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1. Prevailing methods for metadata 
development/generation has advantages and 
limitations 

+ Rich …capture domain structure, scope,... 

- Costly, complex (process to implementation)  
2. More than one way to skin a cat 

• Complementary, alternative approaches 
• Social technology 

3. Ownership appeal 
• Empowerment and sustainability 

 
 

 
 

Assumptions 
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Motivation 
 
 

Toothbrush Æ  
 
 
 
 

Long tail   
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The Metadata Universe 
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Components of Successful Metadata Registry Frameworks (A. 

Murillo, 2012) 
 
14 standardized schemes used, lots of in-house 
n = 74 (biology, earth science, computer science, etc.) 
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Metadata Vision 

One dictionary, one namespace 
• Crowd sourced plus lightly supervised canon 
• Anyone can look up terms 
• Any domain, any part of “metadata speech” 

• Names, values, units, relationships, ...  
• Anyone can propose and refine their terms 
• Strong terms rise, weak terms decline 

 
 

 
 

What can we glean from Wikipedia, internet RFCs, and 
American Heritage Dictionary? 
 



Translating a vision to principles 

Low barrier for contributions. 
Transparency in the review process. 
Collective review, with rotating responsibilities among 
community members (scientists, developers, 
organizations, curators, etc.) 
Consideration of elders (experts) to guide the review 
process and maintain thoughtful, balanced discussion. 
Voting capacity of all users on the candidacy of terms 
submitted and their use. 
Collective ownership of any user or organization. 
Stakeholder engagement in the design and review 
process. 
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Tech stuff:  Python + off-the shelf tools; freely hosted on heroku 
with the evolving code on github; Project code name is SeaIce.   
 









Term Classes and Voting Impact 

Vernacular → canonical -- term is stable after two days 

and consensus is above 75%.  

Vernacular → deprecated -- term is stable after two days 

and consensus is below 25%.  

Canonical → vernacular -- term has been updated, 

restabilized, and consensus has dropped below 75%.  

Deprecated → vernacular -- term has been updated, 

restabilized, and consensus has risen above 25%.  

* Nothing firmed about percentages, just an illustrative consideration 
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Conclusions, Feedback welcome! 

Conclusions 
• Complementary and alternative approaches 

• More than one way to skin a cat… 

• Next steps…populate, test, engage 
• User profiles 

 
Try out the prototype (SeaIce) at 
       http://seaice.herokuapp.com  
       https://github.com/cjpatton/seaice  

http://seaice.herokuapp.com/
https://github.com/cjpatton/seaice

