits acting skillsin amusical or dramatic presentation or
entertainment.

Typically, the name of the Actor should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: adapter
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ ADP
Adapter
A person or organization who 1) reworks amusical composition, usually for a different medium, or 2) rewrites
novels or stories for mation pictures or other audiovisual medium.

Typically, the name of the Adapter should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: animator
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators ANM
Animator

A person or organization who draws the two-dimensional figures, manipulates the three dimensional objects
and/or also programs the computer to move objects and images for the purpose of animated film processing.
Animation cameras, stands, celluloid screens, transparencies and inks are some of the tools of the animator.

Typically, the name of the Animator should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: annotator
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators ANN
Annotator
A person who writes manuscript annotations on a printed item.
Typically, the name of the Annotator should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: architect
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ ARC
Architect
A person or organization who designs structures or oversees their construction.
Typically, the name of the Architect should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30
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Term Name: arranger
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ ARR
Arranger

A person or organization who transcribes a musical composition, usually for a different medium from that of
the original; in an arrangement the musical substance remains essentially unchanged.

Typically, the name of the Arranger should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: artist
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators ART
Artist
A person (e.g., apainter) or organization who conceives, and perhaps also implements, an original graphic
design or work of art, if specific codes (e.g., [egr], [etr]) are not desired. For book illustrators, prefer Ilustrator
[itn.
Used for Graphic technician
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: author
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators AUT
Author

A person or organization chiefly responsible for the intellectual or artistic content of awork, usually printed
text. Thisterm may also be used when more than one person or body bears such responsibility.

Used for Joint author

element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: author in quotationsor text extracts
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators AQT
Author in quotations or text extracts

A person or organization whose work is largely quoted or extracted in works to which he or she did not
contribute directly. Such quotations are found particularly in exhibition catalogs, collections of photographs, etc.

Typically, the name of the Author in quotations or text extracts should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: author of afterword, colophon, etc.
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ AFT
Author of afterword, colophon, etc.

A person or organization responsible for an afterword, postface, colophon, etc. but who is not the chief author
of awork.

Typically, the name of the Author of afterword, colophon, etc. should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: author of dialog
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators AUD
Author of dialog
A person or organization responsible for the dialog or spoken commentary for a screenplay or sound recording.
Typically, the name of the Author of dialog should be used to indicate the agent.
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element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: author of introduction, etc.
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/AUI
Author of introduction, etc.

A person or organization responsible for an introduction, preface, foreword, or other critical introductory
matter, but who is not the chief author.

Typically, the name of the Author of introduction, etc. should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: author of screenplay, etc.
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/AUS
Author of screenplay, etc.
A person or organization responsible for amotion picture screenplay, dialog, spoken commentary, etc.
Typically, the name of the Author of screenplay, etc. should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: bibliographic antecedent
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators ANT
Bibliographic antecedent
A person or organization responsible for awork upon which the work represented by the catalog record is
based. This may be appropriate for adaptations, sequels, continuations, indexes, etc.

Typically, the name of the Bibliographic antecedent should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: calligrapher
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/CLL
Calligrapher
A person or organization who writesin an artistic hand, usually as a copyist and or engrosser.
Typically, the name of the Calligrapher should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: cartographer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/CTG
Cartographer
A person or organization responsible for the creation of maps and other cartographic materials.
Typically, the name of the Cartographer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: choreographer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ CHR
Choreographer
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A person or organization who composes or arranges dances or other movements (e.g., "master of swords') for a
musical or dramatic presentation or entertainment.

Typically, the name of the Choreographer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: cinematogr apher
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsCNG
Cinematographer
A person or organization who isin charge of the images captured for a motion picture film. The

cinematographer works under the supervision of a director, and may also be referred to as director of
photography. Do not confuse with videographer.

Typically, the name of the Cinematographer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: collaborator
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/CLB
Collaborator

A person or organization that takes a limited part in the elaboration of awork of another person or organization
that brings complements (e.g., appendices, notes) to the work.

Typically, the name of the Collaborator should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: collotyper
http://www.loc.gov/imarc.relators/CLT
Collotyper

A person or organization responsible for the production of photographic prints from film or other colloid that
has ink-receptive and ink-repellent surfaces.

Typically, the name of the Collotyper should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: commentator
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsCMM
Commentator

A person or organization who provides interpretation, analysis, or adiscussion of the subject matter on a
recording, motion picture, or other audiovisual medium.

Typically, the name of the Commentator should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: commentator for written text
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ CWT
Commentator for written text

A person or organization responsible for the commentary or explanatory notes about a text. For the writer of
manuscript annotations in a printed book, use Annotator [ann].

Typically, the name of the Commentator for written text should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
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recommended

2004-09-30
Term Name: compiler
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators’COM
Compiler
A person or organization who produces awork or publication by selecting and putting together material from
the works of various persons or bodies.
Typically, the name of the Compiler should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: composer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsCMP
Composer
A person or organization who creates a musical work, usually a piece of music in manuscript or printed form.
Typically, the name of the Composer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: conceptor
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators CCP
Conceptor

A person or organization responsible for the original idea on which awork is based, this includes the scientific
author of an audio-visua item and the conceptor of an advertisement.

Typically, the name of the Conceptor should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: conductor
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ CND
Conductor
A person who directs a performing group (orchestra, chorus, opera, €tc.).
Typically, the name of the Conductor should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: consultant
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/CSL
Consultant
A person or organization called upon for professional advice or servicesin a specialized field of knowledge or
training.
Typically, the name of the Consultant should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: consultant to a project
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ CSP
Consultant to a project

A person or organization engaged specifically to provide an intellectual overview of a strategic or operational
task and by analysis, specification, or instruction, to create or propose a cost-effective course of action or
solution.
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Typically, the name of the Consultant to a project should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: contractor
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators’CTR
Contractor

A person or organization who enters into a contract with another person or organization to perform a specific

task.
Typically, the name of the Contractor should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: correspondent
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/CRP
Correspondent
A person or organization who was either the writer or recipient of aletter or other communication.
Typically, the name of the Correspondent should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: costume designer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/CST
Costume designer

A person or organization who designs or makes costumes, fixes hair, etc., for amusical or dramatic
presentation or entertainment.

Typically, the name of the Costume designer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: creator
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators'CRE
Creator
A person or organization responsible for the intellectual or artistic content of awork.
Typically, the name of the Creator should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/creator
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: curator of an exhibition
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ CUR
Curator of an exhibition
A person or organization responsible for conceiving and organizing an exhibition.
Typically, the name of the Curator of an exhibition should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: dancer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators DNC
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Dancer

A person or organization who principally exhibits dancing skillsin amusical or dramatic presentation or
entertainment.

Typically, the name of the Dancer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: delineator
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators'DLN
Delineator
A person or organization executing technical drawings from others designs.
Typically, the name of the Delineator should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: designer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsDSR
Designer
A person or organization responsible for the design if more specific codes (e.g., [bkd], [tyd]) are not desired.
Typically, the name of the Designer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: director
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators DRT
Director

A person or organization who is responsible for the general management of awork or who supervises the
production of a performance for stage, screen, or sound recording.

Typically, the name of the Director should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: dissertant
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/DIS
Dissertant
A person who presents a thesis for a university or higher-level educational degree.
Typically, the name of the Dissertant should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: draftsman
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators DRM
Draftsman
A person or organization who prepares artistic or technical drawings.
Used for Technical draftsman
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: editor
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http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsEDT
Editor

A person or organization who prepares for publication awork not primarily his’her own, such as by elucidating
text, adding introductory or other critical matter, or technically directing an editoria staff.

Typically, the name of the Editor should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: engineer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsENG
Engineer
A person or organization that is responsible for technical planning and design, particularly with construction.
Typically, the name of the Engineer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: engraver
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsEGR
Engraver
A person or organization who cuts letters, figures, etc. on a surface, such as awooden or metal plate, for
printing.
Typically, the name of the Engraver should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: etcher
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators’ETR
Etcher

A person or organization who produces text or images for printing by subjecting metal, glass, or some other
surface to acid or the corrosive action of some other substance.

Typically, the name of the Etcher should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: facsimilist
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators’/FAC
Facsimilist
A person or organization that executed the facsimile.
Used for Copier
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: film editor
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/FLM
Film editor

A person or organization who is an editor of amotion picture film. Thisterm is used regardless of the medium
upon which the motion picture is produced or manufactured (e.g., acetate film, video tape).

Used for Motion picture editor
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
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recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: forger
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsFRG
Forger

A person or organization who makes or imitates something of value or importance, especially with the intent to
defraud.

Used for Copier

element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: host
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/HST
Host

A person who isinvited or regularly leads a program (often broadcast) that includes other guests, performers,
etc. (e.g., talk show host).

Typically, the name of the Host should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: illuminator
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ILU
I1luminator

A person or organization responsible for the decoration of awork (especially manuscript material) with
precious metals or color, usually with elaborate designs and motifs.

Typically, the name of the Illuminator should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: illustrator
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ILL
Ilustrator

A person or organization who conceives, and perhaps also implements, a design or illustration, usually to
accompany awritten text.

Typically, the name of the Illustrator should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: instrumentalist
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/I TR
Instrumentalist

A person or organization who principally plays an instrument in amusical or dramatic presentation or
entertainment.

Typically, the name of the Instrumentalist should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: interviewee
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/I VE
Interviewee
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A person or organization who isinterviewed at a consultation or meeting, usually by areporter, pollster, or
some other information gathering agent.

Typically, the name of the Interviewee should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: interviewer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/I VR
Interviewer

A person or organization who acts as a reporter, pollster, or other information gathering agent in a consultation
or meeting involving one or more individuals.

Typically, the name of the Interviewer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: inventor
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/INV
Inventor

A person or organization who first produces a particular useful item, or develops a new process for obtaining a
known item or result.

Typically, the name of the Inventor should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: landscape ar chitect
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/L SA
Landscape architect

A person or organization whose work involves coordinating the arrangement of existing and proposed land
features and structures.

Typically, the name of the Landscape architect should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: librettist
http://www.loc.gov/imarc.relators/LBT
Librettist
A person or organization who isawriter of the text of an opera, oratorio, etc.
Typically, the name of the Librettist should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: lighting designer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/L GD
Lighting designer
A person or organization who designs the lighting scheme for a theatrical presentation, entertainment, motion
picture, etc.
Typically, the name of the Lighting designer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
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2004-09-30
Term Name: lithographer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/L TG
Lithographer
A person or organization who prepares the stone or plate for lithographic printing, including a graphic artist
creating adesign directly on the surface from which printing will be done.
Typically, the name of the Lithographer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: lyricist
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/LYR
Lyricist
A person or organization who isthe awriter of the text of a song.
Typically, the name of the Lyricist should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: manufacturer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsMFR
Manufacturer

A person or organization that makes an artifactual work (an object made or modified by one or more persons).
Examples of artifactual works include vases, cannons or pieces of furniture.

Typically, the name of the Manufacturer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: metal-engraver
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsMTE
Metal-engraver
A person or organization responsible for decorations, illustrations, letters, etc. cut on ametal surface for
printing or decoration.

Typically, the name of the Metal-engraver should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: moder ator
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsMOD
Moderator

A person who leads a program (often broadcast) where topics are discussed, usually with participation of
expertsin fields related to the discussion.

Typically, the name of the Moderator should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: musician
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsMUS
Musician
A person or organization who performs music or contributes to the musical content of awork when it is not
possible or desirable to identify the function more precisely.
Typically, the name of the Musician should be used to indicate the agent.
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element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: narrator
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsNRT
Narrator
A person who is a speaker relating the particulars of an act, occurrence, or course of events.
Typically, the name of the Narrator should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: organizer of meeting
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators ORM
Organizer of meeting
A person or organization responsible for organizing a meeting for which an item is the report or proceedings.
Typically, the name of the Organizer of meeting should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: originator
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsORG
Originator
A person or organization performing the work, i.e., the name of a person or organization associated with the
intellectual content of the work. This category does not include the publisher or personal affiliation, or sponsor
except where it is also the corporate author. Includes a person designated in the work as investigator or
principal investigator.
Used for Principal investigator
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: performer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/PRF
Performer

aperson or organization who exhibits musical or acting skillsin amusical or dramatic presentation or
entertainment, if specific codes for those functions ([act], [dnc], [itr], [voc], etc.) are not used. If specific codes
are used, [prf] is used for a person whose principal skill is not known or specified.

Typically, the name of the Performer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: photographer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/PHT
Photographer

A person or organization responsible for taking photographs, whether they are used in their original form or as
reproductions.

Typically, the name of the Photographer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: platemaker
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http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/PLT
Platemaker

A person or organization responsible for the production of plates, usually for the production of printed images
and/or text.

Typically, the name of the Platemaker should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: printmaker
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators’PRM
Printmaker
A person or organization who makes arelief, intaglio, or planographic printing surface.
Typically, the name of the Printmaker should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: producer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators’/PRO
Producer

A person or organization responsible for the making of a motion picture, including business aspects,
management of the productions, and the commercia success of the work.

Typically, the name of the Producer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: production personnel
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/PRD
Production personnel

A person or organization associated with the production (props, lighting, special effects, etc.) of amusical or
dramatic presentation or entertainment.

Typically, the name of the Production personnel should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: programmer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/PRG
Programmer

A person or organization responsible for the creation and/or maintenance of computer program design
documents, source code, and machine-executable digital files and supporting documentation.

Typically, the name of the Programmer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: puppeteer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/PPT
Puppeteer
A person or organization who manipulates, controls, or directs puppets or marionettesin amusical or dramatic
presentation or entertainment.

Typically, the name of the Puppeteer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
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recommended

2004-09-30
Term Name: recording engineer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsRCE
Recording engineer
A person or organization who supervises the technical aspects of a sound or video recording session.
Typically, the name of the Recording engineer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: renderer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsREN
Renderer

A person or organization who prepares drawings of architectural designs (i.e., renderings) in accurate,
representational perspective to show what the project will 1ook like when completed.

Typically, the name of the Renderer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: reporter
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/RPT
Reporter
A person or organization who writes or presents reports of news or current eventson air or in print.
Typically, the name of the Reporter should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: resear ch team head
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsRTH
Research team head
A person who directed or managed a research project.
Typically, the name of the Research team head should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: resear ch team member
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsRTM
Research team member
A person who participated in aresearch project but whose role did not involve direction or management of it.
Typically, the name of the Research team member should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: resear cher
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/RES
Researcher
A person or organization responsible for performing research.
Used for Performer of research
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
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recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: responsible party
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/RPY
Responsible party
A person or organization legally responsible for the content of the published material.
Typically, the name of the Responsible party should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: restager
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsRSG
Restager
A person or organization , other than the original choreographer or director, responsible for restaging a
choreographic or dramatic work and who contributes minimal new content.
Typically, the name of the Restager should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: reviewer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsREV
Reviewer
A person or organization responsible for the review of a book, motion picture, performance, etc.
Typically, the name of the Reviewer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: scenarist
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/SCE
Scenarist
A person or organization who is the author of a motion picture screenplay.
Typically, the name of the Scenarist should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: scientific advisor
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/SAD
Scientific advisor
A person or organization who brings scientific, pedagogical, or historical competence to the conception and
realization on awork, particularly in the case of audio-visual items.
Typically, the name of the Scientific advisor should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: scribe
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/SCR
Scribe
A person who is an amanuensis and for awriter of manuscripts proper. For a person who makes pen-facsimiles,
use Facsimilist [fac].
Typically, the name of the Scribe should be used to indicate the agent.
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element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: sculptor
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/SCL
Sculptor
A person or organization who models or carves figures that are three-dimensional representations.
Typically, the name of the Sculptor should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: secretary
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/SEC
Secretary

A person or organization who is arecorder, redactor, or other person responsible for expressing the views of a
organization.

Typically, the name of the Secretary should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: set designer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/STD
Set designer

A person or organization who translates the rough sketches of the art director into actual architectural structures
for atheatrical presentation, entertainment, motion picture, etc. Set designers draw the detailed guides and
specifications for building the set.

Typically, the name of the Set designer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: singer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/SNG
Singer
A person or organization who uses his/her/their voice with or without instrumental accompaniment to produce
music. A performance may or may not include actual words.
Typically, the name of the Singer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: speaker
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ SPK
Speaker

A person who participates in a program (often broadcast) and makes a formalized contribution or presentation
generaly prepared in advance.

Typically, the name of the Speaker should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: sponsor
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http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/SPN

Sponsor

113

A person or organization that issued a contract or under the auspices of which awork has been written, printed,

published, etc.

Typically, the name of the Sponsor should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: standards body

http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/STN

Standards body

An organization responsible for the development or enforcement of a standard.
Typically, the name of the Standards body should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: storyteller

http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/STL

Storyteller

A person relaying a story with creative and/or theatrical interpretation.
Typically, the name of the Storyteller should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: surveyor

http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/SRV

Surveyor

A person or organization who does measurements of tracts of land, etc. to determine location, forms, and

boundaries.

Typically, the name of the Surveyor should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: teacher

http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ TCH

Teacher

A person who givesinstruction in an intellectual subject or demonstrates while teaching physical skills.
Used for Instructor
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: transcriber

http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators TRC

Transcriber

A person who prepares a handwritten or typewritten copy from origina material, including from dictated or
orally recorded material. For makers of pen-facsimiles, use Facsimilist [fac].

Typically, the name of the Transcriber should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended
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Term Name: trandator
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/ TRL
Translator

A person or organization who renders a text from one language into another, or from an older form of a
language into the modern form.

Typically, the name of the Translator should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: videographer
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators’VDG
Videographer
A person or organization in charge of avideo production, e.g. the video recording of a stage production as

opposed to acommercial motion picture. The videographer may be the camera operator or may supervise one

or more camera operators. Do not confuse with cinematographer.

Typically, the name of the Videographer should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: vocalist
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators’'VOC
Vocalist

A person or organization who principally exhibits singing skillsin amusical or dramatic presentation or
entertainment.

Typically, the name of the Vocalist should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor

recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: wood-engraver
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators WDE
Wood-engraver
A person or organization who makes prints by cutting theimage in relief on the end-grain of awood block.
Typically, the name of the Wood-engraver should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: woodcutter
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsWDC
Woodcutter
A person or organization who makes prints by cutting theimage in relief on the plank side of awood block.
Typically, the name of the Woodcutter should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: writer of accompanying material
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsWAM
Writer of accompanying material
A person or organization who writes significant material which accompanies a sound recording or other
audiovisual material.
Typically, the name of the Writer of accompanying material should be used to indicate the agent.
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element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended

2004-09-30

Refinements of other DC elements

Term Name: depicted
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators'DPC
Depicted
A person or organization depicted or portrayed in awork, particularly in awork of art.
Typically, the name of the Depicted should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/subj ect
recommended

2004-09-30

Term Name: distributor
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/DST
Distributor
A person or organization that has exclusive or shared marketing rights for an item.
Typically, the name of the Distributor should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/publisher
recommended

2004-09-30

Equivalents to DC elements

Term Name: contributor
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relatorsCTB
Contributor

A person or organization one whose work has been contributed to alarger work, such as an anthology, serial
publication, or other compilation of individual works. Do not use if the sole function in relation to awork is as
author, editor, compiler or tranglator.

Typically, the name of the Contributor should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
recommended
2004-09-30

Term Name: creator
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators CRE
Creator
A person or organization responsible for the intellectual or artistic content of awork.
Typically, the name of the Creator should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor
http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/creator
recommended
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2004-09-30

Term Name: publisher
http://www.loc.gov/marc.relators/PBL
Publisher

A person or organization that makes printed matter, often text, but also printed music, artwork, etc. available to
the public.

Typically, the name of the Publisher should be used to indicate the agent.
element-refinement

http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/publisher

recommended

2004-09-30
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Cui del i nes for using Agent Roles in Dublin Core (Draft)
An Appendi x to: "Using Dublin Core"

1/ 23/ 04, dih
2/ 12/ 04, rsg
2/ 16/ 04, dih
9/ 2/ 04, dih
9/ 29/ 04, rsg
9/ 30/ 04, dih

Function of roles and history of approval by DCM

The need to express a role for the "Agent" elements (Creator,
Contributor, and, to a | esser extent, Publisher) in the
Dublin Core el enent Set has been expressed for nany years
and there have been a number of ideas proposed for how to
accommodate this need. Arole is a termthat further refines
the contribution of the agent to the resource described by
speci fying the particular contribution. An exanple is that
"illustrator" mght be a role associated with the el ement
Contri butor when that person provided illustrations to the
resource rather than being responsible for other aspects of
the intellectual content.

The DCM Usage Board has discussed the issue several tines
and agreed that the role values are properly el enent
refinenments. At its neeting in Florence in Cct. 2002

the Board generally agreed that deprecating Creator and
Publ i sher in favor of Contributor should be considered,
since the role values Creator and Publisher could be used to
refine Contributor if needed. Because of negative response to
this sort of change in the Dublin Core el ement set, the DCM
Usage Board decided to recommend role refinements only to
Contributor, but to | eave Creator, Contributor and Publisher
as separate el enents.

Because a standardi zed, wi dely adopted |list of roles already
exi sted in the MARC Code List for Relators, it was reconmended
early in these discussions that DCM not develop its own. In
early 2000 a subset of the MARC relators list was circul ated
for approval to include 10 generally applicable roles out

of the approximately 150 MARC rel ator terns. Because of the
need to consider other aspects of the "Agent" issue, at that
time the proposal was deferred. Discussion initially in the
DC- Li braries Wrking Goup (which prepared an application
profile for use in libraries that included the relator terns)
and later in the DCM Usage Board reveal ed that consensus was
that users not be constrained by a too-snmall list of elements
and that the entire list of relator terms should be considered
given the difficulty of anticipating needs in various donains.

However, as the UB evaluated the terns on the list, it becane
clear that the full list included terns that extended beyond
the scope of the semantics of dc:contributor. The UB agreed
that, in principle and practice, refinements of elenents (as
sub-properties) nust in every case be a valid sub-property
by refining rather than extending the semantics of that

el ement or property. The obvious solution was to specify
whi ch terms are subproperties of dc:contributor by falling
under the definition of “an entity responsible for making
contributions to the content of the resource. A so needed
was a process to continue to evaluate new ternms added by LC
to their list on the basis of this requirenent.

For those inplenentations wishing to use terns fromthe MARC
relators list that do not have a sub-property relationship to
dc:contributor, it should be noted that an inplenentation may

117
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use these terns with no intrinsic harmto interoperability
by using those terns directly as MARC relator terns. As an

exanpl e:

Oiginal term Dunb- down "Si npl e DC
mar cr el : degr eeGr ant or mar cr el : degr eeGr ant or ---

mar cr el : owner mar cr el : owner ---

marcrel :illustrator dc: contri butor dc: contri butor

Thus, in the context of DC record based on an application
profile using MARC rel ator terms, usage of roles not on the
valid sub-property |list approved by DC could be used in a
Qual i fied DC expression, but not in a Sinple DC expression,
according to the rules for dumb-down.

The Library of Congress has prepared an RDF expression of the
MARC relator list, to be used in conjunction with the Dublin
Core el enment Contributor. The docunent contains assertions as
to whether or not the particular role termis a subproperty
of dc:contributor as foll ows:

<rdfs:subPropertyOX rdf:resource="http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/contributor" />
The MARC Relator list, what it is and howit's structured

The MARC Code List for Relators was devel oped for use in

MARC 21 bibliographic records to express the relationship
between a nane and a work. The list includes both role

terms and three-character codes that represent those terns.
The terms were only included on the |list when the nane and its
associ ated rol e were considered inportant enough to include

on a bibliographic record as an access point. The Library of
Congress is the naintenance agency for this list and regularly
adds new ones when the need is expressed and docunent ed.

The MARC Rel ator list includes three-character al phabetic
codes to be used to identify roles. These are to be consi dered
synonyns for the termthey represent. |In addition the Iist
provi des definitions for use of the ternficode. In the RDF
representation, the codes are tokens to be used for the term
and are part of the URI. In sone cases unused terns refer

to used terms; these are included in the RDF representation

as a note (dc:description).

Terms that do not contain the assertion that they are

a subproperty of contributor are not to be considered

a refinement of dc:contributor. In determ ning whether

the subproperty assertion applies LC and the Usage Board
took a fairly narrow view The assertion is included only
if that contribution always was in terns of the content

of the resource. For exanple, "binder" does not have the
subproperty assertion, since it depends upon what the resource
is; sonetines a binder may contribute to the content if the
itemis valued as an art object, while in other instances,
the binder has not contributed to content.

Using Roles with Contributor

In order to mninmze the possibility of confusion, the Usage
Board has authorized the use of roles only with the el ement
Contributor. Because Creator is in sonme sense a role elevated
to a position at the level of element, the Board's position
is that it makes no sense to provide yet another |evel of

rol es beneath that particular el enment.

An assertion is made that nmarcrel:publisher is equivalent to
dc: publisher; in this instance publisher nay or nay not also be
a contributor to the resource so the subproperty of contributor
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assertion is not made. |In the case of nmrcrel:creator,

an assertion is nade that it is equivalent to dc:creator.
If marc:creator is used instead of dc:creator, this should
be done consistently-- the two ternms should probably not be
used together in the same instance. |In addition, the term
"depicted" is considered a subproperty of dc:subject and
"distributor” a subproperty of dc:published; in these cases
this assertion is nade.

Because roles are to be used only with the Contributor el enent,

appropriate "Dumb Down" of all agent refinements expressed
as roles will be to Contributor. Gven this, inplenmentors
may choose (preferably within the context of an application
profile), to specify explicitly whether the MARC rel ator
term of creator should be used, based on the fact that the
distinction could be retained in Sinple Dublin Core if the
El enent level termis retained for those particular roles.

Using Roles in XML and ot her Schemas

Because the mai ntenance of the MARC Relator list wll
remain with the Library of Congress, the namespace of the
roles will be established by LC and will not be a DCM
nanespace. Thus, schemas will need to include the MARC

rel ator nanespace in order to properly express role terns.
See the docunent Guidelines for |nplenmenting Dublin Core

in XM. <http://dublincore. org/docunments/dc-xm -gui del i nes/ >
for specific information on using non-DCM nanespaces.

Terns not on the MARC Relators |ist

The MARC Rel ator |ist has been devel oped over many years to
meet a wide variety of needs. New terns are added on the

basi s of need, and LC has expressed willingness to continue
to expand the list upon request. Inplementers al so have the
option to create and expose alternative vocabul aries for the
expression of other kinds of roles not reflected in the MARC
Relator list. Another alternative is to present a proposal

to the DCM Usage Board to define a new refinement within the
dc:ternms nanespace, if such refinenent neets the given criteria

for being cross-domai n and needed for resource discovery.

Managi ng the Use of Role in an | nplenentation

The full MARC Rel ator list includes approximately 150 separate

terms for various roles. A subset is provided here for use
with dc:contributor. Even within this subset sone of the

roles on the list were created for specific domains and woul d

be of little use in other communities. It might therefore
be useful for inplenmentations to declare a further subset
of the role vocabulary as relevant to their specific goals,
preferably by way of a formal application profile.
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Description of This document describes the concept of ‘element refinement' as used in Dublin Core
Document: metadata. It seeks to explain the consequences of stating that one property ‘refines' a

second property. The purpose is to clarify that in some cases it may be appropriate
and useful to make such an assertion and in other cases such an assertion may result
in contradictions.

Elements, Properties and Statements

Dublin Core elements and element refinements are properties. A property is "a specific aspect, characteristic,
attribute, or relation used to describe resources". According to the DCMI Abstract Model, all these aspects,
characteristics, attributes and relations" involve relationships between the subject resource and a second resource,
a value [DCMIAM]. This means that a property is a type of relationship between two things.

A property is itself a resource, a "conceptual” resource. When DCMI adds an element or element refinement to one
of its vocabularies (DCMI Namespaces), it creates a human-readable description of that relationship type, that
concept, and it assigns a globally unique identifier to the property, in the form of a URI reference.

The scope of URI references is global: the URI reference denotes that same relationship type, that same concept,
wherever it is cited. Further, the persistence policies described in the Namespace Policy for the Dublin Core
guarantee that that URI reference will always denote that same relationship type [DCMINS]. So, the assignment of
a URIref means that other parties can use this unique identifier to refer to that relationship type, and the
combination of its global uniqueness and persistence mean that the reference is unambiguous.

The URIref assigned to the property can be used in statements in Dublin Core metadata descriptions. According to
the DCMI Abstract Model, a DC metadata description is a set of one or more statements about a single resource,
and a statement is a two-part construct consisting of a reference to a property and a reference to a second
resource, a value [DCMIAM]. The reference to the subject of the description is made by a URIref (the "resource
URI™). The reference to a property also takes the form of a URIref (the "property URI"). The reference to the value
may take various forms but for the purposes of this discussion, the examples show the simplest cases where that
reference takes the form of a URIref (a "value URI™) or a string (a "value string").

Each statement asserts that a relationship of the type indicated by the property exists between two resources: the
resource that is the subject of the description, and the value (see note [1]:

Resource URIref Statements

ex: book1l Property URIref Value URIref

| dc: subj ect ex: Semant i cW\eb

A property is a resource and may itself be described by a DC metadata description, in which case the URIref of the
property appears as the "resource URI", and the property itself is part of a relationship whose type is denoted by
another property URI:


http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/dc-elem-refine/2004-10-01/
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/dc-elem-refine/
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Resource URIref | Statements

dc: subj ect | Property URIref Value String

dc: description "Description may

include but is not
limted to: an

abstract, table of
contents, reference to
a graphi cal
representation of
content or a free-text
account of the content."

Element Refinement

In addition to providing a definition and identifier for each of the properties it declares, DCMI also describes
relationships between these properties. In particular it declares that some properties "refine" other properties. In
the terms of the Grammatical Principles [3]

An Element Refinement is a property ... which shares the meaning of a particular DCMI Element
but with narrower semantics.

So for example:

dcterns: created rdfs: subpropertyOf dc:date

The machine-processable schemas published by DCMI include descriptions of all DC elements and element
refinements. When one property refines another, a statement is included in the description of the element
refinement, in which the property URIref is the URIref of a property from the RDF Vocabulary Description Language
(RDF Schema) [RDFS], rdf s: subPropertyOf . This states that a relationship exists between the two Dublin Core

properties, and the nature of that relationship is defined by the RDFS concept r df s: subPropertyOf . The RDFS
specification explains that this has a very specific consequence:

The property rdfs:subPropertyOf is an instance of rdf:Property that is used to state that all
resources related by one property are also related by another.

So if it is asserted that

dcterns: created rdfs: subpropertyO> dc:date

and a statement is made using dct erms: cr eat ed as a property URIref, e.g.

Resource URIref Statements

|
ex: bookl | I

Property URIref Value String
dct erms: creat ed "1973- 05- 05"

then it is also true that

Resource URIref Statements
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ex: bookl Property URIref Value String

dc: date "1973- 05- 05"

This outcome holds for all statements made using of the URIref of the element refinement as a property URIref:
whenever two resources are related by the element refinement, they are also related by the element. So an
assertion that one element refines another - that an rdf s: subPropertyOf relationship exists between the
properties - should be made only when the definitions of the properties are such that that is a desirable outcome.

"To refine or not to refine"

If there is just one case where the inferred statement would be inappropriate, then the refinement/subPropertyOf
relationship should not be asserted.

Consider, for example, the case of the properties nar cr el : OAN ("The person or organization that currently owns an
item or collection™) and dc: cont ri but or ("An entity responsible for making contributions to the content of the

resource"). Both properties describe relationship types that relate a resource to an "entity", an agent capable of
some action.

And for a specific resource, it may well be true that a single entity is both an owner of and a contributor to that
resource. But that does not apply in all cases. i.e. there are some resources where the entity who is the owner has
not made a contribution to the content of the resource: not all resource owners are resource contributors. If

mar cr el : owner was described as a refinement of dc: cont ri but or, then that would mean that every statement
using mar cr el : OMN as a property URIref would result in a statement using dc: contri but or as a property URIref,
which would not be appropriate.

Note that the absence of a subproperty assertion in no way limits the capacity of the metadata author to say that,
for any given resource, the same entity is both the owner and the contributor. The metadata author simply
makes the two statements separately:

Resource URIref | Statements
ex: book1
| Property URIref Value URIref
dc: contri butor ex: agent 1
mar cr el : OAN ex:agent1l

A second example: dc: dat e is defined as "A date associated with an event in the life cycle of the resource”. If an
implementer uses a property ext er ms: updat i ngFr equency to indicate "The periodicity of modifications to the
resource", and describes that property as an element refinement of dc: dat e, then statements such as the following
might be inferred:

Resource URIref Statements

ex: document 1 Property URIref Value String

| dc: date "Mont hl y"

Resources which are appropriate values for statements using ext er ms: updat i ngFr equency are not appropriate
values for statements using dc: dat e, so it is not appropriate to describe that property as an element refinement of
dc: dat e.
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Similarly, conisder dc: ri ght s, defined as "Information about rights held in and over the resource". Suppose an
implementer uses a property ext er ms: pri vacyl ndi cat or to indicate whether a document should be publicly
available or not, and specifies that Boolean (yes/no) values should be used. If that property is described as an
element refinement of dc: ri ght s, that would result in statements such as the following being inferred:

Resource URIref Statements

Property URIref Value String

ex: docunent 1 I
| dc:rights " Yes"

There may be an argument that strictly speaking a Boolean value does not contradict the definition of dc: ri ght s,
but it would be difficult to consider the value "Yes" to be "information about rights held in and over the resource".
So, again, it is not appropriate to describe ext er ms: pri vacyl ndi cat or as an element refinement of dc: ri ght s,
because of the statements that would be inferred.

"How many?" : Multiple Refinement Relationships

In the declarations that DCMI makes, any given property is the subject of only one r df s: subPropertyX™
relationship: a DC element refinement refines exactly one element. In principle, multiple assertions might be made,
with the result that when the propert is used in a statement multiple additional relationships can be inferred to
exist.

So if it is asserted that

ext erns: bookDi stri butor rdfs:subpropertyX externs:distributor

and also

ext erns: bookDi stributor rdfs:subpropertyOf dc: publisher

and a statement is made using ext er ms: bookDi stri but or as a property URIref, e.g.

Resource URIref | Statements

ex: bookl | Property URIref Value URIref

ext er ns: bookDi stri but or ex: Conpanyl

then the following two statements are also true:

Resource URIref | Statements
ex: book1 | Property URIref Value URIref
externs: distributor ex: Conpanyl
dc: publ i sher ex: Conpanyl

Note that it is not a question of choosing one option over the other, or two applications behaving in different ways:
both statements are implied in all cases, and as long as the two applications have "knowledge" of the two
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subproperty relations, they should both generate the same inferences.

"Who says so?': DCMI Namespaces and other Metadata Vocabularies

The capacity to assert the existence of rdf s: subPropertyO relationships involving properties from the DCMI
Namespaces is not limited to DCMI.

The publisher of another vocabulary may wish to declare that a property in that vocabulary is a subproperty of a
property from the DCMI Namespaces, or even that a property from the DCMI Namespaces is a subproperty of a
property from their vocabulary.

The MARC Relator Codes [MARCREL] provide a set of properties that can be used to assert relationships between

resources and agents. It is useful that, where appropriate, subproperty relations between these properties and
properties from the DCMI Namespaces are declared. e.g.

mar crel : ARR rdf s: subpropertyO dc: contri butor

(mer cr el : ARR denotes a property which links a musical composition and its arranger.

With such information available, a Dublin Core application that encounters

Resource URIref | Statements
ex: musicl
X ! | Property URIref Value URIref
| marcrel : ARR ex: personl
can derive the statement
Resource URIref | Statements
ex: musicl
X ! | Property URIref Value URIref
| dc: contri butor ex: personl

This means that an application that has no "prior knowledge" of mar cr el : ARR, but which does derive the
appropriate inferences from the assertion of the r df s: subPropert yO relationship, can make use of the dc:
contri but or > statement.

Finally, it should be noted that a subproperty assertion may be made by a third party who is not the owner/
publisher of either of the properties involved. Suppose a metadata vocabulary has been constructed by a designer
with no knowledge of the existence of Dublin Core. In their descriptions of their properties they have made no
references to the notion that their property ext erms: songwr i t er is related to dc: cr eat or . If an implementer is
working with both that metadata vocabulary and with the DCMI vocabularies, it may well be valuable for them to
make a subproperty assertion:

externs: songwiter rdfs:subpropertyCf dc:creator

so that, when their Dublin Core application encounters

Resource URIref Statements
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ex: musicl
X ! Property URIref Value URIref
exterms: songwiter ex: personl

that application can derive the statement
Resource URIref | Statements

ex: musicl
X ! | Property URIref Value URIref
| dc: creator ex: personl

Summary

. A declaration that one property refines, or is a subproperty of, a second property is an assertion of a
specific type of relationship between the two properties.

. The meaning of the refinement/subproperty relationship is defined by the RDF Vocabulary Description
Language (RDF Schema): the existence of a subproperty assertion states that all resources related by
one property are also related by the other property.

. Refinement/subproperty relations may be asserted to exist between any two properties

. The existence of subproperty assertions enables an application to infer additional statements; this can
be useful to an application encountering an "unknown" property

. A subproperty assertion is global: it applies to all occurrences of the property URIref in a statement;
care should be taken not to assert subproperty relations where the inferences that may be drawn are
incorrect or contradictory.

. A subproperty assertion is not a requirement for using a property from another vocabulary in Dublin
Core metadata descriptions.

. Subproperty assertions may be made by the owner(s) of the properties or by a third party.

Notes

[1] For the sake of brevity, in the examples, URI references are represented by Qualified Names. Prefixes are
assumed to be associated with Namespace Names as follows:

. dc: http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/

. dcterms: http://purl.org/dc/terns/

. dcmitype: http://purl.org/dc/dcmtype/

. marcrel: http://ww. | oc. gov/ marc.rel ators/

. rdf: http://ww. w3. org/ 1999/ 02/ 22-r df - synt ax- ns#
. rdfs: http://wwmv. w3. or g/ 2000/ 01/ r df - schema#

. exterms: http://exanpl e.org/termns/

. ex: http://exanple.org/things/

References

[DCMIAM]
DCMI Abstract Model
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/metadata/dcmi/abstract-model/

[DCMINS]
Namespace Policy for the Dublin Core Metadata Initiative (DCMI)
http://dublincore.org/documents/dcmi-namespace/

[MARCREL]
MARC Relator Codes
http://lcweb2.loc.gov:8081/cocoon/relators/relators.xml
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[RDFS]
RDF Vocabulary Description Language 1.0 (RDF Schema)
http://www.w3.org/TR/rdf-schema/

Valid XHTML 1.0! Vaid CSS!
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Title: Proposal for a term "Accessibility”

I dentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonms. Baker /| SSUES/ t er ns- accessi bility/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Cr eat ed: 2004-09- 14

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

Shepherd: Stuart Sutton

In August, the DCM Accessibility Wrking Goup subnmitted a

proposal for a termcalled "Accessibility". [In Shanghai,
we need to deci de whether or not to approve this as a new
DCM El enent .

The following are required reading:

-- The proposal
http://ww. ozewai . or g/ DC-t er m proposal / prop-reqs-tabl e2. ht m

-- About the proposal
http://ww. ozewai . org/ DC-t er m proposal / overvi ew. ht m

-- Eval uation of the proposal
http://ww. ozewai.org/DCtermproposal/criteria.htn

The foll owi ng background material is not required:

http://ww. ozewai . org/ DC-t er m pr oposal /i ndex. ht m

Date: \Wed, 29 Sep 2004 06: 46: 03 +0200

From Thomas Baker <thomas. baker @i . fhg. de>
To: DCM Usage Board <dc-usage@i scruil. ac. uk>
Subj ect: Accessibility proposal

It looks to me like the definition of Accessibility may need to
be wordsnmithed to make it nore general and bring it into line
with other DCM definitions. The proposed definition reads:

A reference to a machi ne-readabl e profile that describes
the qualities of a resource that can be used to match
the needs and preferences of a user as expressed in a
machi ne-readabl e user profile.

The comments specify that the referenced profile may be in RDF,
XML, EARL, etc. Problens include:

"Areference to..." -- no longer appropriate now that a
value is considered to be a resource.

Restriction to "machi ne-readable" in the definition itself.
For exanple, one might edit as follows:

A description of the qualities of a resource that can be
used to match the needs and preferences of a user...

I f anyone would like to work out an alternative wording
bef orehand, this could save us tinme in the neeting.


http://www.ozewai.org/DC-term-proposal/index.html
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DC-Accessibility Element Proposal: Accessibility

Title: Working Group Term Proposal: Accessibility
Creator: Dublin Core Accessibility Working Group
Date | ssued: 2004/8/28
I dentifier: http://www.ozewai .org/prop-regs-table2.html
Replaces: None
IsReplaced By: None
Latest Version: http://www.ozewai.org/prop-regs-table2.html

Status of Document:  Proposal to DCMI Usage Board

This document presents a proposal from the Dublin Core Accessibility Working Group for a new element

Description of Document: named "Accessibility”

Proposal
Name: http://purl.org/dc/terms/accessibility
Label: Accessibility

A reference to a machine-readable profile that describes the qualities of aresource
Definition: that can be used to match the needs and preferences of a user asexpressedin a
machine-readable user profile.

The needs and preferences of users are not defined in terms of disabilities or
required only because a user has disabilities, but they enable those with
disabilities, among others, to state their requirements.

Comment: The content of the referenced profile may be expressed in XML, RDF, EARL, or

otherwise. The Information Model for the element is available along with an
Overview and Best Practice Guide.

An XML schema has been developed by IMS that shows how the profile
information can be encoded in XML (see http://www.imsproject.org/xsd/

imsaccmd v1p0.xsd). The following example is extracted from the IMS
documentation:

Scenario: An HTML file contains text and an embedded
Flash animation (visual only, no sound). Thereis also
alternative textual content to the animation defined by
accessibility meta-data as an equival entResource containing
alternativesToVisual properties. A user profile has a content
element with the alternativesToVisual preference set and
Examples: wishes to interact with the aggregate file. The system
applies the matching test on the aggregate HTML resource
and seesit has ahasVisual property with avalue of true.
Subsequently it sees the animation has an
equivalentResource with an alternativesToVisua which
matches the user's content preferences. At this point the
system replaces the animation with the text alternative. The
system modifies the aggregate resource by changing its
reference to the animation to areference to text, i.e., the
embedded Flash animation's <object> tag is replaced with a
<p> tag containing the alternative textual content.
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http://www.imsproject.org/accessibility/accmdv1p0/imsaccmd_oviewv1p0.html
http://www.imsproject.org/accessibility/accmdv1p0/imsaccmd_bestv1p0.html
http://www.imsproject.org/xsd/imsaccmd_v1p0.xsd
http://www.imsproject.org/xsd/imsaccmd_v1p0.xsd
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Type of term:

Element

Term qualified:

None

Why needed:

The element will be significant in the case of a user with limited access facilities
and useful either to alow them to confirm or reject presentation of the resource or
to discover substitute content to replace or augment content that is a problem. Note
that sometimes what is inaccessible is only a small part of what might be thought
of as acomposite object, such as an imagein aweb page. Thisobject in its

original form is known as a primary object and may within itself contain other
forms of the same object, known as secondary objects. Where there is a secondary
object that is not part of the primary object, it is associated with the primary object
as a secondary object but has separate metadata as it is a separate object.

There can be little doubt that metadata that allows a user to find aresource that is
accessible to them is always a high priority. The proposed element was devel oped
in collaboration with other communitiesin order to ensure that it would be of
universal use. It may be considered that the existence of the element asan
essential element in the relevant application profilesis sufficient. First, thisis not
adequate because it will not appear every time a cataloguer creates metadata, if
thisisthe case. Second, it could be that the set of values of interest with respect to
aresource could be scattered across the range of existing elements but this
approach has been discredited by experience. Finally, arecommended element is
proposed even though it would appear that an application profile would be
adequate. In all situations, for all resources, accessibility isimportant and it should
always be in the same form.

Working Group/
community support:

The proposed element has been developed over several years. The range of
problems that a resource may have for users was first analysed and described. This
process was widely advertised and subjected to public debate and comment by the
collaborating group, the IMS Global Learning Consortium. Dublin Core
Accessibility Working Group members were kept informed of this process and
invited to comment on the developments and drafts, and they did. Discussion took
place on anumber of discussion lists, primarily the IMS comentslist. All
comments sent to IMS were formally processed. To review the discussion archives
of the Accessibility Working Group, see http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/wa.exe?

AOQ=dc-accessihility.

The proposed element is areflection of the user profile noted above. It aso has
been developed by an international collaborative team containing many DC
Working Group members and in full knowledge of its devel opment being posted
regularly to the DC Accessibility Working Group. IMS again managed the process
of advertising the profile, soliciting and managing comments and issues that were
raised.

Proposed status:

Recommended

129


http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/wa.exe?A0=dc-accessibility
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/wa.exe?A0=dc-accessibility

2004-10-02

Usage Board in Shanghai

Related DCMI terms:

The possibility of capturing and recording necessary metadata to support
accessibility has been considered over severa years. Although the DCMES has a
number of elements and element refinements that individually might be suitable
for inclusion of the information being proposed, this approach was considered by
the Working Group and relevant communities and rejected.

First, accessibility is something that should be not only of concern but seen to be
of concern to those concerned with DC metadata. By having asingle clear element
that references accessibility information it draws the attention of the cataloguer to
the need for accessibility information. Secondly, the creation of a suitable
statement of accessibility of an object is usually determined as aresult of using a
metadata management tool that assists the accessibility author. Thirdly, the
accessi bility metadata author may not be the same person as makes the other type
of metadata and may, in fact, be an accessibility expert. In order to maximize the
opportunity to attract accessibility metadata, to simplify the creation of this
metadata, to promote its creation, and to significantly simplify accessto the
necessary metadata (because it is all in one place).

Related non-DCM |
terms:

IMS AccLIP and AccMD (AccessibilityForAll User Profile and Accessibility
Metadata)

These two specifications are those worked on by DC
Accessibility WG members aswell as IM S participants.
They provide the information model and recommendations
for encoding of the information but they are to be used
within IMS Content packaging. This was always understood
as different from their being DC used within a DC term and
they were specifically developed with their DC usein mind.

Impact on applications:

Minimal. Since current DC-based applications provide no conflicting means of
unambiguously referencing accessibility profiles, impact on those applications
would be minimal.

About the proposers:

Scope of DC Accessibility Working Group:

The DC Accessihility Working Group has been engaged with the issue of
developing metadata for accessibility since itsinception. Members of the Working
Group are involved in arange of accessihility activitiesin arange of countries and
have endeavoured to work collaboratively across all communities.

Aims;

To maximise opportunities for accessibility for all users where accessibility is
defined as the matching of resourcesin terms of control, display and content to
user needs and preferences. Specifically, thiswill cater for the needs and
preferences of those with disabilities.

Brief History:

Current status: A collaborative exercise was initiated in which the DC
Accessibility Working Group worked with others to discover the best way to
specify accessibility metadata. The IMS Accessibility Working Group, as part of
the IMS Global Learning Consortium, hosted the work and will provide the
ongoing support and publication of the relevant specifications on behalf of the
collaborators who specifically include the DCMI. The IMS Accessibility Working
Group has proposed the element to the IMS Technical Board and it has been
accepted as an IM S recommendation.

Pointer to IMS Reports, Documents and Discussion Archives: http://www.
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imsproject.org/accessibility.
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Overview

The DC Accessibility Working Group has been investigating issues related to accessibility and metadata for four years. At the beginning, it
seemed that it would be easy to find some values for existing DCMES terms and perhaps a profile should be specified to make this process
easy. After some analysis, however, it became clear that this approach would not be simple and in fact would require the introduction of a
number of new refinements to some of the elements. Meanwhile, work in the accessibility field in other contexts showed that there was
resistence to metadata that would incriminate content authors and publishers and so the idea of using the approach of metadata to represent
conformance to standards or accessibility specifications was recognised as likely to be unpopular.

In 2003, work on a new approach was adopted. It focused on the matching of resources to users and avoided issues of conformance. The
work, while initiated in aforum hosted by the IMS Global Learning Consortium, was specifically undertaken with the intention of being
collaborative work with some other groups but primarily the Dublin Core Accessibility Working Group.

Dublin Core Accessibility Working Group members were invited to participate, as some did, and all the work was specially documented
according to Dublin Core practices so that DC Accessibility WG members could participate. Thisinvolved a special effort on the part of the
IMS Consortium. There was also a specia effort to ensure that the work was internationally acceptable and so several fora beyond the open
IMS one were supported so that discussion could be open. The fluidity of association of the working participants was perhaps unusual but
within the accessibility world, this appears to be the best that can be hoped for at present.

The following communities were engaged in discussions about the new element:

. DC Accessibility WG

. IMSGlobal Learning Consortium Accessibility Special Interest Group
. W3C Web Accessihility Initiative Interest group

. EuroAccessibility

. SIDAR Foundation

. WGBH-NCAM

. INCITSV2

. CEN-ISSSAPLR

. CEN MMI-DC

. ISOTC SC367?

The approach adopted was based on the information about users and resources that is necessary to match resources to user's needs and
preferences. It involved devel oping aformal approach to issues of accessibility that should be embedded in metadata.

A profile of categories of causes of inaccessibility for users was developed and formally defined in a specification that became an IMS
specification. This profile involves three categories of access: control, display (or presentation) and content. The development of this profile
was undertaken with full awareness that it would not just be useful in the educational community where it was initiated but that it would be
good for al situations. It was documented in away that would make it suitable for use within Dublin Core style systems if user profiles were
being used. It is known as the AccLIP Profile and published at http://www.imsproject.org/accessibility .

There have been several efforts to broaden the DCMI approach to user descriptions, suggesting that DCMI has concentrated on resource
description but that user descriptions may also be well-described using DC architecture. A short paper on thiswill be presented at the DC
2004 Conference in Shanghai.

The second part of the work involved developing a mirroring specification that could be used to describe resources to enable the matching
process. Thiswork was undertaken more formally in collaboration with the DC Accessibility Working Group. The specification was
devel oped with emphasis on the need for it to be immediately useful for the Dublin Core community and applications. This work has now
been completed and is fully documented with an Overview, Best Practice Guide, Information Model, XML Schema and Binding, and is
designed to be supplemented by other schemain the near future.

Significantly, although within the IMS community some people may choose to scatter the metadata throughout an IMS Compliant metadata
profile, thisis not recommended best practice even in that context. The use of asingle element to be known as the accessibility element is
what is recommended in the published reports. One reason for thisis because this will bring the use of the element into line with what is
proposed for the Dublin CORE community. Within that community, as explained above, it was already considered better to have all the
accessibility information in one place. This view was strengthened during interactions with others during the final stages of development of
the specification. Those concerned with accessibility consider that it islikely to be most successful if it isasingle element, partly because of
how the metadata is expected to be created and partly because of how it is expected to be used.
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The element being proposed and its use are described in the published Overview and Best Practices Guide. These documents include
explanations of how the element can be used and a set of FAQs designed to give a sense of its context and value. Thisinformation is not
repeated here because great care was taken in the writing of the original documents and they are the best available (please see http://www.

imsproj ect.org/accessibility ).

The work was simultaneously implemented by the Canadian participants in the work and can be tried on the demonstration site http://
inclusivelearning.ca/ . Theimplementation isin a system known as TILE, The Inclusive Learning Exchange. It uses both the user profile and
the resource profile.

The value that is best used in the proposed element will be a URI that pointsto an EARL statement. EARL is the Evaluation and Report
Language developed by W3C and is an XM L-based constrained language that extends the RDF (Resource description Framework) family.
An EARL statement not only contains a simple statement of a resource and associated property, in a machine —readable format that includes
away of resolving the property type, but it mandates that there will be at least three such properties, including one that identifies the creator
and another that identifies the date of the statement.

So, we propose the following:

A term that has asits value an URI that points to a machine-readabl e statement.

The production of an EARL statement might seem like a heavy requirement for the ultimate value of an element. Thisis not considered to
be the case because within the accessibility world, EARL statements are treated as typical good practice and many of the tools that are used
to test accessibility produce them. Sometimes the EARL statements are produced in order to record the accessibility of aresource in terms of
conformance to some standard or specification, but in this case the required information will available for the element as well, at least after a
simple transformation.

The use of an EARL statementsis equivalent to the use of ‘controlled' vocabularies. It isto be recommended but not essential. Thereis
already an XML schemathat defines the values to be used and the use of XML conforming to this schemawill be sufficient. The XML
schemais available at http://www.imsproject.org/accessibility .

DC Accessibility Working Group
27 August 2004
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4.3.1. Criteria for evaluating a term proposal

4.3.1.1. Clarity
4.3.1.1.1. Can the term be clearly defined?

Yes. Thisis an element the value of which isintended to be used by computers. This means that the value of the element must be machine
readable. It could be either aURI or a suitably encoded document.

4.3.1.1.2. Can the semantics of the proposed element or element refinement be expressed precisely, unambiguously, and briefly?

Yes. See the Information Model and related XML Schema at http://www.imsproject.org/accessibility . See also the implementation TILE
(‘http://inclusivelearning.ca/ ).

4.3.1.2. Practicality
4.3.1.2.1. Isthe term practical?

4.3.1.2.2. How difficult would it be for people creating metadata to comprehend the semantics of the proposed element or element
refinement and to apply it reasonably in the description of resources?

The display and control details are related to explicit characteristics of objects. The content characteristics are more subjective. Many of the
people who are going to create the metadata are likely to be using an accessibility evaluation tool with an appropriate interface that makes
the metadata creation easy, including the process of encoding it. Such tools are known as ‘ accessibility evaluation tools and common in the
accessibility world.

4.3.1.3. Placement

4.3.1.3.1. Does the term refine an existing element?

No, athough it could be argued it refines a number of them. Early work on accessibility showed that it would not be easy to include the
necessary information and that if it was included in amongst the general set of metadata terms, it would be spread all over the place and
severa term values would have to be brought into comparison to determine what is necessary. For instance, while the genre of aresource
may be ‘text' with the implication that it is to be read, the format might be ‘image’. In this case, the resource would be considered
inaccessible. Neither tem in isolation can provide this information. For a further explanation of these problems, see the report of the DC
Accessibility Working Group meeting held at the DC Conference in Florence ( http://dublincore.org/groups/access/workshop-20021017.

html ).

4.3.1.3.2. If the proposed term is an element, can it reasonably be handled as effectively as an element refinement or encoding scheme for an
existing element?

No. (Attach notes about the existing DC terms and why they do not solve the problem —see 4.3.1.3.1.)

4.3.1.3.3. Are there alternative ways of implementing the term? Within the conceptua framework of the Dublin Core Element Set (i.e.,
element/element refinements and encoding schemes), are there aternative ways to achieve the ends sought?

It would be possible to work some of the aspects of the accessibility agendainto a number of parts of the existing DC structure. Thereisan
explanation of the technical problemswith this. More importantly, the value of a separate, self-contained element has been considered in
detail. Generally, requirements for those with specia needs are described by experts as are the accessibility features of resources they may
use. The latter are usually the result of working with software that in most cases now produces a single, Evaluation and Report Language
(EARL). It would be possible to make many statements from this single report but there does not seem to be any value in doing that. Asthe
statement itself is encoded, it seems much cleaner and neater to have asingle value for the element, a URI, and have all the information
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together. What could be put into existing elements and refinements would not really be human-readable.

4.3.1.4. Needs

4.3.1.4.1. Isthere a clear requirement in existing implementations for the term in support of resource discovery?

Thereis now alegal requirement in many countries that content should be accessible. Thisisthefirst step towards making it possible for
users because it identifies problems and provides for systems that can detect metadata warning of mismatches and look for content that is
accessible to replace or supplement the original inaccessible content.

4.3.1.4.2. Isthere a demonstrated need for the proposed element or element refinement?

Yes. Currently it is not possible to determineif content will be accessible in advance of it being delivered. This can cause problems for a
person who cannot access the content, but it also is not the goal -state that is of interest to those trying to ensure accessibility for their users.
This element does not involve claims of accessibility or otherwise which might better be described as conformance metadata. It is very
important to distinguish this element from such an element because of the legal implications of inaccessibility and therefore, expected
resistance to the use of such an element.

4.3.1.4.3. Are there existing implementations or encoding schemes, etc., which use the term?

Yes. The lead has been taken by the Assistive Technology Resource Centre's work at the University of Toronto. Thiswork has been
undertaken with the Canadian Government. It is of interest to the International Standards organization and is currently being considered for
endorsement by them. The exemplary implementation of The Inclusive Learning Exchange (TILE) which can be tried at http://

inclusivelearning.ca/ ). It is currently being implemented a number of other situations.

4.3.1.5. Fits with other DCMI-maintained terms

4.3.1.5.1. Follows existing principles of refinement

4.3.1.5.2. Iswell-formed

Well-formed terms.

4.3.1.5.3. Does not conflict with or create ambiguity with regard to existing DCMI-maintained terms

4.3.1.5.4. Does not create problems for existing legacy implementationsif those implementations have followed recommended practice.
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Title: Term proposed by the Education WG

ldentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ t er ns- educat i on/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Cr eat ed: 2004-09- 14

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

Shepherd: Akira

The proposal is posted at:
http://ww. ischool.washi ngt on. edu/ sasut t on/ 8- 28- 04/ i ndex. ht i
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DC-Ed Element Proposal: Instructional Method

Title: Working Group Term Proposal: Instructional Method
Creator: Dublin Core Education Working Group
Date Issued: 2004/8/28
Identifier: http://www.ischool.washington.edu/sasutton/8-28-04/

Replaces: http://www.ischool.washington.edu/sasutton/8-21-04/

Is Replaced By: None
Latest Version: http://www.ischool.washington.edu/sasutton/8-28-04/

Status of Document: Proposal to the DCMI Usage Board

Description of Document: This document presents a proposal from the Dublin Core Education Working Group
for a new element named "instructionalMethod"

Proposal

Name: http://purl.org/dc/terms/instructionalMethod

Label: Instructional Method

Definition: Processes by which knowledge, attitudes and skills are deliberately
engendered and assessed.

Comment: This element describes ways of presenting instructional materials or
conducting instructional activities, patterns of learner-to-learner
and learner-to-instructor interactions, and mechanisms by which
group and individual levels of learning are measured. Instructional
methods include all aspects of the instruction and learning
processes from planning and implementation through evaluation
and feedback.

Examples: Resource relies on "brainstorming":

"Resource includes group brainstorming
activities that encourage the creative generation
of ideas in which group members contribute
suggestions in a spontaneous, noncritical
manner."

Note: Where a controlled vocabulary of
instructional method terms is available, value
URIs may be used. (E.g., http://purl.org/gem/

instance/GEM-TM/#Brainstorming)

Resource supports "discovery learning":

"Resource provides a learning situation in which
the principal content of what is to be learned is

not given but must be independently discovered
by the learner."

Note: Where a controlled vocabulary of
instructional method terms is available, value
URIs may be used. (E.g., http://purl.org/gem/

instance/GEM-TM/#DiscoverylLearning)
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Resource provides for "peer assessment":

"Resource provides for peer evaluation."

Note: Where a controlled vocabulary of
instructional method terms is available, value
URIs may be used. (E.g., http://purl.org/gem/

instance/GEM-AM/#PeerEvaluation)

Resource provides for "individualized instruction":

"Instruction can be adapted to meet individual
needs within the group of students."

Note: Where a controlled vocabulary of
instructional method terms is available, value
URIs may be used. (E.g., http://purl.org/gem/

instance/GEM-GRO/#IndividualizedInstruction)

Type of term:

Element

Term qualified:

None

Why needed:

Frequently, statements about the instructional methods used with
an educational resource are a primary means of separating one
resource from another and provide the end-user with a means of
selecting resources to retrieve that more closely meet the needs of
specific educational contexts and goals.

Not all educational resources are designed with specific teaching
and learning methods in mind. For example, learning objects
intended for reuse in varying contexts may be devoid of explicit
methods of use. In such cases, best practice dictates that no
information be recorded in the instructionalMethod element. Best
practice also suggests the development and deployment of
controlled vocabularies for the instructionalMethod element to
support the needs of specific groups within the larger teaching and
learning community. However, the recommendation of any specific
volcabulary or set of vocabularies for the instructionalMethod
element is beyond the scope of this proposal.

Working Group/
community
support:

The notion of being able to capture metadata statements about the
learning processes and techniques has been before the Working
Group since before its face-to-face meeting in Melbourne
(Kattemingga Lodge) in February 2000. [For a summary of the
Kattemingga meeing, see http://www.ischool.washington.edu/
sasutton/dc-ed-f2f/] Since 2000, DC-based applications in the

education and training domain have continued to develop local
elements and vocabularies to record statements of these sorts.

For discussion of the proposed element, see the following postings
from the DC-Ed Working Group list (as well as others) relate to the
proposal:

. http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?
A2=ind0405&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=53
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?
A2=ind0405&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=177
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?
A2=ind0405&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=288

. http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?
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http://purl.org/gem/instance/GEM-AM/#PeerEvaluation
http://purl.org/gem/instance/GEM-AM/#PeerEvaluation
http://purl.org/gem/instance/GEM-GRO/#IndividualizedInstruction
http://purl.org/gem/instance/GEM-GRO/#IndividualizedInstruction
http://www.ischool.washington.edu/sasutton/dc-ed-f2f/
http://www.ischool.washington.edu/sasutton/dc-ed-f2f/
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0405&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=53
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0405&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=53
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0405&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=177
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0405&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=177
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0405&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=288
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0405&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=288
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0406&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=174
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A2=ind0406&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=174
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?
A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=56
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?
A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=345
. http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?
A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=467
. http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cqgi-bin/webadmin?
A2=ind0408&L =dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=586
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?
A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=717
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?
A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=961

Proposed status:

Conforming

Related DCMI
terms:

None

Related non-DCMI
terms:

There is no IEEE LOM element that provides for holding statements
of the sort held by the proposed element. While an undifferentiated
description of an instructional method might be assigned to IEEE
LOM 5.10:Educational.Description, use of the element is not
recommended because of its "catch all" purpose within the LOM.
Note that the CanCore best practices guide "... does not
recommend the use of this element [5.10:Educational.Description]
for the purposes of interoperation in distributed

environments." (Canadian Core Learning Resource Metadata

Application Profile. Available at: http://www.cancore.ca/documents.

html)

Impact on
applications:

None. Since current DC-based applications provide no conflicting
means of making such metadata statement, impact on those
applications would be obviously minimal. Some applications store
such information as an undifferentiated part of dc:description.
Again, the impact of this new term would be minimal on such
applications.

About the
proposers:

The term is proposed by the Dublin Core Education Working Group.
The Working Group has been charged with proposing new element
and element refinements that serve the needs of the education and
training communities.

Records of the activity of the DC-Education Working Group are
available in the mailing list archives.
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http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0406&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=174
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=56
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=56
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=345
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=345
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=467
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=467
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=586
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=586
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=717
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=717
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=961
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0408&L=dc-education&T=0&F=&S=&P=961
http://www.cancore.ca/documents.html
http://www.cancore.ca/documents.html
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/wa.exe?A0=dc-education
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Title: Approval of Encodi ng Schenes

Modi fi ed: 2004-10- 02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner: Tom Baker

Lat est version: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonmas. Baker /| SSUES/ r eqgi strati on/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Sour ce: e:/work/dc-issues/registration-1ightweight/index.txt

Until the Usage Board neeting in Bath in March 2004,

the issue "registration of encoding schemes" referred

to a process and tools for expediting the creation of

DCM - nmai nt ai ned encodi ng schenes identified with URIs to be
mai ntai ned in accordance with the DCM Nanespace Poli cy.

An anal ysis of steps which would need to be undertaken

in order to put such a registry in place was posted at [1].

In Bath, Traugott was tasked with setting up a "lightweight,
purely infornational database" in the formof a flat Wb
page with pointers to encoding schenes. Related issues and
dependenci es -- such as policy documentation which would
need to be put into place -- are summuarized at [2]. As this
registry would not involve the creation of newterns (i.e.,
DCM - mai ntai ned URIs), the idea was that this infornational
page woul d woul d not be operated by the Usage Board, but by
DCM as a whol e.

As of Septenmber 2004, Traugott has confirmed that he is not in
a position to set up this Wb page. |In Shanghai, therefore, we
need to clarify the current Usage Board process for approving
new Encodi ng Schenes [3]. An Encoding Schene requested for

the NLM C assification provides a concrete exanple [4].

The approval of new DCM -nai ntained URIs for Encodi ng Schenes,
inturn, is related to the Usage Board stance towards
recomendi ng (or not) the use of non-DCM - nai ntai ned URI s

as Encodi ng Schermes in Dublin Core nmetadata, which we will
need to discuss in relation both to the Abstract Mdel [5]
and to the specific case of |1SO standards [6].

As part of the process of clarifying Usage Board process,

we shoul d exam ne | egacy docunments and prototypes related to
the ol der plan of a Web-based registration service [7,8,9,10].
We shoul d consider folding parts of those docunents into the
mai n Usage Board Process docunent and clearly marking the
super seded docunents and Web interfaces as deprecated.

REFERENCES

[1] http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/2004/03/1 SSUES/ r egi stration/

[2] http://dublincore.org/usage/ neetings/2004/03/1SSUES/ reqgi stration-1ightweight/
[3] http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ pr ocess/

[4] http://ww bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /1 SSUES/ nl ml

[5] http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /1 SSUES/ abst r act - nodel /

[6] http://wwv bi.fhg.de/Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /1 SSUES/ i so8601/

[7] http://w p.dublincore.org/schenes/index.htmn.

[8] http://ww.lub.lu.sel/~traugott/drafts/vocab-schene-Jan04. htm

[9] http://www. | ub.lu.sel/~traugott/drafts/vocab-guide6.htm .

[10] http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunent s/ vocabul ary-gui del i nes/



http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/registration/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/registration-lightweight/
http://wip.dublincore.org/schemes/index.html
http://www.lub.lu.se/~traugott/drafts/vocab-scheme-Jan04.html
http://www.lub.lu.se/~traugott/drafts/vocab-guide6.html
http://dublincore.org/usage/documents/vocabulary-guidelines/
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Title: Encodi ng Schere "I S08601"

I dentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ i s08601/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Cr eat ed: 2004-09- 14

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

Shepherd: Rebecca

In Bath [1], Rebecca was assigned the action to finalize the
decision text [2]. This was to involve two things:

1) including links to WBC docunents [3,4], and

2) including (both in the decision and in the announcenent)
text to the effect that this will potentially be the | ast
new DCM termdeclared with reference to an | SO standard
unl ess |1 SO decides _not_ to nanme such things within their
own nanespace.

In Septenber, however, it was noticed that such a statenent
about the use of non-DCM URIs as DCM Encodi ng Schenmes was
closely related to the issue raised at the Bath neeting with
regard to reusing MODS ternms in a Dublin Core netadata context.

At issue is the nature of what, in any given case, is
actually identified by a URI and whether the entity identified
really fits into the DCM Abstract Mbdel.

I n Shanghai, therefore, we will aimat finalizing the revised
description of the term"|IS08601" so that it can be added

to the DCM termsets (Point #1 above). And we will discuss
the assignnent of DCM Encodi ng Schenmes to non-DCM st andards
(such as 1SO standards) in the context of a broader discussion
of the use of non-DCM terns and term URIs in Dublin Core

net adata (Poi nt #2 above).

Sore rel evant emmil is appended bel ow.

[1] http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/2004/03/1 SSUES/ r egi strati on-proposal s/
[2] http://ww bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker/ publ i c/2004-03. | SO8601. t xt

[3] http://ww. w3. org/ TR/ NOTE- dat et i ne

[4] http://ww. w3. org/ TR/ xm schena- 2/ #i sof or mat s

[6] http://ww.bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /1 SSUES/ r egi stration/

[7] http://wwv bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /1 SSUES/ nl ml

[8] http://wwbi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /1 SSUES/ i so8601/

Dat e: Tue, 14 Sep 2004 10:49:50 +0100

Repl y-To: DCM Col | ection Description Goup <DC COLLECTI ONS@|I SCMVAI L. AC. UK>
Sender: DCM Col |l ection Description Goup <DC COLLECTI ONS@|I SCMVAI L. AC. UK>
From Pete Johnston <p.johnst on@KCLN. AC. UK>

Subj ect: Re: 1S08601 vs WBCDTF

To: DC- COLLECTI ONS@| SCVAI L. AC. UK

Dougl as,

I"lIl try to respond to your other points later, but just on this
specific point:

> But back to DC CD AP - It doesn't feel right to be re-defining an


http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/registration-proposals/
http://www.w3.org/TR/NOTE-datetime
http://www.w3.org/TR/xmlschema-2/#isoformats
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> encodi ng scheme as we have done in the current draft - either you are
> using | SO 8601 or you're not! A side issue is using the "dcterns”
> panmespace is anticipating DCM will endorse it

Apol ogies, this is ny fault, and | should have nade it clearer what was
going on with the 1 S08601 encodi ng schene.

| conpletely agree with you that DCAPs nust not redefine encoding
schenes.

My understanding is that the Usage Board has already (in June 2003)
accepted |1 SCB601 as an encodi ng schenme, and indicated their intent to
create a corresponding class http://purl.org/dc/dcternms/1S08601 in the

DCt ernms vocabul ary. See

http://wwv.jiscnnil.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0307&l =dc- usage&P=R15220&I =-1

and subsequently

http://ww. jiscmil.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0402&L =dc- usage&P=R1278&| =-1

| understand that there has been some delay in _publishing_ that
deci sion and actually including an RDFS description in the DCM schenas,
but that decision _has_ been made.

So what | really wanted to do in DC CD AP was just reference this DCM
term (as we do for the other DCM encodi ng schenes) and reproduce the
DCM description. But that description doesn't exist for ne to reproduce
:-( so | just did a quick one nmyself, essentially as a placehol der so
that we could get the reference to | SO8601 into this draft - and naybe
pronpt the UB into publishing their decision! ;-)

There is sone current dial ogue about this on the UB |ist

http://ww. jiscmil.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0409&l =dc- usage&T=0&F=&8S=&P=1454

but it really deals with a broader debate about when DCM -created URI s
are required and when URIs coined by other parties can be cited.

| don't think there is any indication that UB are going to reverse their
deci sion that |1SI8601 has been adopted as a DCM encodi ng schene,
though, and | see Tom has just posted a nessage seeking to separate out
that issue and get the |1S08601 decision finalised

http://ww.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadn n?A2=i nd0409&l =dc- usage&T=0&F=&S=&P=2083

whi ch is good. ;-)

> | think we should propose DC-Date nake their top priority decision be
> "Does the WBCDTF encodi ng schene include date ranges, and

> what types are included (eg. open ended)?". [NB: | will be pushing
strongly

> on DC-Date that it _does_ include ranges.] This is probably the

| ongest - st andi ng

> jssue around WBCDTF dates, and potentially could be resol ved

> reasonably quickly.

And | had al ways understood that WBCDTF does not cover date ranges, and
we have been stretching that spec by |l abelling date ranges as conform ng
to WBCDTF ;-)

So. ...

> Then we coul d renove the dcterns: |1 SO8601 encodi ng scheme (and | could
> sleep at nights ;-) ).

>

> A small extra note - the AP sunmary docunment omits WBCDTF from
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> dcterns: created and cl d: dat eCont ent sCr eat ed.

yes, that was intentional on ny part, because the expectation is
that these will always be date ranges and (I MHO ) WBCDTF does not cover
dat e ranges.

But yes, | agree with you that this is something - probably, as you say,
the single issue! - that | would have liked to see the DC Date WG
clarify, as it is a permanent source of anbiguity and confusion, and
just about every inplementer goes over the same ground.

FWW Andy and | also highlighted to UB recently that the definition of
dc:date itself is anbiguous :-(

http://ww. jiscmil.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0407&l =dc- usage&T=0&F=&8S=&P=1346

http://wwv.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadn n?A2=i nd0407&l =dc- usage&T=0&F=&S=&P=1464

Pet e

Dat e: Tue, 14 Sep 2004 11:17:10 +0100

Repl y-To: DCM Col | ection Description Goup <DC COLLECTI ONS@I SCMVAI L. AC. UK>
Sender: DCM Col | ection Description Goup <DC COLLECTI ONS@|I SCMVAI L. AC. UK>
From Andy Powel |l <a.powel | @QKOLN. AC. UK>

Subj ect: Re: 1S08601 vs WBCDTF

To: DC- COLLECTI ONS@ | SCMAI L. AC. UK

On Tue, 14 Sep 2004, Pete Johnston wrote:

> | think we should propose DC-Date nmake their top priority decision be:
> "Does the WBCDTF encodi ng schene include date ranges, and

> what types are included (eg. open ended)?". [NB: | will be pushing
strongly

> on DC-Date that it _does_ include ranges.] This is probably the

| ongest - st andi ng

> jssue around WBCDTF dates, and potentially could be resol ved

> reasonably quickly.

And | had al ways understood that WBCDTF does not cover date ranges, and
we have been stretching that spec by |l abelling date ranges as conform ng
to WBCDTF ;-)

VVVVVVVVVYVYVYV

There is nothing in

http://ww. w3. org/ TR/ NOTE-dat et i ne

to indicate that ranges are supported. 1.e. none of the supported formats
is arange. M personal viewis that your 'rest of |S08601 still applies’
argunment is unlikely to be the case - i.e. only the exact formats |isted

inthe profile are allowable. But | agree that your view may be correct!

=)

Note that this isn't an issue over which DCM has any control. The
WBCDTF profile is "owned" by the WBC. Therefore | would suggest that an
email to the original authors (both listed at the top of the profile spec)
is the best course of action at this tinme??

Andy
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Title: Deci si on on proposal for dcterns:|S08601

Shepher d: Rebecca Guent her

I dentifier: http://dublincore. org/usage/ deci si ons/ 2004/ 2004- 01. | SO8601. t xt
Dat e: 2004- 03- 20

Proposal text: http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/2003/06/dclib-encodi ngschenes. ht m
Deci si on: Accept

Approved text - beginning

URI : http://purl.org/dc/ternms/ | SC8601

Namespace: http://purl.org/dc/termns/

Nane: 1 SO8601

Label : 1 SC8601

Definition: Thi s encodi ng schenme represents the alternative provided

in 1SO 8601 that does not include hyphens as separators between year,
nont h, and day.
Type of Term http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunents/ princi pl es/ #encodi ng- schene

Qualifies: http://purl.org/dc/el ements/ 1.1/ date

Qualifies: http://purl.org/dc/el ements/ 1.1/ coverage

Qualifies: http://purl.org/dc/terms/tenporal

Dat e i ssued: 2004-03- 20

Deci si on: http://dublincore. org/usage/ deci si ons/ #Deci si on- 2004- 01

Approved text - end

Avai l ability and mai ntenance st atus:
| SO docunent (available for a fee)

Appropri at eness of nai ntenance agency:
Appropriate

Uni queness and appropri ateness of proposed token:
Uni que, but may be confusion with the other alternative in 8601
with hyphens, defined in DC as w3cdtf.

Possi bl e use with el ements not specified in proposal

Q her comments:
Rul es for encoding: |1SO 8601 has alternatives, with or
wi t hout the hyphen (i.e. 2001-08-07 or 20010807). WBC-DTF
i ncl udes hyphens and is the only encodi ng schene currently
approved in DCM. Alternative using no hyphen needs to
be regi stered as an encodi ng schene, since it is well
established in the library comunity.
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Dat e: Mon, 20 Sep 2004 11:46: 44 -0400

From "Rebecca S. Guenther" <rgue@CC. GOV>

Subj ect: Re: Decision text for |1SO 8601 encodi ng scheme
To: DC- USAGE@I SCMAI L. AC. UK

Ckay, in fact | think I'Il change the text a bit. It is now
"Thi s encodi ng schene represents the alternative provided
in 1SO 8601 that does not include hyphens as separators

bet ween year, nonth, and day."

change to:

"Thi s encodi ng schene represents the alternative formspecified in |ISO
8601 as 'basic format', which does not include hyphens as separators
bet ween year, nonth, and day."

Ref er ences

Note that it is a problemthat |SO does not provide free access to its
docunents. However, | have booknarked the final draft of the 2000 revision
to | SO 8601 which explains the different alternatives. | recomend
including it as a reference:

1. 1SO 8601: 2000

Representation of dates and tinmes, second edition

Final draft, as edited and published by the I SO CS
http://1ists.ebxm .org/archives/ebxm -core/ 200104/ pdf 00005. pdf
(alternatives detailed in 5.2.1.1)

2. Date and Tinme Formats

http://ww. w3. or g/ TR/ NOTE- dat et i ne

This note defines a profile of |1SO 8601, which specifies the "extended
format" representation, i.e. inclusion of hyphens between year, nmonth and
day.

3. XML Scherm: Datatypes (Appendix D: |1SO 8601 Date and Ti me Formats)
http://wwm. w3. or g/ TR/ xm schema- 2/ #i sof or mat s

This WBC reconmmendation is part 2 of the specification of the XM Schema
| anguage and provides nore detail on | SO formats.

Rebecca

On Mon, 20 Sep 2004, Thomas Baker wrote:

> On Mon, Sep 20, 2004 at 11:01:39AM - 0400, Rebecca Guent her wote:
> | just looked at the decision text and it |ooks fine to ne. \Wat further
> do | need to do?

According to

http://wwmv. bi . f hg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ i s0o8601/,

links to two WBC docunents shoul d be added, perhaps with some

acconpanyi ng text.

VVVVYVYVYV

Dat e: Mon, 20 Sep 2004 17:42:19 +0100

From Pete Johnston <p.johnst on@KCLN. AC. UK>

Subj ect: Re: Decision text for |1SO 8601 encodi ng scheme
To: DC- USAGE@|! SCVAI L. AC. UK

Tom Rebecca,

> According to http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker/ | SSUES/ i s08601/,
> links to two WBC docunents shoul d be added, perhaps with sone

> acconpanyi ng text.

Did you see Dougl as Canpbell's conments on the dc-date list?
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http://ww.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0409&L=dc- dat e&T=0&F=&S=&P=395

I think it needs to be absolutely clear whether the encoding schene is
intended to pernit all of the options available in |1S08601.

These two references may nuddy the waters slightly:

http://ww. w3. org/ TR/ NOTE- dat eti me WBCDTF pernits only a subset of
| SCB601 (That's where we cane in!)

http://ww. w3. org/ TR/ xm schenma- 2/ #i sof ormats The XML Schena dat at ypes
al so appear to diverge from | SO8601:

It should be pointed out that the datatypes described in this

speci fication do not cover all the types of data covered by [ISO 8601],
nor do they support all the lexical representations for those types of
dat a.

So if these links are included, | think it needs to be clear what their
inclusion signifies with regard to the encodi ng schene.

Pet e

Dat e: Mon, 20 Sep 2004 14:10: 35 -0400

From "Rebecca S. Guenther" <rgue@OCC. GOV>

Subj ect: Re: Decision text for |SO 8601 encodi ng schene
To: DC- USACE@I SCMVAI L. AC. UK

On Mon, 20 Sep 2004, Pete Johnston wrote:

Tom Rebecca,

> According to http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thormas. Baker/ | SSUES/ i s08601/,
> links to two WBC docunents shoul d be added, perhaps with somne

> acconpanyi ng text.

Did you see Douglas Canpbell's comments on the dc-date list?

http://ww.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0409&L=dc- dat e&T=0&F=&S
=&P=395

I think it needs to be absolutely clear whether the encoding schene is
intended to pernit all of the options available in |1S08601.

VVVVVVVVVVYVYVYV

The intent was only to allow the expression of date using what they call
the "basic format", i.e. without hyphens. It is not supposed to address
other pernutations or date ranges. |1SO doesn't really have separate

desi gnations for these various options. W could consider a different

desi gnation? Like "1SO 8601 basic" or |S08601B. But we'll be making it up.

Dougl as Canpbel |'s message tal ks particularly about date ranges, which
hasn't been covered by DCM. It was an issue in the DC-Lib AP.

These two references may nuddy the waters slightly:

http://ww. w3. org/ TR/ NOTE- dat eti me WBCDTF pernits only a subset of
| SCB601 (That's where we cane in!)

vV V VYV

Right. The representation with hyphens separating YYYY and MM and DD etc.

\

http://ww. w3. org/ TR/ xm schenma- 2/ #i sof ormats The XML Schena dat at ypes
al so appear to diverge from | SO8601:

\
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I only put it in because Tomtold me to, but | don't really think it's all
that relevant to the discussion, so would just as well leave it out. Mire
confusi ng than anyt hi ng.

Rebecca

Dat e: Mon, 20 Sep 2004 20:32: 00 +0100

From Pete Johnston <p.johnst on@KCLN. AC. UK>

Subj ect: Re: Decision text for |1SO 8601 encodi ng scheme
To: DC- USAGE@I SCVAI L. AC. UK

The intent was only to allow the expression of date using
what they call the "basic format"”, i.e. w thout hyphens. It

i s not supposed to address other permutations or date ranges.
| SO doesn't really have separate designations for these
various options. W could consider a different designation?
Li ke "1 SO 8601 basic" or |SC8601B. But we'll be making it up.

VVVYVVYV

Yes, but we _are_ making up the nane anyway ;-)

Dougl as' instinctive assunption (and nmine, initially, to be honest!) was
that dctermns:|1SC8601 would nmean _any_ format permitted by |S08601.

"The thing with dctermnms:1S08601 is that if you're going to call it that,
surely it can really only nmean 1SO 8601 in its entirety."

http://wmv. jiscmail.ac. uk/cgi-bin/webadn n?A2=i nd0409&L=dc- dat e&T=0&F=&S=&P=659

I wasn't certain what the plan was, but | did say it was dangerous to
make that assunption, and you shouldn't read too nuch into a nane:

"Well, |1'd argue that dcterns:|SC8601 or nore properly
http://purl.org/dc/terms/1S08601 is just a nane.

What that name/URIref denotes is up to the Usage Board to say. | agree
that it mght be confusing, but there's no reason they can't say it
denotes sone subset of the dates avail abl e under |1S08601."

http://wmv jiscmail.ac. uk/cgi-bin/webadn n?A2=i nd0409&L=dc- dat e&T=0&F=&S=&P=797

But having said that, | do have some synpathy with Dougl as' position,
especially given that (AFAIK) DC doesn't inpose any simlar
"qualifications" (!) in the definitions of our other terns that

ref erence other specs and standards: the references to the RFCs and
ot her 1SO standards just nmean "the val ue space as defined in RFCxxx or
I SOxxx" .

So if DC does inmpose sone caveats here, it has to be very clear.
> Dougl as Canpbell's message tal ks particularly about date
> ranges, which hasn't been covered by DCM. It was an issue in

> the DC-Lib AP.

So, to be absolutely clear on this issue, can | just ask whether this
new encodi ng schene (whatever it is called) pernmts date ranges or not?

> 1] only put it in because Tomtold me to, but | don't really
>think it's all that relevant to the di scussion, so would just
> as well leave it out. Mre confusing than anything.

I think so, yes.

Pet e

Date: Tue, 21 Sep 2004



2004-10-02 Usage Board in Shanghai 148

On Mon, Sep 20, 2004 at 02: 10: 35PM - 0400, Rebecca Guenther wote:
> http://ww. w3. org/ TR/ xm schenma- 2/ #i sof ormats The XML Schena dat at ypes
> al so appear to diverge from | SO8601:

>
>
>
> 1 only put it in because Tomtold me to, but | don't really think it's all
> that relevant to the discussion, so would just as well leave it out. Mre

> confusi ng than anyt hi ng.

According to the notes in the Bath neeting packet

(http://dublincore. org/usage/ nmeetings/ 2004/ 03/ 1 SSUES/ r egi strati on-proposal s/),
the additions were suggested by Rol and and agreed to by

Rebecca:

In Ithaca in June 2003, we discussed proposals for several
encodi ng schenes [1].

The Ithaca notes show we approved two proposals [2]:
-- http://purl.org/dc/termnms/1S08601 (by a vote of 7 to 1)
-- http://purl.org/dc/ternms/ AAT (by a vote of 8 to 0)

We al so decided [2]: "Newterns to go in the ternms namespace
with one or two exceptions (MARC, DO ?). Discussions and
agreenent on new terns to be continued online in early to
md-July.”

| see the proposals were discussed in July 2003 [3,4,5]
and then in Seattle, and this would appear to be the state
of affairs:

1) http://purl.org/dc/ternms/ | SC8601
Di scussed and approved. | have put a draft of the decision text at
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/ 2004/ 03/ 2004-01. | SC8601. t xt .
If Rebecca confirns this is accurate, we can publish it after the
Bat h neeti ng.

Not e that Rol and suggested [4]: "As far as |1SO

8601 is concerned i refer to the Abstract of
http://ww. w3. or g/ TR/ NOTE-datetine as well as

http://ww. w3. or g/ TR/ xm schenma- 2/ #i sof ormats. My | suggest
to include both Iinks with the registration of |SO 8601."
Rebecca agreed that these |inks should be included.

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVYVYVYV

Since the original decision to approve | SG8601 was nmade fifteen
nmont hs ago, and finalization of the wording has proved to

be nore difficult than expected, | think we should discuss

the proposal in Shanghai in the context of the broader issues
whi ch have arisen with regard to date, then we should re-vote
to approve "|1S08601".



| Previous by same author

Options: | Chronologically |
| Non-proportional font

Dat e: Fri, 17 Sep 2004 13:35:26 +1200

Repl y- To: Dougl as Canpbel | <Dougl as. Canpbel | @NATLI B. GOVT. NZ>
Sender : DCM Date Wrking G oup <DC- DATE@I SCMVAI L. AC. UK>
From Dougl as Canpbel | <Dougl as. Canpbel | @NATLI B. GOVT. NZ>
Subj ect : Re: FW d arification on WBCDTF and date ranges
Content - Type: text/plain; charset=US-ASCl |

Content-Di sposition: inline

Pete,

Thanx for the investigation. As the person who prompted this question
on DC-Collections in the first place, | accept now

that date ranges may, or may not, be in scope for dcterms:W3CDTF,
though | am heartened to know | wasn't actually wrong (in using date
ranges under W3CDTF) - just | wasn't necessarily right either!

Perhaps the options are:

1. Amend the dcterms:W3CDTF definition/comment to indicate that W3CDTF
in the DC community implies the inclusion of date ranges following the
ISO 8601 format of "W3CDTFdate/W3CDTFdate"

2. Require date ranges to be encoded under dcterms:1ISO8601

3. Create a new scheme like "dcterms:DCdateRange" which is specifically
for "W3CDTFdate/W3CDTFdate"

4. Create a new scheme like "dcterms:DCdate" which is DCMI's profile of
ISO 8601 and includes the issues DC-Date is aiming to solve, eg. date
ranges, BCE dates, questionable dates, etc.

5. Do nothing

My preference in the short term is (1), but then to implement (4) in
the longer term.



http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0409&L=dc-date&D=0&T=0&P=533
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0409&L=dc-date&D=0&T=0&P=273
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0409&L=dc-date&D=0&T=0&P=533
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0409&L=dc-date&D=0&T=0&P=273
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0409&L=dc-date&D=0&T=0&P=659
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A1=ind0409&L=dc-date&D=0&T=0
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A0=dc-date&T=0
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?SUBED1=dc-date&T=0
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?P1=ind0409&P=395&c=Douglas%2ECampbell%40NATLIB%2EGOVT%2ENZ&S=Re%3A+FW%3A+Clarification+on+W3CDTF+and+date+ranges&L=dc-date&T=0
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?P1&L=dc-date&T=0
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?S1=dc-date&D=0&T=0
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0409&L=dc-date&D=0&T=0&P=395&D=1
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0409&L=dc-date&D=0&T=0&P=395&F=P
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0409&L=dc-date&D=0&T=0&P=659
http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A2=ind0409&L=dc-date&D=0&T=0&P=533

I'm not sure of the logistics of (1). Maybe it's easier to issue a
"DCMI guideline for encoding date ranges using the W3CDTF encoding
scheme" rather than changing definitions/comments directly??

With my implementor's hat on, | have to say dcterms:ISO8601 (in option
2 and also in DC-Lib AP) scares me - | cannot even begin to imagine the
complex code required to interpret ALL the possible permutations in the
8601 standard that may appear in element data specified as being in
dcterms:ISO8601 format. | would prefer to see we recommend one (or
more) manageable subsets/profiles like in option (4).

Thanx,
Douglas Campbell
National Library of New Zealand

>>> Pete Johnston <p.johnston@UKOLN.AC.UK> 16/09/04 02:32:28 >>>
FYI...

... as this issue came up again on dc-collections and as it seemed to
come down to individuals' interpretations of the W3CDTF spec, | asked
the opinion of the authors.

| _think_ Misha's response is saying that in an example like

"1973-05-05/1974-06-06" (or even "1973-05-05 1974-06-06", which is
_hot_
sanctioned by ISO8601)

the individual dates within the range (the "atoms") are specified by

the

W3CDTF profile, but the date range format itself is determined by some
"molecular" standard other than W3CDTF, and so is neither endorsed nor
outlawed by the W3CDTF profile.

So it comes down to how we interpret the DCMI term
http://purl.org/dc/terms/W3CDTEF ! i.e. whether

(a) that class is the class of W3CDTF "atoms" (dates/times), in which
case it is incorrect to say that a date range is an instance of that
class; or

(b) that class is the class of "molecules” built on W3CDTF "atoms",
including date ranges, in which case it is OK to say that a a date
range

is an instance of that class.

I'm still inclined to say that (a) is true, but I'm slightly less sure
than | was! ;-)



http://purl.org/dc/terms/W3CDTF

Pete

From: Misha Wolf [mailto:Misha.Wolf@reuters.com]

Sent: 15 September 2004 13:20

To: Pete Johnston

Cc: datetime-comments@wa3.org; charles.wicksteed@reuters.com
Subject: RE: Clarification on W3CDTF and date ranges

Hi Pete,

I'm not sure whether the opinions of a(n) (co-)author of a
(quasi-)standard are any more valuable than the opinions of anyone
else.

But as you ask, I'll give you my view, which is based on re-reading
this

ancient piece of work :-)

The profile defines "atoms" of date/time. How a given
standard/community/process uses/combines these atoms is not addressed
by

the profile. Thus there is nothing in the profile that would disallow

a

date/time range using the syntax you show. Hence, itis a legal use
of

the profile. One cannot, on the other hand, state that such a syntax
IS
actually part of the profile, as it is clearly not.

Let me give another example. If some standard/community/process would
require two dates separated by a space, one could ask whether the

profile supports this usage or not. My reply would be the same as

I've

given above: Such a usage in no way contradicts the profile. On the

other hand, it isn't explicitly mentioned by the profile, hence it

cannot be said to be directly sanctioned by the profile.

This is a matter of layering. One standard builds "molecules” from
"atoms" specified by another standard.

Misha Wolf

Standards Manager

Product and Platform Architecture Group
Reuters

From: Pete Johnston [mailto:p.johnston@ukoln.ac.uk]




Sent: 15 September 2004 12:03

To: Misha Wolf; charles.wicksteed@reuters.com
Cc: datetime-comments@w3.org

Subject: Clarification on W3CDTF and date ranges

Hello,

I'd be grateful if you could offer some guidance on a point regarding
the W3CDTF Date and Time Formats document.

The Dublin Core Metadata Initiative recommends the use of W3CDTF for
the
representation of dates in Dublin Core metadata.

However, the "dates" recorded by DC implementers are often "date
ranges"

(in 1ISO8601 terms, periods of time or time intervals, usually
expressed

as a start date and end date).

The W3CDTF specification does not contain any examples of periods of
time, and as a result it is not quite clear whether W3CDTF covers the
representation of date ranges or not, i.e. whether

(a) W3CDTF supports the representation of all the data types listed in
section 5 of ISO 8601 (dates, times of day, combinations of
dates/times

of day, and periods of time), subject to the constraints described in
the W3CDTF profile

or

(b) W3CDTF supports the representation only of dates, times of day,
and

combinations of dates/times of day, subject to the constraints
described

in the W3CDTF profile, and not the representation of periods of time

Specifically, a date range like

1973-05-05/1974-06-06

appears to be a valid representation of a period of time using
ISO8601.
Is it also valid in W3CDTF?

I'd be very grateful if you could offer any clarification.




Thanks
Pete Johnston

Pete Johnston

Research Officer (Interoperability)

UKOLN, University of Bath, Bath BA2 7AY, UK

tel: +44 (0)1225 383619 fax: +44 (0)1225 386838
mailto:p.johnston@ukoln.ac.uk
http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/ukoln/staff/p.johnston/

Visit our Internet site at http://www.reuters.com

Get closer to the financial markets with Reuters Messaging - for more
information and to register, visit http://www.reuters.com/messaging

Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual
sender, except where the sender specifically states them to be the
views of Reuters Ltd.

Back to: Top of message | Previous page | Main DC-DATE page
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Title: Encodi ng Scherme for "NLM C assification”

I dentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ nl ml
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Cr eat ed: 2004-09- 14

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

Shepherd: Rebecca

2004-05-19. Di ane Boehr of NLMinquired about "getting the
NLM cl assification to be one of the approved qualifiers"
for dc:subject. 1In response, Andy expl ai ned how one could
nanme one's own encoding schene with a URI and use that URI
in XML encodings without having to "register"” it with DCM.
However, Tom thought she was aski ng how DCM nmi ght sonehow
recogni ze ("approve" or "recommend") such an NLM URI, which
suggested alternative actions such as the foll ow ng:

-- alert DC General (once);

-- record the fact on Traugott's planned Wb page;

-- review the assertion in UB and endorse or recommend it in sonme form

-- record that assertion in a machine-processable formso that the
endorsenment of the NLMterm shows up in our Wb docunments and RDF
schenmns;

-- ensure that the termappears in the DCM Registry.

-- There is also an option of using the LC source code |ist that
includes a value for NLMcl assification; and LC has said they
woul d define URIs for all the values on these |ists.

Rebecca spoke with Diane Boehr in June, and it would seem
NLM si nmply wants to have a DCM - mai nt ai ned encodi ng schene
designating the NLM cl assification.

The emni| exchange above is sunmarized in
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker/ publ i c/ 2004- 06- 23. emni | - di gest . t xt .

In Shanghai, we need to decide what to do about this in the
context of a broader discussion of how the Usage Board will

hencef orth handl e Encodi ng Schenes now t hat DCM has deci ded
not to operate a Wb-based "registration" service [1,2, 3]

[1] http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /1 SSUES/ r egi strati on/
[2] http://ww bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thonmas. Baker /| SSUES/ pr ocess/
[3] http://wwwbi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /1 SSUES/ i s08601/
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Dat e: Fri, 21 May 2004 10:56:55 +0100

From Andy Powel | <a.powel | @QKOLN. AC. UK>

Subj ect: Re: Fwd: Approved qualifiers in Dublin Core
To: DC- USAGE@I SCMAI L. AC. UK

On Thu, 20 May 2004, Diane Hillmann wote:
> Fol ks:
>

> Any suggestions for an answer to this?

My answer would be the sane as the one | gave to the Netlnsert people,
i.e. sonething along these lines...

--- cut ---

One approach is that you 'name' your encodi ng scherme using a URI within
your own namespace, e.(.

http://wwmecf. nl mnih.gov/class/ d ass
If you do this, then your XHTM. encodi ng woul d be al ong the |ines of

<link re
<link re

"schema. DC' href="http://purl.org/dc/elenents/1.1/" />
"schema. NLM' href="http://ww«cf.nl mnih.gov/class/" />

| =
| =
<met a name="DC. subj ect"

schene="NLM C ass"

cont ent =" WA 288"
/>
This is in line with the XHTM. encodi ng gui deli nes at

http://dublincore. org/docunment s/ dcqg-htm/

and doesn't require any registration of 'NLMJ ass' with DCM .

Note that there are other possibilities for choosing the URI that you use
to nanme your taxonony - for exanple, you could use a PURL

http://purl.org/NLM O ass
in which case the '"rel ="schema' |ine above will need to be changed. Note
al so that there are psuedo-religious issues around whether you shoul d use
a URIref rather than a URI to name your scheme (i.e. whether it should

have a "#' in it or not).

The above approach can also be used if you choose a future encodi ng
based on XM., where the instance netadata will | ook something |ike

<dc: subj ect xsi:type="nlm d ass">WA 288</dc: subj ect >

gi ven an appropriate nammespace declaration for the 'nlm prefix.
It will also work in RDF/XM. (though the syntax is not as shown above).

You might also like to consider assigning a URI (or URIref) to each of
the terms in your taxonony? |If so, then a possible way of doing this is
to use the "info' URH schene (though note that this isn't a registered URI
scherme yet). For details see

http://ww2. el sevi er. co. uk/~tony/info/info.htm

Sone exanpl es are at

http://ww2. el sevi er. co. uk/ ~tony/info/info.htnm #ex_ddc
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Andy

>From "Boehr, Diane (NNH/ NLM" <boehrd@mil.nl m ni h. gov>

>To: "'dihl@ornell.edu' " <dihl@ornell.edu>

>Subj ect: Approved qualifiers in Dublin Core

>Date: Wed, 19 May 2004 16:18:41 -0400

>

>Di ane,

>

>How woul d NLM go about getting the NLMclassification to be one of the
>approved qualifiers for DC Subject? MSH has al ready been approved and we
>woul d |ike the value NLMCl ass to al so be added, with the follow ng URL
>l ink <http://wwcf.nl mnih.gov/class/>http://wwecf.nlmnih.gov/class/
>

>l couldn't find an official contact for a request like this on the DCM
>site, so | hope you can hel p.

>

>Di ane Boehr

>

>Di ane Boehr

>Cat al ogi ng Unit Head

>Nat i onal Library of Medicine

>8600 Rockville Pike

>Bet hesda, MD 20894

>301- 435- 7059

>boehrd@rai | . nl m ni h. gov

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVVYVYVYV

Dat e: Fri, 21 May 2004 13:14:26 +0200

From Thomas Baker <thomas. baker @l . FHG DE>

Subj ect: Re: Fwd: Approved qualifiers in Dublin Core
To: DC- USAGE@I SCMVAI L. AC. UK

Di ane Boehr of NLM wrote:

> >How woul d NLM go about getting the NLMclassification to be one of the

> >approved qualifiers for DC Subject? MSH has al ready been approved and we
> >woul d like the value NLMJ ass to al so be added, with the follow ng URL

> >l ink <http://wwecf.nlmnih.gov/class/>http://wwcf.nl mnih.gov/class/

V V VYV

Di ane Hi |l mann asked:
> > Any suggestions for an answer to this?

Andy responded:

> This is in line with the XHTM. encodi ng gui del i nes at

>

> http://dublincore. org/docunents/dcqg-htm/

>

> and doesn't require any registration of 'NLMJ ass' with DCM .

Andy' s response provi des gui dance on using the UR (which
they already have) in encodings, but D ane Boehr seens to be
requesting that DCM provide approval for NLM cl assification.

Two responses seem possi bl e:

1) Traugott, who nay be out of emmil contact just now, is going
to put up a sinple Wb page |isting Subject vocabul ari es.

2) We coul d consider whether the DCM Usage Board can and
shoul d assign status to this externally naintained term
perhaps in the formof an endorsenent of an assertion by NLM
that http://wwef.nl mnih.gov/class/ qualifies dc:subject.
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Wed, 23 Jun 2004 16:23: 04 -0400

From "Rebecca S. Guenther" <rgue@OC. GOV>
Subj ect: Re: "Approval" for NLM encodi ng schene?

To:

DC- USACE@| SCMVAI L. AC. UK

Ckay, | talked to Diane yesterday. She didn't quite understand everything
I was telling her |I don't think. It seens that they are using Dublin Core
el ements, but as HTM,, not as XM.. You can see what they're using at:
http://wwmv. nl m ni h. gov/tsd/ catal ogi ng/ netafilenew html. You'll see they're
usi ng that dot syntax. They've used "NLMDC. Subj ect.NLMCl ass" as their

el ement for this encoding schene.

| explained to her the various options, particularly about declaring a
persistent URI for the NLM classification and/or registering an info:
schenme. (She did say that they are using that NLM cl assification URl as a
persistent one.) This would work in the context of XM. schema or RDF/ XM

but
dot
of

didn't have too nuch meaning for her since they seemto be using the
syntax. So she still seenmed to be nore attracted to having sonme sort

regi stration of NLM cl assification conparable to what already exists in

dcm:terns for MESH and LCC.

| suppose how | interpret it is that she would like the option that Tom
nmenti ons bel ow

"record that assertion in a machi ne-processable formso that the
endorsenment of the NLMterm shows up in our Wb docunents and RDF
schemas; "

| guess that nmeans a fast-track sort of registration/approval by the UB.

Alternatively, | could talk to soneone el se there who knows nore about any
pl ans they have for setting up namespaces, schemas and the like.

Rebecca

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVYVYVYVYV
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>

On Sat, May 22, 2004 at 08:12: 22AM +0200, Thonms Baker w ote:

On Fri, May 21, 2004 at 04:07: 05PM - 0400, Rebecca Guenther wote:

> |'"mnot sure | understand how this relates to NLM The assertions have to
do with asserting whether each termin the relators list is a subproperty
of Contributor. NLMis asking about how to use their encoding schene with
the DC el ement Subject. O maybe |'m nissing sonething on this late

Fri. afternoon.

V V. V V

NLM has a termwhich -- they would like to assert -- qualifies
a DCM term But unless | have mi sunderstood, Diane's point is
that NLMis _also_ looking for sone sort of acknow edgenent,
approval , recommendation, or dissenm nation by DCM of that
assertion.

The MARC Rel ators, to ny way of thinking, are a test case for
wor ki ng out the mechanics and the etiquette of naking and
recogni zi ng such assertions, so we shoul d consi der whether

it provides a nodel for handling the NLM qualifier.

If NLM already has a term-- and it already has a persistent,
institutionally supported URI (still an "if" | believe) --
and they assert that it qualifies dc:subject, we could do
one or nore of the follow ng:

-- sinply take nmental note;

-- alert DC Ceneral (once);

-- record the fact on Traugott's planned Wb page;

-- review the assertion in UB and endorse or recommend it in sone form

-- record that assertion in a nachine-processable formso that the
endorsement of the NLMterm shows up in our Wb docunents and RDF
schensns;

-- ensure that the termappears in the DCM Registry.
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Title: Type Vocabul ary definitions and conments

I dentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ t ype-definitions/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Cr eat ed: 2004-09- 10

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

Shepherd: Stuart

On 2004-03-15, Stuart posted a revised Type Vocabul ary
docunent with non-definitional text noved to the Comment field.
There are sonme issues of wording to discuss, after which we
need to vote whether to approve these changes.

Requi red readi ng:
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker/ publ i ¢/ 2004- 03- 15. DCM Type- sas. ht ni
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Home > Documents > Dcmi-type-vocabulary > Enter keyword Search

Title:

Creator:
Identifier:

Date | ssued:
Latest Version:

Replaces:
Replaced By:
Trandations:

Document Status:
Description:

Date Valid:

DCMI Type Vocabulary

DCMI Usage Board

http://dublincore.org/documents/2003/11/19/dcmi-type-vocabul ary/

2003-11-19
http://dublincore.org/documents/dcmi-type-vocabul ary/
http://dublincore.org/documents/2003/02/12/dcmi-type-vocabul ary/

Not applicable
http://dublincore.org/resources/transl ations/

Thisisa DCMI Recommendation.

The DCMI Type Vocabulary provides ageneral, cross-domain list of approved terms that may be used as values
for the Resource Type element to identify the genre of aresource. The terms documented here are also included in
the more comprehensive document "DCM| Metadata Terms' at http://dublincore.org/documents/dcmi-terms/.

2003-11-19

Term Name: Collection

URI:
Label:
Definition:
Comment:

Type of Term:
Status:

Date | ssued:
Version:

http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/Collection

Collection
An aggregation of items.

The term collection means that the resource is described as a group; its parts may be separately described and
navigated.

vocabulary-term
recommended
2000-07-11
Collection-001

Term Name: Dataset

URI:

Label:
Definition:
Comment:
Type of Term:
Status:

Date | ssued:
Version:

http://purl.org/dc/demitype/Dataset

Dataset

Information encoded in a defined structure (for example, lists, tables, and databases).
A dataset isintended to be useful for direct machine processing.

vocabulary-term

recommended

2000-07-11

Dataset-001
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Term Name: Event

URI: http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/Event

Label: Event

Definition: A non-persistent, time-based occurrence.

Comment: Metadata for an event provides descriptive information that is the basis for discovery of the purpose, location,

duration, responsible agents, and links to related events and resources. The resource of type event may not be
retrievable if the described instantiation has expired or is yet to occur. Examples - exhibition, web-cast,
conference, workshop, open-day, performance, battle, trial, wedding, tea-party, conflagration.

Type of Term: vocabulary-term

Status: recommended
Date Issued: 2000-07-11
Version: Event-001

Term Name: Image

URI: http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/l mage

Label: Image

Definition: A primarily symbolic visual representation other than text.

Comment: For example - images and photographs of physical objects, paintings, prints, drawings, other images and graphics,

animations and moving pictures, film, diagrams, maps, musical notation. Note that image may include both
electronic and physical representations.

Type of Term: vocabulary-term

Broader Than: http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/Stilllmage
Broader Than: http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/M ovinglmage
Status: recommended

Date | ssued: 2000-07-11

Version: Image-002

Term Name: InteractiveResource

URI: http://purl.org/dc/demitype/InteractiveResource

Label: Interactive Resource

Definition: A resource which requires interaction from the user to be understood, executed, or experienced.
Comment: For example - forms on web pages, applets, multimedia learning objects, chat services, virtual reality.
Type of Term: vocabulary-term

Status: recommended

Date | ssued: 2000-07-11

Version: I nteractiveResource-001

Term Name: Service

URI: http://purl.org/dc/demitype/Service

Label: Service

Definition: A system that provides one or more functions of value to the end-user.

Comment: Examples include: a photocopying service, a banking service, an authentication service, interlibrary loans, a

Z739.50 or Web server.
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Status:

Date Issued:
Version:
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vocabulary-term
recommended
2000-07-11
Service-001

Term Name: Software

URI:
Label:
Definition:

Comment:
Type of Term:
Status:

Date | ssued:
Version:

http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/Software

Software

A computer program in source or compiled form which may be available for installation non-transiently on
another machine.

For software which exists only to create an interactive environment, use interactive instead.
vocabulary-term

recommended

2000-07-11

Software-001

Term Name: Sound

URI:

Label:
Definition:
Comment:
Type of Term:
Status:

Date | ssued:
Version:

Term Name: Text

URI:
Label:
Definition:
Comment:

Type of Term:
Status:

Date Issued:
Version:

http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/Sound

Sound
A resource whose content is primarily intended to be rendered as audio.

For example - amusic playback file format, an audio compact disc, and recorded speech or sounds.
vocabulary-term
recommended

2000-07-11
Sound-001

http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/Text

Text
A resource whose content is primarily words for reading.

For example - books, letters, dissertations, poems, newspapers, articles, archives of mailing lists. Note that
facsimiles or images of texts are still of the genre text.

vocabulary-term
recommended

2000-07-11
Text-001

Term Name: PhysicalObject

URI:
Label:
Definition:
Comment:

http://purl .org/dc/dcmitype/Physical Object
Physical Object
An inanimate, three-dimensional object or substance.

Note that digital representations of, or surrogates for, these things should use Image, Text or one of the other
types.
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Date Issued:
Version:
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vocabulary-term
recommended

2002-07-13
Physical Object-001

Term Name: Stilllmage

URI:
Label:
Definition:
Comment:

Type of Term:
Narrower Than:
Status:

Date Issued:
Version:

http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/Stilllmage

Still Image
A static visual representation.

Examples of still images are: paintings, drawings, graphic designs, plans and maps. Recommended best practiceis
to assign the type "text" to images of textual materials. Instances of the type "Still Image" must also be
describable as instances of the broader type "Image”.

vocabulary-term
http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/lmage

recommended
2003-11-18
Stilllmage-001

Term Name: Movinglmage

URI:
Label:
Definition:
Comment:

Type of Term:

Narrower Than:

Status:

Date Issued:
Version:

http://purl.org/dc/dcmitype/Movinglmage

Moving Image

A series of visual representations that, when shown in succession, impart an impression of motion.

Examples of moving images are: animations, movies, television programs, videos, zoetropes, or visual output
from a simulation. Instances of the type "Moving Image" must also be describable as instances of the broader type
"Image".

vocabulary-term

http://purl .org/dc/dcmitype/l mage

recommended
2003-11-18
Movinglmage-001
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Problens with the definition of dc:date
http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonms. Baker /| SSUES/ definiti on-date/

http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonmas. Baker / | SSUES/

2004-09- 14
2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday
Tom Baker

Andy stated the probl emon 2004-07-27 on the DC- USAGE |i st:

This issue has popped up twice on the lists recently.
dc:date is defined as

A date of an event in the lifecycle of the resource.

whi ch superficially looks Iike the intention was a single
date rather than a date range.

But |

tend to agree with what Charles says here.

Any single date is really a shorthand for a tine-range
(00.00 to 23.59 on the given day)... so what | suspect
we really neant by dc:date was

A date/tine (or date/tine range) of an event in the lifecycle of the

resource.

Would it be worth trying to clarify this in our

docunent ati on?
anyway?

Dat e:

O do people disagree with ny anal ysis

Forwar ded nessage ----------
26 Jul 2004 21:23:23 -0400 (EDT)

From Charles MCathi eNevil e <charl es@g. org>
To: kurt.godden@m com
Cc: wwrdf-interest@B3.org

Subj ect:
Resent - Dat e:

Dublin Core 'available' date range
Mon, 26 Jul 2004 21:24:06 -0400 (EDT)

Resent - From ww«rdf -interest@g. org

You coul d nodel
the RDF/i Cal

Al though it

its availability as an event with a start and end tine using

work - http://ww. w3. org/2002/12/cal/

is hard to say if this is the same as what dublin core thinks a

single date mght be. If it doesn't, it probably should. Tine being a

conti nuum (at
range. . .

Pete replied:

|l east as far as we nmeasure it) any date or tine represents a

(I was involved in one of the discussions Andy nentioned above [1])

| was sort
interest too.

But....

(a) a date,

of willing to be persuaded by Charles McC-N s nessage to rdf-
i.e. adate is always really a reference to a period of tine.

| SCB601: 2000 does make a distinction between

defined as

identification of a particular cal endar day, expressed by sone comnbination
of the data el ements cal endar year, cal endar nonth, cal endar week, cal endar

day or day of the year

(b) atime interval or period of tine, defined as

163
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portion of tine between two time points

I was kind of surprised to read that a date is always a reference to a
_day_ but that's what it says.... (it may be of reduced precision)

If the intention is that a value of dc:date can be either a date, a

conbi nation of date and tine, or a tine interval/period of tine -
especially as DCM has accepted | S8601 as an encodi ng schene - | think the
term nol ogy in DC definition probably should be consistent with | SC8601
usage, and there's a case for anending the definition of dc:date.

FWW | think that would still |eave open the possibility that sone
refinenents of dc:date could specify that their values are specifically
dates (and not time intervals), if that was required.

Incidentally, | notice that |S08601 al so supports the representation of
time of day alone. But |I'"massunming a tine that is not associated with a
date is not an acceptable value for dc:date? |I'mnot sure whether that
merits some qualifying note in the (forthcom ng!) description of |1S08601 as
an encodi ng schene.

You can get a final(?) draft of |1S08601:2000 at [2]. But | guess you have
to buy the approved version.

Pet e

[1] http://wwv jiscnmil.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0407&L=dc-
col | ecti ons&T=0&F=&S=&P=2734
[2] http://lists.ebxm .org/archives/ebxm -core/ 200104/ pdf 00005. pdf
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| Previous in topic
| Previous by same author

Options: | Chronologically |
| Non-proportional font

Dat e: Wed, 15 Sep 2004 15:32:28 +0100

Repl y- To: Pet e Johnston <p.johnst on@KOLN. AC. UK>

Sender : DCM Date Wrking G oup <DC- DATE@I SCMVAI L. AC. UK>
From Pet e Johnston <p.johnst on@KOLN. AC. UK>

Subj ect : FW d arification on WBCDTF and date ranges
Content - Type: text/plain; charset="us-ascii"

FYI...

... as this issue came up again on dc-collections and as it seemed to
come down to individuals' interpretations of the W3CDTF spec, | asked
the opinion of the authors.

| _think_ Misha's response is saying that in an example like

"1973-05-05/1974-06-06" (or even "1973-05-05 1974-06-06", which is _not_
sanctioned by 1SO8601)

the individual dates within the range (the "atoms") are specified by the
W3CDTF profile, but the date range format itself is determined by some
"molecular" standard other than W3CDTF, and so is neither endorsed nor
outlawed by the W3CDTF profile.

So it comes down to how we interpret the DCMI term
http://purl.org/dc/terms/W3CDTF ! i.e. whether

(a) that class is the class of W3CDTF "atoms" (dates/times), in which
case it is incorrect to say that a date range is an instance of that
class; or

(b) that class is the class of "molecules” built on W3CDTF "atoms",
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including date ranges, in which case it is OK to say that a a date range
Is an instance of that class.

I'm still inclined to say that (a) is true, but I'm slightly less sure
than | was! ;-)

Pete

From: Misha Wolf [mailto:Misha.Wolf@reuters.com]

Sent: 15 September 2004 13:20

To: Pete Johnston

Cc: datetime-comments@wa3.org; charles.wicksteed@reuters.com
Subject: RE: Clarification on W3CDTF and date ranges

Hi Pete,

I'm not sure whether the opinions of a(n) (co-)author of a
(quasi-)standard are any more valuable than the opinions of anyone else.
But as you ask, I'll give you my view, which is based on re-reading this
ancient piece of work :-)

The profile defines "atoms" of date/time. How a given
standard/community/process uses/combines these atoms is not addressed by
the profile. Thus there is nothing in the profile that would disallow a

date/time range using the syntax you show. Hence, it is a legal use of

the profile. One cannot, on the other hand, state that such a syntax is
actually part of the profile, as it is clearly not.

Let me give another example. If some standard/community/process would
require two dates separated by a space, one could ask whether the

profile supports this usage or not. My reply would be the same as I've
given above: Such a usage in no way contradicts the profile. On the

other hand, it isn't explicitly mentioned by the profile, hence it

cannot be said to be directly sanctioned by the profile.

This is a matter of layering. One standard builds "molecules” from
"atoms" specified by another standard.

Misha Wolf

Standards Manager

Product and Platform Architecture Group
Reuters

From: Pete Johnston [mailto:p.johnston@ukoln.ac.uk]
Sent: 15 September 2004 12:03




To: Misha Wolf; charles.wicksteed@reuters.com
Cc: datetime-comments@w3.org
Subject: Clarification on W3CDTF and date ranges

Hello,

I'd be grateful if you could offer some guidance on a point regarding
the W3CDTF Date and Time Formats document.

The Dublin Core Metadata Initiative recommends the use of W3CDTF for the
representation of dates in Dublin Core metadata.

However, the "dates" recorded by DC implementers are often "date ranges"
(in 1ISO8601 terms, periods of time or time intervals, usually expressed
as a start date and end date).

The W3CDTF specification does not contain any examples of periods of
time, and as a result it is not quite clear whether W3CDTF covers the
representation of date ranges or not, i.e. whether

(a) W3CDTF supports the representation of all the data types listed in
section 5 of ISO 8601 (dates, times of day, combinations of dates/times
of day, and periods of time), subject to the constraints described in

the W3CDTF profile

or

(b) W3CDTF supports the representation only of dates, times of day, and
combinations of dates/times of day, subject to the constraints described
in the W3CDTF profile, and not the representation of periods of time

Specifically, a date range like
1973-05-05/1974-06-06

appears to be a valid representation of a period of time using ISO8601.
Is it also valid in W3CDTF?

I'd be very grateful if you could offer any clarification.

Thanks
Pete Johnston

Pete Johnston

Research Officer (Interoperability)

UKOLN, University of Bath, Bath BA2 7AY, UK

tel: +44 (0)1225 383619 fax: +44 (0)1225 386838
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Topi c: Revi ew of application profiles

Modi fi ed: 2004-10- 02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner: Tom Baker

Lat est version: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ profi |l es/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Sour ce: e:/work/dc-issues/profiles/index.txt

Shepherd: Tom

In Bath, we undertook a partial review of PBCore, the
US National Public Broadcasting netadata dictionary [1].

This resulted in grateful acknow edgenent of the DCM Usage

Board on the part of NPR [2].

In Bath, we reaffirnmed that the Usage Board can assign

the the status of "conforming" to an Application Profile
based on a significantly nore thorough review focused on
el enents and el ement refinenents at the point of review

The AP designated as "conform ng" (i.e., a snapshot of the
AP docurment at the tinme reviewed) would be archived on the
DCM Website. Changes to the AP should result in a new AP

and resubm ssion to the UB (i.e., for new "time stanmp").
The docunents describing this process are:

-- http://dublincore. org/ usage/ docunent s/ process/ #si x

-- http://dublincore. org/usage/ docunents/profiles

-- http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/ 2004/ 03/ cwal4855-20040210. pdf

As of Septenmber 2004, the Application Profile furthest along in
the pipeline is DCLib, a new version of which was issued on

13 Septenber 2004 [3]. According to the DC-Lib editor Robina
Cl ayphan, there are two obvious areas where clarification is
needed from the Usage Board before the AP can be conpl eted

and submitted for a fornmal review

1) How to characterize the refinements for Contri butor

- | believe there is an ongoing UB discussion
about a subset of LCroles to refine Contributor.

Rat her than list themall as refinenents in DCLib
| give a notional URL of the list. Notional as the
subset does not yet exist as far as | know - is such a
subset in preparation by the UB? 1Is this an acceptable

way to declare these refinenments in an AP?

2) How to describe/define encoding schenes in the AP.
In the AP you will see | refer to encodi ng schenes
in the table describing the element it qualifies and
have then created a section at the end of the AP with a
tabl e per encodi ng schenme followi ng the nodel Pete uses.
| cane across a few difficulties which I detail bel ow
This is all part of the ongoing issue about registering

encodi ng schenes.

I n Shanghai, we shoul d discuss these issues and deci de whet her
we think the DC-Lib profile will be ready to be revi ewed at
the next UB neeting follow ng Shanghai and what preparation

(shepherdi ng, public coment periods) that would entail.

[1] http://dublincore.org/usage/ neetings/2004/03/1SSUES/ profil es-pbcore/

[2] http://ww.utah. edu/ cpbret adat a/
[3] http://wwwbl.uk/lib app draftl. htm
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Title: Frequently Asked Questions and AskDCM

I dentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ f aqg/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Cr eat ed: 2004-09- 14

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

Shepherd: Di ane

The AskDCM service [1] was discussed in Bath [2], and there
was an action on Diane to pull inportant questions and extant
answers from AskDCM and post to the UB list as the basis
for a new FAQ

In Bath, the Usage Board responded favorably to a proposal to
have UB menbers "shepherd" individual, URI-citable answers in
a conpletely revised FAQ One would need to bear in mind that
not every "Frequently Asked Question"” is within the scope of
the Usage Board. Sone issues are clearly within the scope of
the Directorate (e.g., related to DCM as an organi zation).

O hers are related to Architecture, though there is no
Architecture Board that could take responsibility here.

The Directorate shoul d therefore consider how ownership of
this crucial but |ong-neglected document mi ght be nmanaged.

As of Septenber, Diane reports that she has not made progress
with this work item

I n Shanghai, Diane proposes to discuss the follow ng:

-- Short tour of the new software that runs AskDCM .
It includes a nunber of significant fixes that should reduce
sone of the barriers that nenbers of the Usage Board have
identified as issues with the current version.

-- Asking whether this service is worth continuing
-- If no, how could we shut it down in an orderly fashion with
the fewest lingering problens? Wiat will we suggest to users

as a substitute? DC General ?

-- If yes, how can we do better answering questions in a
tinmely manner? Should we expand the expert group? How?

[1] http://askdcm .askvrd. org/
[2] http://dublincore.org/usage/ nmeetings/2004/03/1 SSUES/ askdcni /
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Title: Preservation policy for UB documentation

I dentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ ub- docunent ati on/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Cr eat ed: 2004-09- 14

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

As of Septenber 2004, the UB Process docunent (Point 2.3.2) says:

All materials pointed to in the agenda are archived at
http://dublincore. org/usage/ neetings/ after the final
pre-meeting version of the agenda has been distributed. After
the neeting, the archive version of the agenda is edited to
point to these archive copies.

The best exanple of this is the tree of materials under:

http://dublincore. org/usage/ neeti ngs/ 2004/ 03/ 1 SSUES/

all of which are archived on the DCM Wb site and thus citable
using DCM URLs. This ensures that copies of all relevant
materials, "frozen" intine, will be available in future.

However, archiving all of those materials at
http://dublincore.org and editing all those URLs to point to
DCM - archived naterials is alot of work. The alternative is
to let the PDF neeting packet -- which holds copies of all
docunents relevant to a given neeting -- fulfill the function
of preservation, e.g.:

http://dublincore. org/usage/ neeti ngs/ 2004/ 03/ Bat h- neet i ng- packet . fi nal . pdf

In Shanghai, | would like to hear the opinion of the UB

on whet her the extra work involved in archiving everything
locally is worth it in the case of UB neeting materials --
or whether it would suffice to |l et the PDF packet serve this
function.


http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/ISSUES/
http://dublincore.org/
http://dublincore.org/usage/meetings/2004/03/Bath-meeting-packet.final.pdf
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Title: "DCX" - DCM as a Nanespace Host

I dentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thonas. Baker /| SSUES/ dcx/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Cr eat ed: 2004-09- 14

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

The Usage Board has several tines -- nost notably in Bath in

May 2002 -- circled around the notion of creating a nanmespace

where users can "park" new or experinmental terns w thout
going through a formal approval process. The underlying
idea is to make new or experinental terns citable (by URI),
thus supporting a | ess "bureaucratic", nore bottom up

mar ket -dri ven approach to creating new terns.

However, nunerous problens with this approach have been

di scussed, for exanple: If ternms froman experinental nanespace
were eventually to be approved by the DCM Usage Board,

woul d the termreceive an additional URI in a DCM Nanespace
or would the Usage Board confer DCM status on the existing
URl in the experinmental nanespace? Assum ng nai ntenance
responsibility were to reside initially with the proposers of
a term at what point and under what circunstances woul d that
responsibility revert to DCM and the Usage Board? To what
extent would the existing DCM Nanespace Policy extend to

such an experi mental nanmespace? What responsibility would
DCM bear to ensure, at a mninum that terms in the namespace
conformto DCM grammatical principles?

The Usage Board has always circled back to the notion that

in the end, terns nust be mmintained, and it should always be
clear who is maintaining the terns -- at any rate for all terns
whi ch have or could be perceived to have branding by DCM .

The UB has hitherto always reaffirmed the conservative course
of managing a small and slowy grow ng vocabul ary of terns

in accordance with reasonably strict policies, processes,

and principl es.

The idea of an experinmental nanespace has surfaced nore
recently on the DC-COLLECTIONS |ist, where Theo van Veen has
proposed a "DCX Namespace", which seens |ike a good handl e
for this idea in general. A digest of the relevant postings
i s appended bel ow.

There is currently no plan to discuss this at the neeting
i n Shanghai

Date: Thu, 19 Aug 2004 10:03:23 +0200

From Theo van Veen <Theo. vanVeen@xB. NL>

Subj ect: Betr.: Suggested proposals for Usage Board
To: DC- COLLECTI ONS@|I SCMVAI L. AC. UK

>>> p.johnst on@HKOLN. AC. UK 18-8-04 21:47:15 >>>

>- a | ogo/ t hunbnai | / graphi cal Representation property (though I don't
>t hi nk we' ve reached consensus yet on dropping it fromDC CD AP, so we
>may submit sonmething in the future?)

I find the fact that introducing a termin one namespace

may depend on whether it is or will be introduced in another
nanespace quite a problem What we need is a nanespace where
we can put ternms that are proposed in a specific application
area but is also usefull for other application areas. After
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a DCM decison it will get its final namespace. For exanple
you may introduce dcx:image and applications may be build to
accept such a termfrom any nanespace. As soon as it becones
officially dcterns:inmage or cld:image than applications nay
be changed to accept both dcx:inmage and the official one as a
transition to only the official one. This allows applications
to be build without waiting for DCM deci sions.

In TEL we introduced a nunber of terns that we would |like to keep
aligned with the outside world but we can't wait for that with

i mpl ementing applications. W introduced a tel nanespace for terns we
would like to share with the outside world but | rather would have
prefered a generic namespace |ike dcx for this purpose.

This goes together with the concept of a generic schenme nane for record
schermas that are based on a DC application profiles. In TEL we provide
a dat abase or search in databases that may have bi bliographic records

m xed with collection descriptions and the result of a search may be a
list with both types of records. They both have different record schemas
but it is difficult (in SRU) to ask for a "DC or CLD or TEL" record
scherma. It is either one of themwhen it id not specified it is the
servers choice. | would prefer to have a generic schenme name in which I
will get both DC and CLD record schemas and it is up to my application
toignore fields it doesn't know. In this way applications may be build
quite flexible with respect to terns that are not yet official or change
from one namespace to anot her.

Last year | proposed such a generic schema name (DCX) to DCM but | do
not know the exact outcone.

Dat e: Thu, 19 Aug 2004 20:48:37 +0100

Repl y-To: DCM Col |l ection Description Goup <DC COLLECTI ONS@|I SCMVAI L. AC. UK>
Sender: DCM Col |l ection Description Goup <DC COLLECTI ONS@|I SCMVAI L. AC. UK>
From Pete Johnston <p.johnst on@KCLN. AC. UK>

Subj ect: Re: Betr.: Suggested proposals for Usage Board

To: DC- COLLECTI ONS@|I SCMVAI L. AC. UK

H Theo,

> ] find the fact that introducing a termin one nanespace nay
> depend on whether it is or will be introduced in another

> nanmespace quite a problem Wat we need is a nanespace where
> we can put terns that are proposed in a specific application
> area but is also usefull for other application areas. After a
> DCM decison it will get its final namespace. For exanple you
> may introduce dcx:image and applications may be build to

> accept such a termfrom any nanmespace. As soon as it becones
> officially dcterns:image or cld:image than applications may

> be changed to accept both dcx:inmage and the official one as a
> transition to only the official one. This allows applications
> to be build without waiting for DCM deci sions.

We are saying that _if_ we decide a property is required for the DC CD

AP (which is not a namespace) - it was the requirenment that was called
into question yesterday: do we need a
| ogo/ t hunbnai | / gr aphi cal Representati on property? - , _then_ we will make

a proposal to the Usage Board that they should provide a URIref for the
property according to the DCM Nanespace Policy.

We don't _have_ to take that course of action: we could (as you suggest
bel ow) decide to create a URIref for the termusing a URI space owned by
anot her party. One of the questions we would need to ask woul d be

whet her that other party can offer appropriate guarantees about the
persi stence and uni queness of the URIrefs assigned. W might want to ask
whet her that party offered any services based on those URIrefs e.qg.

whet her they woul d be dereferenceabl e and what a user a m ght obtain on
dereferencing them etc.
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(DCM answers these questions in its Namespace Policy docunment - the
first one, at least - but yes the UB inposes fairly tight conditions on
what terns they will assign URIrefs to)

In TEL we introduced a nunber of terms that we would like to
keep aligned with the outside world but we can't wait for
that with inplenenting applications. W introduced a tel
nanespace for terns we would like to share with the outside
world but | rather would have prefered a generic namespace
Iike dcx for this purpose.

VVVYVVYV

The issue is not (IMHO whether a nanespace is "generic" or not. | don't
really know what that means! ;-)

As | argued on dc-architecture |last year [1], the "ownership" of a URI
and the ability of someone other than the owner to discover information
about the meaning of a netadata termidentified by that URI are

unrel ated, or at least not as strongly related as the DCX proposal
seenmed to be suggesti ng.

| _do_ agree with you that there is an issue about the ability of
short-terminitiatives (like this W5 to issue _persistent_ nanes: if ny
project can't guarantee that they will continue to own the myproject.org
domain after the end of nmy two year project, then | can't make prom ses
about the persistence of http://nyproject.org/terns/nyterm because the

domai n i ght be bought by sonmeone el se's project.

But (fromny reading of DCX!') persistence did not seemto be the
_primary_ concern expressed (and above you nention the use of dcx for
"tenporary" nanes): the concern seened to be about disclosure and

di scovery - and | still maintain that doesn't require everyone sharing a
single "dcx namespace".

Looki ng back, | do recognise that the discussions of DCX on
dc-architecture didn't really seemto reach any clear conclusions, and
you did nake a proposal, so maybe it would be worth raising the question
t here?

Pete

[1] http://ww. jiscrail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadm n?A2=i nd0309&L=dc- archi t ect ur e&T=0&F=&S=&P=4587

Dat e: Fri, 20 Aug 2004 09: 49: 30 +0200

From Theo van Veen <Theo. vanVeen@xB. NL>

Subj ect: Re: Betr.: Suggested proposals for Usage Board
To: DC- COLLECTI ONS@ | SCMAI L. AC. UK

H Pete,

As you suggest | will raise the question again on dc-architecture. The
mai n reason for introducing dcx: is indeed because of short term
initiatives providung nanes that do not have to be persistant and this
can be expressed by using dex:. | will clarify its practical usage in a
new proposal .

Theo

http://ww. jiscmil.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadnm n?A2=i nd0309&L =dc-ar chi t ect ur e&T=0&F=8&S=&P=3217
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Title: What is "Sinple Dublin Core"?

I dentifier: http://ww. bi.fhg. de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/ si npl e-dc/
See al so: http://ww. bi.fhg.de/ Peopl e/ Thomas. Baker /| SSUES/

Cr eat ed: 2004-09- 14

Modi fi ed: 2004- 10-02 07: 25, Saturday

Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

Peopl e still get confused by what constitutes "the Real Core"

-- if it is the DG 15, then why is Audi ence excluded? As D ane
has pointed out, the distinction between the nanespaces and
the concepts of "Sinple" and "Qualified" are at best an uneasy
m x of the legacy and the arbitrary.

We may not have tinme to discuss this issue in Shanghai, but |
amputting the follow ng enail digest into the neeting packet
because we should all be aware that this is an ongoi ng and

unr esol ved problem Perhaps we could discuss it over dinner?

Sonme possibilities to consider:

-- "The Core" is the DC-15 plus all "recommended" el ements.
-- Maybe we shoul d assign an additional "Core" status.

Di ane suggests that sone up-front statement of our intentions
-- not a "FAQ', but sonething that appears prominently in our
docunentation -- should be fornulated to clarify these issues.

Dat e: Mon, 21 Jun 2004 17:13:04 -0400
From "Rebecca S. Guenther" <rgue@CC. GOV>
Subj ect: Re: Decision on type-specific terns
To: DC- USACE@I SCVAI L. AC. UK

On scope of DCM nanespaces, | was asked a question that | couldn't

conpl etely answer.

Wien an el ement becones "recomended" rather than "conformng" is there
any inplication that it becomes part of sinple DC? |I've always known the
harvesti ng
it can't be carried, since QAl harvesting uses sinple DC. The question
comes up mainly (I think) with added el enents rather than refinenents.
we expect that the oai _dc schema cannot change if sinple Dublin Core

answer to that as being no, but what that neans is that for QA

cannot change?

Erin Stewart <erinste@ CROSOFT. COM> originally posted on February 17

to indicate she was dissatisfied with D ane's AskDCM text:

Answer (to simlar question): There are still 15 elenents
in sinple Dublin Core, those el enents described in
the docunent at: <http://dublincore.org/docunents/dces>;

http://dublincore. org/docunents/dces/. Al of these terns
are at the elenment |evel.

Audi ence is indeed a valid DC term at the elenent |evel

(see <http://dublincore. org/docunents/dcni-terns/#audi ence>;
http://dublincore. org/docunent s/ dcmi -t erns/ #audi ence ), but

is not included in the group of 15 "core" elenents, partially
because those original 15 are seen as of nore general use than
any of the refinements and other terns approved nore recently.

The DC namespaces reflect this difference:
Audi ence appears in the sane nanmespace as the
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refinenents, not the original 15 el ements. See
<http://dublincore. org/docunent s/ 2001/ 10/ 26/ dcn - nanespace>;

http://dublincore. org/docunents/ 2001/ 10/ 26/ dcm - nanespace/
for the full Nanespace Policy docunent.

Dat e: Fri, 16 Jul 2004 08:28:04 -0400
From Kelly A G een <kgreen@/RS. STATE. VA. US>
Sender: DC- CORPORATE@I! SCMAI L. AC. UK

Subj ect: Re: "Audience"

To: Erin Stewart <erinste@1 CROSOFT. COW

Audi ence i s used when you use Qualified Dublin Core. That is when you
use elenment qualifiers (Is Part O; Has Part O (elements of
"relations"); Valid; Created; Available (elenents of "Date") are
exanmples that | amusing) Personally, | don't understand how it is an
Element that is available within Qualified DCis not available as a Core
El ement. The rest of Qualified DC includes El enent Refinenents, not
addi tional Elements. | suppose that is a question for the board.

Perhaps it is to allow additional elements to be added in the future?

DC Qualified is found at:
http://dublincore. org/ docunent s/ usagequi de/ qualifiers.shtm

Dat e: Fri, 16 Jul 2004 08:53:55 -0700
Sender: DCM Usage Board Back Channel <DC- USAGE- BC@I! SCMVAI L. AC. UK>
From Stuart Sutton <sasutton@) WASH NGTON. EDU>
Subj ect: Re: "Audience"
Conments: To: Kelly A Green <kgreen@RS. STATE. VA. US>,
DC- CORPORATE@ | SCMVAI L. AC. UK
To: DC- USAGE- BC@ | SCMVAI L. AC. UK

The perceived "problemt with the status of "audi ence" is an ongoi ng one
and will only grow nore problematic as additional el ements/properties
(every bit as "first class" as the original 15) are added to the DCM
nanespaces. For exanple, at its recent neeting in Bath (UK), the Usage
Board added a property naned "provenance" which, l|ike "audience," is
_not_ a refinenent of the original 15 ... see the Usage Board deci sion
at the follow ng URL:

http://ww. dublincore. org/usage/ deci si ons/ #Deci si on-2004-01

The fact that _every_ additional DCM reconmended/ conformi ng property
lands in the terns namespace (http://purl.org/dc/terns/) and not the

namespace for the original 15 (http://purl.org/dc/elenments/1.1/) is not

relevant to their status as fully approved/sancti oned properties of

DCM . The decision (good or bad) to naintain the original 15 elenents
in their own nanespace and dunp everything else into another was not
intended (as far as | can tell) to be any sort of coment on the status
of those post-15 properties. The fact that they cane after N SO
approval of the original 15 also seens to nme to be inconsequential.
Not hi ng prohi bits the nai ntenance agency for the N SO standard (DCM |
bel i eve?) from going through the process of adding "audi ence" to the
standard. Personally, | bloody wish it would do so so that we can put
to rest the incessant uncertainty as to its status.

DCM created the Usage Board and a whole set of processes for proposing
new properties and refinements to existing properties. However, it has
totally failed to get the word out to the DC comunity that newy
approved properties (i.e., properties given "recomended" or

"conform ng" status) are DCM properties with DCM |l egitinmacy equal to
the original 15. Wile equally legitinmate, this does not nmean that all
applications (e.g., OAl that is hinged on the unqualified, original 15
properties) will necessarily know what to do with these properties and
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may well ignore or discard them That's a problem of these sorts of
applications and not a DCM problem The probl em of confusion will
probably not inprove until DCM figures out how to better communicate to
the world how DCM terns namespaces (i.e., properties/elenments) are

evol vi ng.

To find out about these Usage Board deci sions regardi ng new properties
and property refinenents, check out the Usage Board "deci sions on
proposal s" page at the URL below. Sonetinmes there is a bit of lag tine
bet ween the deci si ons being announced there and their incorporation into
schemas and ot her docunentati on.

http://wwmv. dubl i ncore. org/usage/ deci si ons/ #Deci si on- 2004- 01

Dat e: Fri, 16 Jul 2004 12:01:28 -0400
Reply-To: Kelly A Green <kgreen@/RS. STATE. VA. US>
Sender: DC- CORPORATE@ | SCVAI L. AC. UK

From Kelly A G een <kgreen@RS. STATE. VA. US>
Subj ect: Re: "Audience"

Thank you for the clarification Stuart. | too wish the Usage Board woul d
sinply add approved el enents to the standard.

Yes, NI SO standard is DCM, found at

http://wwmv. ni so. org/ st andards/ st andard_detail . cfnPstd_i d=3D725

We are Standard Z39.85 (PDF)
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Mai nt ai ner : Tom Baker

This is a grab-bag of issues which were at one tinme pointed
out, have (probably) not been resolved, but are not urgent
enough to push.

== Definition of dc:title. The definition of "title" should
be reworded to elimnate an inherent assunption that a
resource nust have a well-defined, unique, formal title.
(Rol and, Cct 2001)

== Qualification of dc:format. As proposed in 1999, the
Format qualifier "mediunt is only applicable to physical
resources and "IMI" is only applicable to virtual
resources. Do we need to revise the official definitions
to clarify something like the follow ng? (Andy, Feb 25

2002)
1) genre - the representati onal class of the resource
(DC. Type)

2) nedium - the physical carrier of the information
(DC. For mat / medi um

3) encoding - the way in which the data is encoded on the
medi um (DC. For mat / | MT)

== RDDL Core. RDDL in effect defines its own core el enent
set for resource discovery -- one that overlaps in awkward
ways With Dublin Core. See http://ww. openhealth. org/ RDDL/

and http://ww. openhealth.org/RDDL/rddl.rdfs. |Is this
a problen? (Cct 2001).

== Use of Dublin Core for non-DLO resources. |s it acceptable
to use DC netadata to describe non-DLGs (such as peopl e,
organi sations, museum artefacts, events, hurricanes,
species)? O: does DCM want to say that it is *not*
acceptabl e to describe these kinds of things using DC
nmet adat a? (Andy, Jan 2002; Liddy Nevile in Dec 2002)
Di ane thinks it's useful to have a consensus on this, but we
m ght want to have soneone wite a discussion starter couple
of pages on this before we neet; there's a lot of history
to this one.

== DCM Type Vocabul ary and Dublin Core scope. |f DCM
wants to say that it is *not* acceptable to describe
non- DLOs using DC netadata, do we need to indicate
sonehwere that the current DCM Type list is _not_ intended
to be an exhaustive list of the kinds of resources that DC
can be used to describe? To what extent is the current
list of types in the DCM Type |ist an exhaustive |ist
of the kinds of resources that can be described using
DC met adata? (Andy, Jan 2002)

== (Quidelines on using Dublin Core for non-DLO resources.
If it is acceptable to describe non-DLOs using DC netadat a,
does DCM want to provide any best-practice guidelines for
how to do it in specific instances, such as for people?
If so, what DCM W& woul d do this? (Andy, Jan 2002)

== Encodi ng schemes for dc:relation and dc:source. Should all
encodi ng schenes for ldentifier hold also for Relation and
Source? Do we need to capture this in our docunentation?
Di ane thinks we should first agree whether we want to do
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sonething simlar to the creator/contributor thing as a
precursor to considering this question.

== Scope of dc:language. Language should not be restricted
to natural |anguages. Languages in the sense of conputer
science can carry intellectual content, but the "best
practice" assertion seens to exclude that (Rol and
Cct 2002).

== Comment for dc:subject. The Comrent for dc:subject could
be read as condoni ng usage such as
"<dc: subj ect >252</ dc: subj ect>". Roland strongly di sagrees
with this and thinks it needs clarification (Roland
Cct 2002). The comment currently reads:

Typically, a Subject will be expressed as keywords
key phrases or classification codes that describe

a topic of the resource. Recomended best practice
is to select a value froma control |l ed vocabul ary or
formal classification schene.

== Applicability of encoding schenes to El enent
Refi nements. According to the term decl aration, WBCDTF and
Period only apply to Date, not any of the Date refinenents.
Shoul d they apply to Date AND all its refinenments (both
recomrended and conforming)? Diane points out that this
is really the same question as in Source and Rel ati on.

== 2002-11-05: Rel ationship between
dc:contributor/1.0 and dc:contributor/1.1
http://wwv. jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/wa. exe?A2=i nd0211&l =dc- usage&T=0&F=&S=&P=54

== Should DCM use the term ' application profile'" to describe
sub-sets of its vocabulary? Argunents "contra": An
application profile '"uses' standard terns in an optim sed
way for a particular application; there are an infinite
variety of application profiles that could be constructed.
DCM has said it is not in the business of 'approving
an unlimted number of application profiles. DCM
recomrendati ons need to advise on 'generic' use of DCM
ternms. Should we 'approve' particular application profiles
which may well energe in a fairly arbitrary way? How will
DCM di stingui sh between application profiles it wants
to consider in the approval process and those it does not ??

== The OASI S DocBook Candi date Rel ease
makes a point of being compatible with Dublin Core _1.0_:
http://ww. oasi s-open. org/ conmi ttees/docbook/ docbook-4.2-CR1. htni .

== "Related to this, | know the I Ml encoding schene is only valid
for the Format el enent and not the nmedi um el ement refinenent
[1]. Do we have a sinilar issue with WBCDTF - the schema
makes it valid only for Date and tenporal, but not any of the
Date el enment refinements (created, et. al.). | guess this is
a reflection of how the usage of WBCDTF is defined in the DC
Ternms docunents. Though, |ooking back at the DC Qualifiers
docunent, it wasn't clear whether an encodi ng schene valid
for an elenent is also valid for its elenent refinenents -
as discussed [1] IMI isn't intended for use in medi um but
surely WBCDTF is intended for use in created, nodified, etc.?

== Carol van Nuys of the Norwegi an Nasjonal bi bl i ot eket
had trouble translating the comment for Alternative
(Title), which reads: "This qualifier can include Title
abbreviations as well as translations." She assunes that
it is the *value* of the qualifier which can include Title
abbrevi ations, but the wording is a bit inprecise and
to sone people, seens to actually say sonething el se
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St at us and docunentati on of DCVES 1.0 el enents:

http://ww.w3. or g/ Sear ch/ 9605- | ndexi ng- Wor kshop/ Repor t Qut cones/ S6Gr oup2. ht m :
Shows identifier as being http://purl.org/netadata/dublin_core_el enents#title
which does in fact resolve to DCMES 1.0 docunent.

Al so, the DCM Metadata Terns docunent

http://dublincore. org/docunents/dcm -terns/ does not show

1.0 terns (but neither did current-el ements docunent).

Term Hi story (not yet available) shows 1.1 elenents replacing 1.0.

Li kewi se, http://dublincore.org/docunents/1999/07/ 02/ dces/ "repl aces"”

(actual ly supersedes) http://dublincore.org/docunents/ 1998/ 09/ dces/.
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