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OCLC Semantic Merge Demo
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Typical outputs of semantic merge demo 
(agriculture query)
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Typical outputs of the semantic merge demo 
(2000 query)
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Some observations about OCLC demo

• It is difficult for the naive user to determine the scope of 
the collection, and hence create useful queries - try it 
yourself!

• It is difficult to generate results set that use more than 
one vocabulary

• The results sets include schemas as well as instance data 
– is this the behavior the user expects?

• Can we adapt the interface so it is more likely to 
produce meaningful results e.g. exclude searches that 
mix classes and properties from different vocabularies?

• Using URIs is confusing, should use labels
• Hierarchical browsers better than list boxes as can 

structure elements
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An overview of the different UIs available 
for web based image and LOM collections

Site Free text 
search

Classification 
browser

Field specific 
query

Other

SPIRO Yes Sample searches
IPL Yes Yes
American Memory Yes Multiple Yes
National library of 
medicine Boolean Boolean
Perseus Yes Mutliple Sample searches
Smithsonian Multiple Unclassified browser
UNM Yes Yes
Berger Foundation Yes Multiple Tours, multi-image view, some hierarchical browsing, 

quick survey of collection
AMICO Yes Yes
Web Gallery of Art Yes Yes Tours, multi-image view, search bar
ADAM Yes Multiple Yes Proximity search, what's new search, multi-option 

browser, place name browser, option search
Google Boolean
Flamenco Faceted search interface
OpenCourseWare Yes Yes Yes
Learning 
Commons Yes Yes Yes
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Free text search (ADAM)
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Classification browser (Internet Public 
Library)
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Field specific query (UNM)
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Tours (Web Gallery of Art)
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Multi-Image view (Berger Foundation)
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Multi-image view (WGA)
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Hierarchical Browsing (Berger Foundation)
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Faceted search interface (SeaMark)
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Faceted search interface 2 (SeaMark)
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Some conclusions

• There is huge variation in the type of interfaces available
• Some of the interfaces are not very well designed
• Classification / browse

– is helpful so the user can understand the extend of the 
collection

– multiple classification is much better than simple 
classification

– in single classifications, collections with different 
vocabularies tend to be in different classification subtrees, 
so we don’t need vocabulary mapping e.g. argricultural 
records vs visual images vs doctoral theses in OCLC demo

– faceted search is better than multiple classification
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Some conclusions (2)

• Search
– Google is pretty much state of the art for search interfaces
– all queries can be represented in free text, but a GUI helps 

users build advanced queries
– Can do free text search and field specific search
– We don’t need vocabulary mapping for free text search 

because you search all the text fields, only for field specific 
search

• We’ve spoken a bit about “community annotation”, but 
this does not just mean adding metadata fields, it means 
exploring data in different ways, representing 
relationships etc so different communities require 
different interfaces e.g. tours, quick overviews, image 
comparisons etc
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