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Panel Overview

Bibliodata Landscape in the Humanities
Vojtěch Malínek, Institute of Czech Literature, Czech Academy  
of Sciences

Tomasz Umerle, Institute of Literary Research, Polish Academy 
of Sciences

Bibliographical data (bibliodata) are one of the most important 
types of data for data-driven research and curation in the huma-
nities. Bibliodata has solid foundations in terms of data production 
(constant flow of data produced by different stakeholders) and an 
established user base. The current bibliographical data ecosystem 
is shaped by constant interactions between various public and pri-
vate stakeholders which engage in production and (re)use of bi-
bliodata (Umerle et al. 2022).

This complex and rich data landscape is responsible for registering
cultural, societal and research phenomena through national libra-
ries (i.e. BNF), union catalogues (i. e. ESTC) and specialized bi-
bliographies (i.e. BOSLIT), academic and public repositories (i.e.
Zenodo) and CRIS systems, citation indexes (i.e. Scopus, WoS),
metadata aggregators ( OpenAIRE, Europeana, TRIPLE), social
networks (e. g. Goodreads) or information services (i.e. Dimensi-
ons, Altmetric).

These sources and services are used by the general public, rese-
archers and curatorial institutions to identify, describe and make
available different information resources, but at the same time
there is a long lasting and fast growing trend to produce know-
ledge based on bibliographical data (Aspesi et al. 2021).

This trend is followed by various bibliodata stakeholders inclu-
ding researchers in the field of bibliometrics, cultural analytics,
book history and service providers such as public e-infrastructures
(OpenAIRE), or private companies like Dimensions that increa-
singly engage in providing research data for transforming infor-
mation into knowledge.
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Unfortunately, despite large amounts of data, diverse interest 
in data-based research and relative accessibility to this type of re-
sources (in comparison e.g. to full text collections), bibliodata-ba-
sed research has not reached its full potential to provide relevant 
knowledge on the social and cultural, contemporary and historical 
processes.

This is due to the number of challenges in the field, especially 
dispersion of data resources amongst divergent stakeholders, frag-
mentation of the stakeholders, unbalanced distribution of inno-
vative solutions and best practices, uncoordinated data curation 
standards in different fields and disciplinary barriers between esta-
blished research methodologies (e.g. bibliometrics, book history, 
cultural analytics) (Király 2019).

To leverage the full potential of bibliodata-driven research in the 
humanities we need a multi-faceted approach to tackle those chal-
lenges. In this panel we propose a renewed framework for scaling 
up bibliodata-driven research through collaborative efforts:

1) propel creation of the scalable and multidisciplinary bi-
bliodata workflows for bibliographical data science, especially 
through collaboration of metadata-based research with the AI and 
textual analysis communities,

2) adjust open data standards and implementations to the needs 
of digital humanities, especially focusing on solutions diverse ac-
tors relevant for the humanities – not only research ones, but 
GLAM ones,

3) share and implement interoperability standards and best prac-
tices,

4) create and implement standardised and detailed documenta-
tion of bibliographical resources.

Opportunities and Challenges for Bibliographical Data Sci-
ence

Mikko Tolonen, University of Helsinki
Agnieszka Karlińska, NASK National Research Institute, Wars-
zaw

Bibliographical data science (BDS) is an approach targeted at 
enabling the use of bibliographical metadata as a research object, 
deriving from the more generic paradigms of book history, open 
science and data science (Lahti et al. 2019). Since bibliographical 
metadata is connected to all aspects of public discourse, BDS po-
tential to influence scholarly practices is enormous. Today BDS 
is facing two critical challenges: 1) creation of enrichment and 
harmonisation workflows to facilitate large-scale bibliodata-dri-
ven research, 2) the need to grow as a community and embrace 
the developments at the  intersections of metadata processing 
and textual analysis by developing collaborations with the NLP 
and ML experts.

Wider reach of bibliographical data research calls for usage of 
interdisciplinary, multilingual collections originating from di-
verse sources. Independently maintained collections demand au-
tomated harmonisation enhancing their readiness for quantitative 
analysis (Tolonen et al. 2021). The critical challenge in this regard 
is the creation of scalable workflows for producing knowledge that 
cover all stages of the bibliodata research. On the one hand, there 
is a need to genuinely take an international perspective. On the 
other hand, we need to overcome disciplinary silos and bring to-
gether diverse experts.

At the same time, bibliodata-driven research cannot focus so-
lely on the metadata and needs to grow as a community and 
create a framework combining metadata-based workflows with 
the NLP methods aimed at data mining and information extrac-
tion (Péter et al. 2020). Together these approaches produce larger 
workflows critical for the humanities research that should be col-
laboratively developed and openly shared.

Building the Humanities Citation Index: a Case in Point for
Open Bibliodata

Matteo Romanello, University of Lausanne
Giovanni Colavizza, University of Amsterdam
Silvio Peroni, University of Bologna
Building a citation index for the Arts & Humanities is a typi-

cal example of an endeavour that, in order to be realised, would
require a radical change in the way GLAM institutions repre-
sent, organise and exchange bibliographical data (Stone 1982).
The implementation of such a Humanities Citation Index (HuCI)
not only raises some substantial technical challenges (Colavizza
et al. 2022), but also requires close collaboration between various
stakeholders responsible for producing, publishing or consuming
bibliodata (Martín-Martín et al. 2021). These include researchers,
libraries, archives, publishers, and learned societies. In this cont-
ribution, we will discuss the following aspects which are key to
the realisation of HuCI:

Licensing and documentation: bibliodata ought to come with
explicitly defined open licenses (Ficarra et al. 2020), as well as
with thorough documentation in order to maximise their reusabi-
lity.

Shared bibliodata formats: to enable their use in citation mi-
ning pipelines and processes, bibliodata must be represented in
a shared, concise, and "easy-to-process" format. In the absence
of widely adopted common formats, we will require services for
mapping existing formats into a common one.

Provision of persistent identifiers: any source to be indexed by
HuCI needs a unique, persistent identifier. This raises some issues
in terms of coverage and granularity, and requires to find econo-
mically viable solutions to minting unique identifiers for legacy
publications.

Data and service APIs: the exchange of bibliodata between
GLAM institutions and any potential user must happen without
need for any human intervention, by means of APIs and regular
data dumps.

Documentation of Bibliodata Resources
Dorota Siwecka, University of Wroclaw
Jakub Łubocki, National Museum of Wroc#aw
Nanette Rißler-Pipka, GWDG, Göttingen
Creating, maintaining and providing access to resources of a bi-

bliographical nature is proving to be insufficient for the average
user. Even the best-constructed bibliographical database, using in-
ternational metadata standards, open licenses and API or similar
open interfaces, turns out to be moderately useful when its de-
scription is missing (Bilder et al. 2020). A lack of proper user-fri-
endly documentation containing basic information on the metho-
dology of creating bibliographical datasets affects many factors,
i.e. users’ awareness of the level of relevancy and completeness
of the obtained results. In the context of data reuse depicting the
contents of the database seems crucial in order to draw well re-
flected conclusions from bibliodata analysis.

Creating, sharing and disseminating best practices in documen-
tation for users of bibliographical datasets, is what we propose as a
solution to improve the quality of bibliodata resources, as well as
increase their reuse (Faniel and Zimmermann 2011). A collabora-
tion between divergent stakeholders is needed to find and compare
existing recommendations from different countries (Vlassenroot
et al. 2021). On this basis, international guidelines for bibliodata
providers should be created taking into account the user’s point
of view (concerning scope and coverage of database, sources of
information, structure, metadata model, license, etc.). Developed
recommendations should also include a template of such dataset
description. It will allow comparison of this kind of resources and
make it easier to select the reliable datasets for research. A de-
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scription template can be then used e.g. for creating a register of
European bibliographical databases for Humanities.

Bibliodata LOD-ification using free software
David Lindemann, University of Basque Country
Penny Labropoulou, ATHENA Research Centre
Christiane Klaes, Technische Universität Braunschweig
This contribution discusses workflows for the conversion of bi-

bliodata into Linked Data, using free software. Under "bibliodata" 
we consider publication metadata from bibliographic catalogues, 
citation relations and content-describing subject headings. For the 
discussion, we present three use cases, namely LexBib (Linde-
mann et al. 2018; Lindemann 2021), a bibliography of Lexicogra-
phy and Dictionary Research, Inguma (Erriondo 2006), a collec-
tion of scientific written production in the Basque language, and 
CLB-LOD, a dataset derived from the electronic Czech Literary 
Bibliography. Final goal in all the use-cases on hand is federa-
tion with or integration in Wikidata (Vrandečić / Krötzsch 2014; 
Van Veen 2019), a large free Knowledge Graph, while their sour-
ces deploy different formats and models: (1) Zotero collection,
(2) SQL database with custom (non-standard) data model, and (3) 
MARC21 (XML version), a standard widely used in library cata-
logues.

To that end, we deploy instances of the Wikibase software (i.e., 
the same software that underlies Wikidata, cf. Lindemann (2022)). 
For interaction with Wikibase, e.g. data upload, synchronization, 
and entity linking (reconciliation of literal values against authority 
files such as ( VIAF or Wikidata), we use our own scripts, and 
OpenRefine.

We present advantages and drawbacks of the chosen software 
and tool pipeline, taking into account benefits of including biblio-
graphical data in the Wikidata Knowledge Graph, such as their 
visibility through related bibliometrics tools like Scholia (Nielsen 
et al. 2017), and how our approach could be adopted by a larger 
community.
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