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The Performed Music ontology has been exploring titles in BIBFRAME and have the following comments and considerations for the group. Most of the comments are based on the philosophy of the group that while BIBFRAME needs to be able to represent our current cataloging standards well, it should not impose that standard in anyway on the basic BIBFRAME framework.

Suggestions and provisions discussed in this paper
1. The term bf:VariantTitle models a concept that is antithetical to the structure of linked data, and currently prevents various title types from being a bf:WorkTitle or bf:InstanceTitle. The group feels this term should be removed.
2. The term bf:ParallelTitle likewise does not have a place in a basic linked data framework, as it suggests the privileging of one language over another. Such title pairs/groups should be treated equally and qualified by language.
3. The group has provided as an illustration a basic set of subclasses of titles necessary for cataloging in RDA, as suggested in the BIBFRAME Titles paper (CaptionTitle being an example there). We also discuss whether these titles are truly subclasses of bf:Title or in fact are better modeled as attributes of bf:Title and the current subclasses
4. That the subclasses bf:WorkTitle and bf:InstanceTitle be reviewed for inclusion in BIBFRAME. They seem to add a level of unnecessary complexity to the model, including a necessity for providing multiple subclasses to the same title.
5. That there be some consideration for a subclass representing the FRBR (or equivalent) work in BIBFRAME.

Bf:VariantTitle & its subclasses

LC BIBFRAME also has the class bf:VariantTitle and subclasses it with bf:AbbreviatedTitle, bf:CollectiveTitle, bf:KeyTitle, and bf:ParallelTitle. The reason for this is as follows: Except for bf:ParallelTitle, any of these classes could be a reasonable choice for a bf:Work, depending on the standard used for data entry. Bf:CollectiveTitle, especially, will often be the title of choice for a compact disc containing multiple works. However, subclassing these title types as bf:VariantTitle disallows this possibility through its definition: Title associated with the resource that is different from the Work or Instance title. While this may or may not be true according to a particular standard such as RDA (though actually it is a broader definition of variant title than in RDA), BIBFRAME should not be privileging any particular standard at this basic level of framework. Because of this and the graph structure of linked data, we don't believe the term "variant title" is appropriate or necessary.

Bf:ParallelTitle is a somewhat different case. To the PMO group, this term seems really only to make sense in the context of a bibliographic record. Surely in linked data, a "title" and "parallel title" are equals; a language indication should describe their differences sufficiently. Different users/agencies might prefer one or other language as a preferred title. Therefore we don't see a need for this subclass.

So for the current classes and subclasses in LC BIBFRAME, the PMO prefers the following class/subclass structure:

Title
	WorkTitle*
	InstanceTitle*
	AbbreviatedTitle
	CollectiveTitle
	KeyTitle

The question of the necessity of WorkTitle and InstanceTitle will be covered below.

Another possible addition is PreferredTitle, for a title that is either mandated by a cataloging standard such as RDA or is the choice for display purposes (if that is a chosen route). Such a title would have to have another attribute—to whom or for what standard it is the preferred title—since preferences will vary according to standards and language. Could this be covered by bf:source/bf:Source?
	
Other necessary subclasses. Or an attribute?

The LC paper on Titles further suggests that domain groups will want to add their own subclasses of bf:VariantTitle. Examples include container title, spine title, cover title, and added title-page title. The PMO group, in its initial exploration of additional title types came up with the following:

	AnnouncedTitle
	Title from a spoken announcement in a sound recording or moving image work

	CommonTitle
	Title by which a work or instance is commonly known, though it may not be on any instance

	ContainerTitle
	Title from the container of an instance, e.g., a CD case

	ContainerSpineTitle
	Title from the spine of a container of an instance, e.g., the narrow edge of a CD case

	CreditsTitle
	Title from the credits of a media instance, e.g., film, video, audio (on some DVDs)

	DevisedTitle
	Title created by metadata creator. 

	EmbeddedMetadataTitle
	Title from metadata embedded within the media.

	MediaSurfaceTitle
	Title from label, stamp, etc. on the surface of a CD, cassette, or other media type.

	MenuTitle
	Title from the menu of a media instance, e.g., film, video, audio (on some DVDs)

	ReferenceSourceTitle
	Title is taken from a reference source.

	TitleScreenTitle
	Title from the opening screen of a media instance, e.g., film, video, audio (on some DVDs)



	
These title subclasses are based on current cataloging practices; all are derived from text that a cataloger might put in the $i of a 246 field in MARC and the title note field. It is important to note here that RDA requires catalogers of media to always state the source of the title proper. In MARC cataloging, this is done through a note; in linked data, this is better done through subclassing or through adding an attribute to a title.

LC's paper on titles suggests that titles such as these would be subclass under bf:VariantTitle. Again, this prevents these titles from ever being work or instance titles, which is not the case. A container title is quite regularly used as the instance title, though it also may be an additional title to the instance title. Therefore, it seems better to subclass these titles directly under bf:Title, if we indeed treat these titles as subclasses. However, subclassing may not necessarily the best answer for these titles.

AbbreviatedTitle, CollectiveTitle, KeyTitle, etc.,  are either titles of a specific type or derived from an outside source. They are also likely the type of title that a user of the data might perform a query on. It therefore seems reasonable to model these as subclasses of bf:Title, though there may need to be some accommodation made so that an additional not yet modeled type might be added (perhaps through a bf:titleType sort of modeling).

The other titles (ContainerTitle, MenuTitle, etc.), however, simply state the source of the title from the resource itself. There is no particular title type for a Container title, as there is for collective title; in fact, a container title could easily be a collective title. A user is unlikely to want to perform queries restricted to these titles based on where they appear on an item. A rare materials researcher might well be interested in the source of the title on the instance, but still unlikely to perform queries that way. 

Because of these differences in use, the two types of titles could potentially be modelled differently. Titles that are actual types of title could be subclassed under bf:Title. Titles that are simply statements of a title source within the resource, rather than type, could be linked through a bf:titleSource or some such predicate and potentially be a data property rather than an object property.

Not that we necessarily have any outright objection to all these titles being subclasses, but it is clear that if we model all the necessary title sources from a resource as subclasses, there are going to be a very large number of them. The PMO group came up easily with 11 (more actually; we edited out a few) and we purposefully ignored equivalent terms for other formats (spine title, caption title, etc.). Given these are really not types of title, but sources of titles, there is some question whether subclassing is the correct way to go.
 
Bf:WorkTitle, bf:InstanceTitle, etc.

The PMO group officially will remain agnostic for now on whether bf:WorkTitle and bf:InstanceTitle are necessary to the modeling. However, we will point out that work and instance titles will also often be classed as a specific title type, and so will be double- or even triple-classed, depending on the modeling of titles defined by source. 

One possible addition in this area might be a class/subclass that defines a work at a higher level of abstraction than the bf:Work does. Bf:Work is basically equivalent to a FRBR expression, but when cataloging in RDA, at least, there is a need for the more abstract FRBR work or its equivalent. It also appears to the PMO group that the FRBR-style work may be necessary for some modeling when it comes to relating events and works. We wonder whether this should be separated out from other types of works in its own subclass (?).
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