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primarily a systems issue
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an expensive distraction

only available to larger instity we need more practical guidance crossroads of something greater
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only pays off in boutique situations
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too few librarians understand the concept of a data structure

completely imprac doomed to fail only viable for larger institutions

potential “"“no longer sexy

wonderful in concept

much promise, little achievement
not wort.hw]t_he cost




Demographics
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Information Professionals Role Breakdown

Archivists

Other uh
solo archivist (7

Reference Archivist (8) — 4 ‘ Processing Archivist (32)
Curator or Selector (10) —
Metadata Archivist (12) —I
mulhple roles (19)

unit and staff manager (12
Dlgrtal Archivist (16)

Librarians

Other53‘3(/|
Curator or Select 41‘:|b|

undefined 4% (6) — ¢
Reference Librarian 5% (7) — 4
unit and staff manager 5% (7) —"’

system librarian 5% (8) —\

l— Metadata Librarian

73% (113)

IT

multiple roles 5% (1) ——
unit and staff manager 5% (1)

e
System administrator 10% (2) —\.
—— Data Manager 48% (10)

Software developer 14%

Managers

21-50 7% (1) ————————

‘l — 1-5 40% (6)




Information Professionals by Type of Organization
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Familiarity
by Role

Familiarity with descriptive LD structures: Archivists

BIBFRAME
CIDOC-CRM
FRBROO/LRMO0O
JSON-LD.
Linked.Art
Meridien

RiC
schema.org
Wikidata

Archivists

Familiarity with descriptive LD structures: Librarians

Familiarity with descriptive LD structures: IT staff

Librarians

Familiarity with descriptive LD structures: Managers

BIBFRAME
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JSON-LD.
Linked.Art
Meridien

RiC
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Wikidata

BIBFRAME
CIDOC-CRM
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JSON-LD
Linked.Art
Meridien

RiC
schema.org
Wikidata

IT
staff

Managers

BIBFRAME
CIDOC-CRM
FRBRoO/LRMoo
JSON-LD
Linked.Art
Meridien

RIC
schema.org
Wikidata
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Training

| have not received training or | learned on the job

| pursued free training on my own

| pursued paid training on my own

My employer provided training in house

My employer provided training through a vendor
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Adopters:
Organization

% adopters

Size

o
280 500 750
organization size




Adopters:
Repository

% adopters

Size

20 30
repository size
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Pilots

Moving to
Production

We're still evaluating
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Production
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Production

Sites Uptime

3-5 years 5-10years >10 years
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Pilots: Barriers to Implementation

® Available data models don’t support service goals

® [t's expensive / offers unsatisfactory return on investment
® Requires culture of cross-collaboration



Production Sites: Pain Points

e Dollar cost
e Human barriers
o steep learning curve
O managing change
o lack of tools
® Technical barriers
o network infrastructure
o scalability
e Data barriers
o state of current data
o incompatible ontologies
o labor cost of data modeling
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How Do We Feel About the Future of LD?

Survey Prompt count percent
LD requires too much staff training or resources 156 62%
Changing systems and practices is too expensive 147 99%
Repositories are waiting for plug-and-play software options 114 45%
Managers don't see the added benefit of LD 97 39%
IT dept.s are wary of the computational complexities of LD 638 27%
Existing ontologies don't work for most repositories' needs o4 22%
LD is made obsolete by Al 11 4%
Other o8 23%




Takeaways

® Ongoing reservations about the value proposition of LD
o Mitigated by “on-" and “off-ramps”: 1. Open source software. 2.
Training and sandbox. 3. Gentle learning curve. 4. Obsolescence
planning.
e Sustainable, useable LD is built on collaborations
o Ensure data that’s as complex as necessary and as simple as possible
o Ensure planning for maintenance and avoiding technical debt
® LD isstagnating in a state of perpetual promise
o It works locally
o It has not managed to connect data silos on a large scale
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