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Digital Scriptorium and the Need for Redevelopment
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Manuscript Description
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Manuscripts are unique objects (Bair & Steuer, 2013)
Requires description of

contents
physical properties
context around creation and provenance

Knowledge about manuscripts can be disparate and debated 
Requires extensive scholarship
Revisions in descriptions occur as more is learned

Imperfect reliance on bibliographic standards
No uniformly agreed upon standards for manuscript descriptions
Barriers to institutions without expertise and resources to implement bibliographic 
description standards



The “Old” Digital Scriptorium
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The “Old” Digital Scriptorium
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● maintenance of two sets of metadata records
● labor-intensive, error-prone
● limited browsing and searching
● data not optimized for linked data applications

METS-based 
spreadsheets



Principles for the DS 2.0 Redevelopment
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Minimal data entry standards
manuscript location in an institution is sufficient

Members manage their own metadata (formats and values)
DS 2.0 uses what is provided and does not correct or add to member metadata

DS 2.0 does not host images
primary goal is initial discovery and metadata aggregation but IIIF functionality is possible with 
provided URIs for manifests

DS 2.0 will provide semantic enrichment
metadata is enhanced, where possible, by reconciling values with external authorities as well as 
linking to internal Name and Manuscript ID Authorities

Open access
DS 2.0 data will be open and available for reuse



DS 2.0 Data Model
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Backbone of main classes of entities (Koho et al., 2022)
Manuscript (physical manuscript object)
DS 2.0 Record (metadata description of a Manuscript)
Holding (metadata description of holding information about a Manuscript)

Separates the physical object from its catalog record / metadata description
Conceptualizes the institutional metadata record as a cataloger’s observation of a 
manuscript object
Can be revised / overwritten as changes in description and scholarship warrant
Physical object retains a unique and persistent DS ID despite description and 
holdings changes
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Data 

Model
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DS 2.0 Workflow

DS converts
Agnostic 
Transition 
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LOD Vocabularies for Semantic Enrichment
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Centuries
Getty Art and Architecture 
Thesaurus (AAT)

Languages
Wikidata

Materials
AAT (controlled list)

People, Organizations
Wikidata

Places
Getty Thesaurus of 
Geographic Names (TGN)

Roles
Controlled list

Terms (Subject and Genre)
AAT
OCLC Faceted Application of 
Subject Terminology (FAST)
Ligatus Language of Binding 
Terms (LoBT)



Guiding Choices for Semantic Enrichment
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Consider only vocabularies published as LOD
Leaving values unreconciled if an appropriate match cannot be found

Match only where appropriate as indicated by the data
e.g., MARC subfields for the source for genre terms

Use vocabularies known to GLAM communities
e.g., sources for places were not identified, but TGN was used

Leverage the value and flexibility of linked data
e.g., LC derived-strings and the choice to use FAST; Wikidata for languages and their ISO codes

Address limitations in existing authorities
e.g., use of Wikidata instead of LCNAF or VIAF

Implement in a manageable data processing workflow
Using reconciliation services available through OpenRefine 



Open 
Documentation

17https://github.com/DigitalScriptorium

https://github.com/DigitalScriptorium
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https://github.com/DigitalScriptorium/ds-data/tree/main/terms/reconciled/places.csv
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https://github.com/DigitalScriptorium/ds-data/tree/main/terms/reconciled/genres.csv
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string value is 
qualified by 
individual 
authority values, 
which connect to 
linked data 
vocabularies



Next Steps for DS 2.0
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Move from Prototype to Beta Version
Taking in all legacy data (existing METS) and member data 
(MARC, TEI, CSV, etc.)

Development of a User Interface
Traditional online catalog interface for existing users

Ongoing analysis of Data Quality
Continuing to look at correctness and completeness of metadata

Providing Services to Users
e.g., example SPARQL queries, workshops on Wikibase



Thank you!

https://digital-scriptorium.org/

Twitter: dscriptorium2_0

L.P. Coladangelo
lcoladan@kent.edu

@lpc359
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