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Abstract. Mapping complex structured data to RDF requires a clear understanding of the data, but also a clear understanding 

of the paradigm used by the mapping tool.  We illustrate this with an empirical study comparing two different mapping para-
digms from the perspective of usability.  One paradigm uses path descriptions, e.g. JSONPath or XPath, to access data ele-

ments; the other uses a default triplification which can be queried, e.g. with SPARQL.  As an example of the former, the study 

used YARRRML, to map from CSV, JSON and XML to RDF.  As an example of the latter, the study used an extension of 

SPARQL, SPARQL Anything, to query the same data and CONSTRUCT a set of triples.  Whilst there are difficulties common 
to the two paradigms, there are also difficulties in fully understanding the implications of each paradigm.  For each paradigm, 

we present recommendations which help ensure that the mapping code is consistent with the data and the desired RDF.  We 

also propose future developments to reduce the difficulty users experience with YARRRML and SPARQL Anything.  Finally, 

we make some general recommendations about the future development of mapping tools and techniques. 
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1.  Introduction 

Structured data exists in a wide variety of formats, 

e.g. CSV, JSON, XML, and HTML.  The need to 

convert this to RDF for the creation of linked data, 

has stimulated the development of a variety of map-

ping techniques.  There are two broad paradigms.  

One uses path descriptions, e.g. in JSONPath or 

XPath, to identify data elements.  The other uses a 

default triplification which can be queried, e.g. with 

SPARQL.   

An example of the use of path descriptions is 

R2RML [1], which was developed to map from rela-

tional database format to RDF.  This was extended to 

RML [2], which also maps from CSV, TSV, JSON 

and XML.  For the latter two formats, RML makes 

use of JSONPath and XPath.  Subsequently, 

YARRRML [3], [4], has been developed as a more 

human-friendly representation of R2RML and RML 

rules.  Rules written in YARRRML are translated to 

RML, which is then used to map the source data to 

RDF. 

An example of the use of triplification is SPARQL 

Anything [5], which enables SPARQL to be used 

with structured data, e.g. CSV, JSON, XML, HTML, 

TXT and Markdown.  The SERVICE operator is 

used to identify the relevant document and a default 

triplification of the whole document is created auto-

matically, the structure of which depends on the for-

mat of the document.  The WHERE clause is used to 

query the triplification.  The CONSTRUCT clause is 

then used to create the required target RDF.  Alterna-

tively, a SELECT clause can be used to output query 

results rather than a graph, or an ASK clause can be 

used to determine the presence of matches to a query 

pattern.   

The object of this study was to investigate the dif-

ficulties users experience with these two paradigms.  

We chose YARRRML as an example of the use of 

path descriptions because we believe it to represent 

the state-of-the-art from the viewpoint of usability.  

Similarly, we believe that SPARQL Anything repre-

sents the state-of-the-art for the triplification ap-

proach.  Our goal was to recommend: 



i. rules and guidelines for users to create 

YARRRML and SPARQL Anything code; 

ii. future developments to YARRRML and 

SPARQL Anything to improve usability; 

iii. further areas of investigation and development 

for mapping techniques generally. 

Section 2 describes some related work on mapping 

tools.  Section 3 gives an overview of the study.  Sec-

tion 4 describes the questions and the data used.  Sec-

tions 5 and 6 describe solutions to these questions for 

YARRRML and SPARQL Anything, and explain the 

two approaches.  Sections 7 and 8 describe the partic-

ipants’ experiences of using YARRRML and 

SPARQL Anything.  Section 9 makes some recom-

mendations, addressing (i) and (ii) above.  Finally, 

Section 10 draws some general conclusions and ad-

dresses (iii). 

2.  Related work 

Many of the first attempts to map from structured 

formats to RDF worked with the relational model; [6] 

provides a comparison of some of these early ap-

proaches.  [7] and [8] provide references to some 

more recent approaches for mapping to RDF.  An 

example of an early approach is the use of the map-

ping language R2RML.  In Section 1 we discussed 

how R2RML was developed into RML2 , with the 

inclusion of a number of other source data formats, 

e.g. JSON and XML, and thence into the more user-

friendly YARRRML.  In this section, we describe a 

number of approaches, chosen to illustrate three 

themes: the extension of SPARQL, automatic triplifi-

cation, and usability. 

2.1. Extending SPARQL 

Triplify was an early development which can be 

seen as a forerunner of SPARQL-based approaches 

[8].  Triplify used SQL queries to create RDF triples 

from a relational database.  An advantage of this ap-

proach is the widespread familiarity with SQL, just 

as the subsequent SPARQL-based approaches benefit 

from a widespread familiarity with SPARQL. 

Tarql3 (SPARQL for tables) uses SPARQL syntax 

to query CSV directly [10].  Where a table has a first 

row containing headers, the elements of this row are 

used as variable names, otherwise ?a, ?b etc are used.  

ASK, SELECT and CONSTRUCT can then be used 

 
2 RML has now been drafted as a potential specification [9]. 
3 https://github.com/tarql/tarql/; see also http://tarql.github.io/ 

for documentation. 

to query the CSV.  In the last case, users can create a 

triplification consistent with a required ontology.   

SML (Sparqlification Mapping Language) used 

the syntax of the SPARQL CONSTRUCT clause to 

define mappings from a relational database to RDF 

[11].  The variables used in the CONSTRUCT clause 

are themselves equated to expressions derived from 

the relational database tables.  The claim is that the 

SML syntax is a more compact syntax than R2RML.  

An evaluation showed that participants less experi-

enced in R2RML preferred SML, found it more read-

able, and took less time to undertake a number of 

mapping tasks [11].    

Whereas SML was concerned with translation 

from relational databases, SPARQL-Generate ex-

tends SPARQL to map to RDF from a variety of 

formats, e.g. CSV, JSON, XML, and HTML.  [12] 

provides an introduction to SPARQL-Generate, in-

cluding a comparison with other approaches, whilst 

[13] provides a more detailed, formal description.  In 

summary, SPARQL-Generate replaces the CON-

STRUCT clause with a GENERATE clause and con-

tains an ITERATE clause to equate variables to data 

elements, using path statements.   

2.2. Automatic triplification 

All the approaches discussed in this paper are used 

to create RDF triples.  In that sense, they are exam-

ples of triplification.  However, in this subsection we 

are concerned with approaches which create triplifi-

cations automatically or semi-automatically.   

[14] describes a semi-automatic system for tripli-

fying Wikipedia tables.  The system “mines” DBpe-

dia for predicates.  They report a precision of 52.2% 

and believe this could be greatly improved through 

machine-learning.  [15] describes a semi-automatic 

system, StdTrip, for transforming database schemas 

and instances to RDF triples, with particular empha-

sis on reuse of existing vocabularies.  The paper 

makes a comparison with Triplify (discussed in the 

last subsection) and claims that StdTrip offers more 

support to users during the conceptual modelling 

phase.  [16] describes a more recent system, 

CSV2RDF, for converting CSV files to RDF.  The 

system takes account of embedded metadata and in-

cludes a GUI interface which can be used for modify-

ing that metadata.  The results of an experimental 

study indicate that the method is approximately linear 

in time.  [16] also includes a relatively comprehen-

sive survey of related work.  [17] discusses the chal-

lenges of using a mapping language, such as RML, to 



match tabular data to knowledge graphs such as 

DBpedia and Wikidata.  These challenges are ana-

lyzed in the context of the SemTab challenge4.  Gen-

erally, automatic knowledge graph construction re-

quires an iterative approach, and this might need to 

be taken account of in the further development of 

mapping languages.  As an alternative, [17] suggests 

the declarative descriptions of workflows; presuma-

bly these would be used to create the iteration. 

An approach closer to SPARQL Anything is de-

scribed in [18].  The system converts geographic in-

formation described in JSON using a library 

(JSON2RDF) to RDF.  The goal here is not to pro-

duce an end triplification, “but rather to automatical-

ly produce some kind of RDF that can then be trans-

formed into a useful form simply using SPARQL 

CONSTRUCT queries”. 

SPARQL Anything has a similar philosophy to 

[18], but works with a range of formats, e.g. CSV, 

JSON, and HTML.  It creates a triplification which 

can then be queried with ASK, SELECT and CON-

STRUCT queries.  As with  Tarql and [18], the 

CONSTRUCT query enables a triplification to be 

created consistent with a desired ontology.  [19] 

demonstrates theoretically that the SPARQL Any-

thing approach is applicable to any file format ex-

pressible in BNF syntax as well as any relational da-

tabase.  The paper also compares the usability and 

performance of SPARQL Anything to other ap-

proaches, finding that it is comparable to other state-

of-the-art tools. 

SPARQL Anything is similar to SPARQL-

Generate in that they are both extensions of SPARQL.  

However, SPARQL-Generate does not create a de-

fault triplification, but is a path-based approach mak-

ing use of mappings defined similarly to mappings in 

YARRRML, i.e. with path statements written in 

JSONPath, XPath etc.   

Figure 1 summarizes the three approaches to tripi-

fication: wholly manual approaches; semi-automatic 

approaches targeted at a pre-defined knowledge 

graph; and two-phase approaches with an initial 

wholly automatic phase followed by a manual phase 

using a SPARQL CONSTRUCT query. 

 

2.3. Usability 

The observation that R2RML is not user-friendly 

was the motivation for YARRRML [3].  The same 

observation has also motivated a number of graphical 

 
4 https://www.cs.ox.ac.uk/isg/challenges/sem-tab/ 

approaches.  One example of such an approach is 

Juma, a block paradigm language designed initially 

for representing R2RML mappings [7], and then ex-

tended to SML [8].  Juma reduces syntax errors be-

cause it only permits the connection of blocks that 

create a valid mapping.   

There have been a few usability studies looking at 

mapping techniques.  A study of Juma indicated that 

this approach could be used to create accurate map-

pings and that it achieved “good results in standard 

usability evaluations” [20].  [21] compared the men-

tal workload associated with using R2RML and Juma, 

using two self-assessment techniques, Workload Pro-

file [22] and NASA-TLX [23].  The conclusion was 

that there was little difference in mental workload but 

that Juma offered appreciably better performance. 

[24] compared YARRRML, SPARQL-Generate, 

and ShExML; the last of these being a language 

based on Shapes Expressions (ShEx).  The compari-

son required participants to map from a JSON file 

and an XML file onto an RDF graph, and used a 

combination of quantitative and qualitative methods.  

For the former, measurements included the time to 

perform a task, number of keystrokes and distance 

travelled by the mouse.  For the latter, participants’ 

feedback relating to usability was sought on a 5-point 

Likert scale.  The study found that “ShExML users 

tend to perform better than those of YARRRML and 

SPARQL-Generate”. 

3. Overview of the study 

The study was a between-participants study with 

two conditions, i.e. one set of participants answered 

questions using YARRRML, the other set answered 

questions using SPARQL Anything.  There were 

eight questions and these were the same in both con-

ditions, in the sense that participants were presented 

with the same data files and with the same objectives.  

There were nine participants in the YARRRML con-

dition, and nine in the SPARQL Anything condition.  

Participants were recruited from the Open University 

and from two W3C groups: the Knowledge Graph 

Construction Community 5  and the SPARQL 1.2 

Community6. Participants were free to choose wheth-

er to work with SPARQL Anything or YARRRML. 

 
5 https://www.w3.org/community/kg-construct/ 
6 https://www.w3.org/community/sparql-12/ 



 

 
Fig. 1. three approaches to triplification: manual; (semi-)automatic; and automatic phase followed by a manual phase 

 

Some days before the study, participants were pro-

vided with a tutorial which explained all they needed 

to know about the technique they were to use.  They 

were also provided with a document which explained 

how to download the necessary software and con-

tained the eight questions which they would be re-

quested to answer during the study7.  They were re-

quested not to look at these questions until the ses-

sion.  In recruiting participants, it was explained that 

the sessions would last one hour.  At the beginning of 

each session, it was also explained that they might 

not answer all the questions in one hour, and that that 

was perfectly acceptable.  Participants were also 

made aware that the study has been approved by the 

Open University’s Human Research Ethics Commit-

tee (HREC/4195).  Participants signed a consent 

form in which, apart from agreeing to take part in the 

study, they were also free to agree that their com-

ments be quoted anonymously, or to withhold com-

ments from publication.  All agreed to their com-

ments being quoted. 

Before the study, participants were also sent a 

brief survey asking them about their previous experi-

ence with relevant technologies, and asking for some 

basic demographic information.  Most participants 

were from Europe, with a few from the Americas and 

one from India.  Ages varied from under thirty to 

over seventy, peaking at 40 to 49 years.  There were 

10 male and 8 female participants.  At least six of the 

SPARQL Anything participants had a little, or more 

than a little, knowledge of SPARQL; only three had 

any knowledge of SPARQL Anything.  Five of the 

YARRRML participants had a little, or more than a 

little, knowledge of RML or R2RML; only three had 

any knowledge of YARRRML.  Eight of the partici-

 
7 The tutorials and the question documents are available at:  

https://ordo.open.ac.uk/articles/online_resource/Materials_for_

mapping_study_structured_data_to_RDF/21476883 

pants classified themselves as software engineers; 

five as knowledge engineers; three as ‘other’; and 

one did not specify role.   

Each study was conducted over Microsoft Teams, 

with participants sharing their screen with the exper-

imenter.  There was a great deal of interaction be-

tween the participants and the experimenter; many 

participants found the exercises difficult and required 

assistance. This assistance ranged from ‘hints’, e.g. 

pointing out the presence of a square bracket denot-

ing an array in JSON, to provision of the solution, 

which was then explained.  Participants were also 

provided with files containing the required output 

RDF, although only a few participants referred to 

these.  Only three of SPARQL Anything and four of 

the YARRRML participants completed all eight 

questions, although most completed the first five.  

Many participants spent more than the proposed hour 

on the study.  Each session was recorded, using the 

Microsoft Teams recording facility and then analyzed 

using the NVivo qualitative analysis tool8. 

For reasons of time, and because we were chiefly 

interested in the conceptual, rather than the syntactic, 

difficulties experienced by the participants, we did 

not expect participants to create solutions from 

scratch.  Instead, as is explained in more detail in 

Sections 5 and 6, we provided partial solutions and 

asked participants to complete the gaps.  Our subse-

quent analysis was based on a grounded classification 

of the observed errors, informed by the participants’ 

comments9. 

 
8 Supplied by QSR International: 

https://www.qsrinternational.com 
9 For a description of grounded theory, see [25]. 



4. The questions and the data 

Questions 1 and 2 used a slightly modified version 

of a JSON file which described an artwork in the 

Tate Gallery in London10.  We chose a real, and rela-

tively complex, example to ensure ecological validity.  

The file uses nested objects and arrays to provide 

information about the artwork, including characteriz-

ing the file with 13 topics.  Each topic has a numeric 

id and a name.  The topics are arranged hierarchically, 

in four levels.  At the top-level there is one overarch-

ing topic, with id “1” and name “subject”.  We modi-

fied this file slightly: by re-ordering the information, 

to present the topic hierarchy top-down, and thereby 

improve readability; by renaming the overarching 

topic “topicRoot”, to avoid any possibility of confu-

sion with the word “subject” in the context of RDF 

triples or YARRRML mappings; by changing the 

JSON object “contributors” to “creator” and reducing 

the information provided about the creator.  Figure 2 

shows the resultant file.  Note that “id” is reused 

three times: for the id of the creator (line 9), for the id 

of the artwork (line 13), and for the topic ids (lines 

20, 24, etc.). 

We omit the details of question 1, which was a 

straightforward question to test the basic understand-

ing of the YARRRML or SPARQL Anything ap-

proaches, and to introduce participants to the study 

process.  Question 2 used the JSON file in conjunc-

tion with the CSV file in Figure 3, which contains 

information about five artists.  The goal of question 2 

was to create one triple with subject the url of the 

artwork, which is contained in the JSON file; and 

with object the url describing the artist, which is con-

tained in the CSV file.  The predicate of the triple 

was specified to be dct:creator.  As with all the ques-

tions in the study, the predicate was provided in the 

question; only the subject and object were required to 

be identified from the data files.  This requires cor-

rectly identifying the artist in the CSV file by match-

ing the creator id from line 9 of the JSON file with 

the id in the first column of the CSV file. 

Questions 3, 4 and 5 all had the same objectives.  

Question 3 used the JSON file shown in Figure 2.  

The objective was to create two sets of twelve triples.  

One set had as subject the url of the artwork, and as 

object an IRI of the form tsub:id, where each id was 

an id describing the artwork.  The predicate was to be 

schema:about.  We asked participants to exclude id = 

 
10  The original JSON file is available at: 

https://github.com/tategallery/collection/blob/a51d8afc988ed0835

57e2950f4d0b644e7719f4a/artworks/a/000/a00002-1036.json 

1, since this topic is common to all artworks and car-

ries no information.  This did have the effect of mak-

ing the questions more difficult.  The other twelve 

triples required each tsub:id as subject, and the corre-

sponding topic name as object, again excluding id = 

1.  The predicate was to be schema:name.  Question 

4 used an XML file created by the authors, and con-

taining the same information as, and a similar struc-

ture to, the JSON file.  The file, shown in Figure 4, 

was created without using attributes.  Question 5 also 

used an XML file created by the authors, containing 

the same information as, and a similar structure to, 

the JSON file.  This time, the file, shown in Figure 5, 

made maximum use of XML attributes.  Note that, 

whereas topics (in the plural) is used once in the 

JSON and the previous XML files, as shown in Fig-

ures 2 and 4, in this XML file topic (in the singular) 

is used on multiple occasions.  The order of questions 

3, 4 and 5 was varied amongst the participants.  Fig-

ure 6 shows the required output for the three ques-

tions. 

Questions 6, 7 and 8 also had the same objective, 

and used the JSON file and the two XML variants.  

The objective of this question was to create 12 triples 

describing the links in the topic hierarchy, i.e. the 

subject of each triple was a topic, and the object was 

a child topic.  The predicate was to be skos:broader.  

This time, id = 1 was included, so that tsub:1 was the 

subject of two triples, with objects tsub:29 and 

tsub:91.  The order of presentation of these questions 

was also varied amongst the participants.  Figure 7 

shows the required output for these three questions. 

5. YARRRML – the solutions 

This section presents solutions to the questions, 

using the questions to illustrate the features of 

YARRRML.  As already noted, we omit the relative-

ly straightforward question 1.  A solution to question 

2 is illustrated in Figure 811.  After the prefix state-

ments, there is a mappings section, which contains 

artworkMapping beginning on line 5 and artistMap-

ping beginning on line 19. 

 
11 In this figure, and in subsequent solutions to YARRRML and 

SPARQL Anything solutions, we show only those prefixes strictly 

necessary.  In the study, for legacy reasons, files provided to par-

ticipants contained some additional prefixes. 



 

 
 

Fig. 2. JSON file used in questions 1, 2, 3 and 6 (artwork.json) 

 

 
 

Fig. 3. CSV file used in question 2 (artist_data.csv) 

 



 

 
 

Fig. 4. XML file used in questions 4 and 7 (artwork.xml)



 
 

Fig. 5. XML file used in questions 5 and 8 (artworkAttributes.xml) 

 

 
 

Fig. 6. Required output for questions 3, 4 and 5 

 

 
 

Fig. 7. Required output for questions 6, 7 and 8 

 

  Both mappings start by specifying the source file, 

in lines 7 and 21.  In each case, after the tilde, it is 

stated how the file should be interpreted, as JSON in 

the first case and as a CSV file in the second.  At the 



end of line 7 is a dollar sign, in quotes.   This is re-

ferred to as an iterator.   It is a JSONPath  expression, 

indicating over which parts of the JSON file the 

YARRRML should iterate to create the RDF.  Spe-

cifically, the iterator should prepend the contents of 

any value statement in the mapping.  Thus, in line 9 

we have url in a value statement, to which is pre-

pended $, from the iterator, to create the JSONPath 

$.url.  Because the previous line contained s: we 

know that this JSONPath statement indicates the sub-

ject of the mapping.  po: in line 10 indicates that the 

predicate and object will follow, and in this case, the 

predicate is dct:creator.  Line 13 indicates that we 

wish to extract the object from another mapping, i.e. 

artistMapping, specifically from the file which is 

specified on line 21 as part of the definition of 

artistMapping.  Because this is a CSV file, the path 

statement is simply a header from the first line of the 

file.  We see from line 22 that the subject of artist-

Mapping, and hence the object of the triple being 

formed, is indicated by the field name url.  Note that 

line 22 begins with s: because it contains the subject 

(url) of artistMapping, although url is the object of 

the triple being formed.  Because there are a number 

of records in the CSV file, we indicate the record to 

be used by the condition in lines 14 to 18.  Specifi-

cally, a field creator.id in the JSON needs to be iden-

tical to a field id in the CSV file.  In lines 17 and 18 

the s and o before the closing square brackets indi-

cate that, in the first case we are concerned with the 

mapping providing the source, i.e. artworkMapping, 

and hence the JSON file; and in the second case with 

the mapping providing the object, i.e. artistMapping, 

and hence the CSV file.  str1 and str2 are dummy 

variables with no significance, e.g. they could be 

interchanged without changing the effect.  Partici-

pants were not expected to create this YARRRML 

from scratch.  We wanted participants to think con-

ceptually about creating the mappings and be con-

cerned as little as possible with the details of syntax.  

Consequently, participants were presented with a file 

as shown in Figure 8, except that the text in red ital-

ics was replaced with three dots.  Participants were 

simply required to substitute a valid solution for 

these three dots.  The missing elements, i.e. the ele-

ments represented by three dots, were chosen to test 

the participants’ conceptual understanding of the 

mapping process; at the same time minimizing, as far 

as possible, the need to understand the details of the 

YARRRML syntax. 

 

 
 

Fig. 8. YARRRML solution to question 2 

Figure 9 illustrates solutions to questions 312, 4 

and 5.  Again, the text in red italics was replaced by 

three dots.  For each solution, there are two mappings, 

but this time they are independent, i.e. there is no 

condition connecting them.  artworkMapping creates 

the twelve triples with subject the artwork url and 

with objects of the form tsub:id.  subjectMapping 

creates the twelve triples with subjects of the form 

tsub:id and with objects the names of the topics.   

Figure 10 shows solutions to question 6, 7 and 8.  

Question 6 requires two mappings.  topHierar-

chyMapping creates the triples linking topicRoot to 

the two topics below it.  lowerHierarchyMapping 

creates all the other required triples.  Because of the 

structure of the XML data, questions 7 and 8 only 

require one mapping. 

 
12 The leading “topics” in line 14 should not be required.  This 

was believed to be a problem with the RML mapper, see 

https://github.com/RMLio/rmlmapper-java/issues/150 



 
 

Fig. 9. YARRRML solutions to (from left to right) questions 3, 4 and 5 

 

 
 

Fig. 10. YARRRML solutions to (from left to right) questions 6, 7 and 8 

6. SPARQL Anything – the solutions 

As before, we omit question 1.  Figure 11 illus-

trates a solution to question 2.  Lines 9, 10, 13 and 14 

were replaced by three dots in the question.  As for 

YARRRML, the missing elements were chosen to 

test participants’ conceptual understanding of the 

mapping process and minimize the need to under-

stand details of syntax.  To help participants, the ter-

minator for the line was provided, either a semicolon 

(lines 9 and 13) or a full stop (lines 10 and 14). This 

practice was followed for all other questions.  Partic-

ipants were free to use the square bracket notation, as 

shown, or to create dummy variables or blank nodes.   

To understand this solution, it is necessary to un-

derstand the triplification of CSV and JSON.  For 

CSV, the document is regarded as a container, repre-

sented by a root node.  This node is the subject of 

triples, with predicates rdf:_1, rdf:_2 etc.  The ob-

jects of these triples are nodes representing each of 

the rows, with the exception of the first row, which in 

our example is assumed to be a header row.  Each of 

the column headers, e.g. id in Figure 3, is used to 

form a predicate with prefix xyz:, e.g. xyz:id.  Each of 

the nodes representing rows is then the subject of 

triples with predicates of the form xyz:id, xyz:name 

etc. and with objects the literals in the cell elements13. 

 
13  For CSV files which do not have an initial header row, 

SPARQL Anything uses rdf:_1, rdf:_2 etc to link the nodes repre-

senting each row with the cell elements. 



 
Fig. 11. SPARQL Anything solution to question 2 

 

 
 

Fig. 12. SPARQL Anything solutions to questions 3 (top left), question 4 (top right), and question 5 (bottom centre) 

 



 
 

 
Fig. 13. SPARQL Anything solutions to questions 6 (top left), 7 (top right), and 8 (bottom centre) 

 

For JSON, each object is regarded as a container 

and represented by a triple with a blank node as sub-

ject, and with predicate xyz:name1, where name1 is 

the name of the JSON object.  If the value is a literal, 

then this will be the object of the triple.  If the value 

is another JSON object, with name name2, then the 

object of the triple will be another blank node, which 

in turn will be the subject of another triple, with pred-

icate xyz:name2.  If an object is an array, of size n, 

then the object of the triple will be a blank node, 

which in turn will be the subject of triples with predi-

cates rdf:_1, rdf:_2 … rdf:_n. 

Figure 12 shows solutions to question 3, 4 and 5.  

These questions require the creation of a variable, 

here ?topicId, to be included in the SERVICE clause 

and then used in line 14.  In the solution to each 

question, lines 10 and 11 query the triplification.  The 

solution to question 3 can be understood by referring 

to the JSON triplification explained above.  To un-

derstand the solution to question 4, we need to under-

stand how XML elements are triplified.  Each distinct 

XML tag creates a node with IRI xyz:tag.  Every el-

ement with that tag is regarded as a container and 

represented as a blank node, of type xyz:tag, i.e. the 

subject of a triple with predicate rdf:type and object 

xyz:tag.  If the element contains a literal, then the 

blank node will also be the subject of a triple with 

predicate rdf:_1 and object the literal.  If the element 

contains n other elements, then the blank node will 

be the subject of triples with predicates rdf:_1, rdf:_2 

… rdf:_n, and objects blank nodes representing the n 

elements.  As a result, the solution to question 4 fol-

lows the same pattern as question 3, except that lines 

10 and 11 need to be changed.  Here, a is a shorthand 

for rdf:type and ?li1, ?li2, ?li3 bind to rdf:_1, rdf:_2 

etc.  Strictly speaking, in line 10, a xyz:item is not 

necessary, as all the elements directly below the chil-

dren tag have tag item.  Its use can be regarded as 

safeguarding against future development of the data.  

The solution to question 5 also follows the same form 

but needs to take account of the use of attributes in 

the XML.  As before, when triplifying the XML, an 

element is represented by a blank node, of type 

xyz:tag.  If the element contains an attribute then the 

blank node is also the subject of a triple, with predi-

cate xyz:name, where name is the name of the attrib-

ute, and with object the value of the attribute.  As 

before, lines 10 and 11 need to be changed.  In line 

10, the second a xyz:topic is not strictly necessary, 

since the only tags directly below topic are also topic 

tags.  As in question 4, this can be regarded as safe-

guarding against future development of the data. 

Figure 13 shows solutions to questions 6, 7 and 8.  

The differences between these three solutions are 



entirely limited to lines 9 and 10.  For question 7, the 

a xyz:item in line 10 is not strictly necessary, as all 

the elements directly below the children tag have tag 

item.   

7. YARRRML – the user experience 

In the following three subsections, we describe the 

major conceptual difficulties which YARRRML par-

ticipants experienced.  In subsection 7.4, we discuss 

difficulties with path syntax and in subsection 7.5 

with YARRRML syntax and semantics.  Table 1 

summarizes the common errors made by participants.    

7.1. Using the iterator 

Fundamental to using YARRRML is understand-

ing the role of the iterator, and the relationship be-

tween the iterator and value statements in a mapping.  

All our YARRRML participants had difficulties here, 

and made a number of mistakes. 

Some users made the iterator path too long.  For 

example, in question 3 (Figure 9, left-hand column), 

one participant correctly wrote url in the value state-

ment in line 10, but wrote the iterator in line 8 as 

$.children[*], rather than simply $.  Concatenating 

the iterator and value statement then leads to 

$.children[*].url, which is clearly wrong.  The con-

verse problem is to make the iterator two short.  In 

the first mapping (artworkMapping) of question 5 

(Figure 9, right-hand column) a participant wrote / 

for the iterator and @url in the value statement on 

line 10.  This omits artwork, i.e. the path to obtain 

the url, in full, is /artwork/@url.  Alternatively, there 

may be no gap in the path statement obtained by con-

catenating iterator and value statement, but the itera-

tor may still be too short.  An example of this oc-

curred in the second mapping (subjectMapping) of 

question 4 (Figure 9, middle column), where a partic-

ipant wrote //children in the iterator and item/id and 

item/name in the value statements for the subject and 

object.  The problem here is that, whilst the iterator 

and value statements concatenate to identify the topic 

id and name, there is no guarantee that id and name 

are correctly associated.  In fact, the mapping creates 

12 triples, but a number of the id’s are repeated as 

subjects, and hence incorrectly associated with names.  

The iterator needs to extend sufficiently far down the 

hierarchy that the id and name are within the same 

item, i.e. the iterator should be //children/item and the 

value statements should be simply id and name. 

7.2. Recursive descent 

Recursive descent was a cause of difficulty for 

nearly all of our participants.  In subjectMapping of 

question 3, a participant wrongly assigned the recur-

sive descent to the value statements, rather than the 

iterator.  Thus, the iterator was written as 

$.topics.children[*] and the value statements con-

tained ..id and ..name.  This has a similar effect to the 

last example of the previous subsection, i.e. there is 

no guarantee that the correct id and name are associ-

ated.   Another example of placing recursive descent 

in the value statements, instead of the iterator, oc-

curred in question 6.  In the mapping lowerHierar-

chyMapping (Figure 10, left-hand column), the par-

ticipant wrote $.topics in the iterator, and id and chil-

dren[*]..id in the subject and object value statements. 

This results in lowerHierarchyMapping creating 

twelve triples, linking topicRoot to each of the other 

topics.  In fact, the iterator should be $..children[*] 

and the paths in the subject and object value state-

ments should be id and children[*].id.  In question 7, 

one participant put recursive descent into both the 

iterator and a value statement, writing //item for the 

iterator and //children/item/id in the second (object) 

value statement.  This has the effect of creating 156 

triples: topicRoot is linked to every other topic (12 

triples) and all the topics below topicRoot are inter-

linked, in both directions, including to themselves 

(144 triples).  It should be stressed that it is not nec-

essarily wrong to put recursive descent into a value 

statement, as can be seen in the first mapping in the 

solution to questions 3, 4 and 5 (Figure 9). 

Recursive descent was sometimes omitted com-

pletely, when it should have been used.  In the value 

statement for the object of the first mapping of ques-

tion 5, which should be written topic//topic/@id, a 

participant wrote topic/topic/@id, which has the ef-

fect of identifying only the two topics immediately 

below topicRoot.  Note that the two occurrences of 

topic are necessary to avoid topicRoot.  Another mis-

take was to write topic/@id for the object of the first 

mapping in question 5.  This has the opposite effect 

to that required, i.e. it identifies only topicRoot.  

//topic/@id would also be wrong, since it would 

identify all the topics.  At other times, participants 

may not have fully grasped the significance of recur-

sive descent.  In question 4, for the object of the first 

mapping, a participant wrote top-

ics/item//children/item/id.  This is not wrong, but 

//children/item/id would have been simpler. 

 



Table 1. YARRRML errors made by participants 

 

Error Description 

Iterator Errors Iterator path too long, so that it cannot concatenate with path in a value statement to 

form correct JSONPath. 

Iterator path too short, so that there is a ‘gap’ when the iterator path is concatenated 

with a path in a value statement. 

Iterator path too short, and path in subject and object value statements too long, so that 

whilst they concatenate to form a valid JSONPath, the subject and object do not neces-

sarily correspond. 

Not starting iterator from root of document, or with a recursive descent. 

Recursive de-

scent errors 

Placing recursive descent in a value statement when it should be in the iterator.  This 

can have a variety of effects, e.g. leading to no triples or too many.  A variant on this is 

placing recursive descent in both the iterator and a value statement, when it should 

only be in the iterator. 

Omitting recursive descent when it is required, which can have the effect of creating 

only a subset of the required triples. 

Failing to realize that recursive descent can be used at the beginning of a path state-

ment, to subsume the beginning of the path, rather than later in the statement.  This 

causes unnecessarily long path statements. 

Path errors Path too short to uniquely specify data. 

Missing element in path. 

Path syntax er-

rors 

Not taking account of JSON arrays. 

Misuse of dot in JSONPath: either including a leading dot (.creator.id) or omitting a 

dot ($topics). 

Failure to use @ to identify an attribute in XPath; alternatively, when @ was used, 

failure to place a / before the @, i.e. writing topic@id rather than topic/@id. 

Confusion betweem JSONPath and XPath, e.g. between . and / as separators and $ and 

/ to indicate the document root. 

YARRRML 

syntax and se-

mantics errors 

Failure to understand purpose of mapping statement, i.e. that it needs to contain the 

name of a mapping. 

Failure to understand the significance of s and o in the join condition, and confusion 

about the role of the parameters str1 and str2. 

Confusion between the use of quotes in the iterator but not in the value statement. 

Confusion potentially caused by use of $ in JSONPath and in YARRRML syntax. 

 

 

7.3. Path errors 

More generally, nearly all our participants made 

errors in JSONPath and XPath.  As an example of 

this, in question 2 a participant wrote id rather than 

creator.id, i.e. failing to differentiate between the 

three uses of id.  One participant, in question 4, wrote 

topics/children/item, i.e. ignoring that item comes 

after topics; although in this case recursive descent 

should have been used.  This problem may arise from 

not being fully aware of the structure of the data.     

7.4. Path syntax errors 

There were also errors in the path syntax.  With 

JSONPath,  JSON arrays caused a problem for a 

number of participants.  It may be that some partici-

pants simply failed to see the square brackets in the 

JSON.  At least one participant omitted the asterisk 

from the square brackets in the JSONPath, i.e. wrote 

[] rather than [*] in question 3 (right-hand column of 

Figure 9).  Another participant put the asterisk before 

the square brackets, i.e. writing $..children*[].  Other 

JSONPath errors were to write .creator.id, i.e. to use 



a leading dot, and to write $topics, i.e. to omit a dot.  

For XPath, there was a failure to use @ to identify an 

attribute, and also a failure to place a / before the @, 

i.e. writing topic@id rather than topic/@id.  There 

was also confusion between JSONPath and XPath, 

e.g. between . and / as separators, and between $ and 

/ to indicate the root of the document. 

7.5. YARRRML syntax and semantics errors 

Some participants had difficulty with the 

YARRRML syntax and semantics, i.e. the details of 

how YARRRML is used, as distinct from the more 

fundamental aspects of the mapping process such as 

the use of path statements and the relationship be-

tween iterator and value statement.   

Question 1, which for brevity we have not de-

scribed, required completing a mapping statement 

analogous to line 13 in question 2 (Figure 8).  One 

participant did not understand that the name of a 

mapping was required, and instead looked in the rel-

evant CSV file to find a seemingly appropriate field 

name.  In question 2, the join condition caused prob-

lems.  Some participants did not understand the sig-

nificance of the s and o, to indicate subject and object, 

although this was explained in the tutorial.  The use 

of str1 and str2 causes confusion.  The YARRRML 

documentation explains that they are parameters for 

the equal function, and notes “that str1 and str2 can 

be switched as this does not influence the result of 

the equal function” [24, subsection 8.5].  One partici-

pant was confused by the fact that quotes are used 

around the JSONPath or XPath fragments in the iter-

ator, but not in the value statement.  The use of $ was 

also a source of confusion when manipulating JSON 

data.  $ is used in JSONPath and also as part of the 

YARRRML syntax.  In the latter case it is followed 

by a bracket and this led one participant to want to 

write a bracket after $ in JSONPath, e.g. $(top-

ics.children..).  These last two points are related.  In 

the iterator, the path fragment is in quotes.  In the 

value statement, the path fragment is surrounded by 

brackets, with a leading dollar.  Nevertheless, partic-

ipants were, as far as possible, preserved from the 

difficulties of YARRRML syntax by the design of 

the questions.  One participant commented “… 

there's so many little subtleties about, like, whether 

there needs to be a space here or not, but because 

you'd already filled in the YAML stuff, it was pretty 

straightforward”. 

8. SPARQL Anything – the user experience 

In the first three subsections we describe the major 

conceptual difficulties which SPARQL Anything 

participants experienced, and in subsection 8.4 we 

discuss difficulties with SPARQL syntax and seman-

tics.  Table 2 summarizes the common errors made 

by participants.   

8.1. Triplification 

Fundamental to using SPARQL Anything is un-

derstanding the triplification; this was a source of 

difficulty for almost all of our participants.  A great 

deal of assistance was given by the experimenter in 

explaining this.  In particular, with nested data, the 

triplification can become confusing, and lead to er-

rors.  For example, in line 9 of question 7 (Figure 13, 

top right), one participant wrote: 
?b1 a xyz:item; ?b ?parentId; 

Instead of the line shown in the figure or, avoiding 

the square bracket notation: 
?b1 a xyz:item; ?li ?b2 . ?b2 a xyz:id; rdf:_1 ?parentId; (1) 

The problem here is that id is an XML element 

within item and it is the id object which con-

tains ?parentId.  As written by the participant, the 

implication is that the item object directly con-

tains ?parentId. 

Participants also needed to understand the two dif-

ferent ways which triplification is performed, i.e. that 

JSON names and XML attribute names are used to 

create predicates whilst XML element names are 

used to create a class.  Moving between the two ap-

proaches is a source of confusion.  For example, in 

question 4 (Figure 12, top right) a participant wrote: 

[] xyz:url ?artworkUrl where the correct solution 

should be, e.g. [ a xyz:url ; rdf:_1 ?artworkUrl ], 

because question 4 used an XML file without attrib-

utes.  The converse error occurred in question 5, i.e. 

writing the latter in place of the former, because 

question 5 used an XML file with attributes.  Similar-

ly in question 3, a participant started to write [ a 

xyz:children , i.e. treating the JSON object name like 

an XML element name. 



Table 2. SPARQL Anything errors made by participants 

 

Error Description 
Triplification 
errors 

Failing to translate correctly from data to triplification, e.g. with nested data omit-
ting a level. 
Confusing the two forms of triplification: JSON objects and XML attributes, versus 
XML elements. 

Misuse of rdf:_1 Failing to note the need for a variable, rather than rdf:_1, where variable needs to 
bind to rdf:_1 … rdf:_n, as with JSON arrays or XML elements. 

Graph pattern 
errors 

Failing to understand when a blank node should be shared between graph pat-
terns. 
Omitting an XML element or JSON object or array element in the path to the re-
quired datum. 
Ignoring JSON arrays. 
Failing to understand that a graph pattern can start from anywhere, not neces-
sarily the root of the document. 

SPARQL errors Difficulties with square bracket notation, e.g. writing [] [… 
Difficulties with variable names, e.g. failure to understand need to create a new 
variable to be argument of STR() in questions 3, 4 and 5. 

 

 

Another example of confusing the two triplifica-

tion approaches occurred in question 7, where a par-

ticipant wrote [ a xyz:topics ?parentId] .  In fact, 

starting with topics is starting too high up the hierar-

chy; however that is not the point we wish to make 

here.  The participant did correctly recognize that 

topics is an element tag, and therefore should be con-

verted into a class name.  However, there was a fail-

ure to realize that [ a xyz:topics is a complete triple 

pattern, and the participant may have slipped into 

thinking that xyz:topics was a predicate requiring to 

be followed by an object 

Querying the triplification of XML poses a partic-

ular difficulty, when compared with the triplification 

of JSON.  In statement (1) above, ?b1 and ?b2 are 

each the subject of two triples.  In creating and read-

ing this statement, having reached the first semi-

colon, in order to recognize ?b1 as the subject of the 

next triple, the user needs to backtrack before contin-

uing, or retain the ?b1 in working memory.  A simi-

lar process occurs at the second semi-colon.  This 

comment applies when using the square bracket nota-

tion, as in the solution to question 7 shown in Figure 

13, top right.  However, the problem does not occur 

with the triplification of JSON, nor with the use of 

JSONPath and XPath in YARRRML. 

8.2. Misuse of rdf:_1 

More than half the participants wanted to use 

rdf:_1 in graph patterns where they should have used 

a variable.  SPARQL Anything uses the predicates 

rdf:_1, rdf:_2 etc. in its triplification to reference the 

elements of JSON arrays.  It also uses these predi-

cates to reference XML elements nested within XML 

elements and it uses rdf:_1 to reference the literal 

contents of an XML element.  This means that use of 

these predicates is necessary in graph patterns to ac-

cess a specific element of a JSON array, or an XML 

element where its position is needed to uniquely 

specify it.  Where we wish to access an XML ele-

ment which is a literal, we are free to use rdf:_1 or a 

variable.  However, rdf:_1, rdf:_2 etc cannot be used 

in a pattern where we wish to range over the ele-

ments of a JSON array or over sibling XML elements 

with the same tag.  In these cases participants needed 

to use a variable which will bind to rdf:_1, rdf:_2, 

rdf:_3 …, as appropriate.  For example, in question 4 

one participant wrote [] a xyz:children ; 

rdf:_1 ?item1 in place of [] a 

xyz:children ; ?li ?item1 .  An alternative to using ?li 

is to use the SPARQL Anything magic property 

fx:anySlot.  However, for brevity, this possibility was 

not explained in the study. 



8.3. Graph patterns 

The previous subsection discussed a specific prob-

lem with graph patterns.  Generally, there was diffi-

culty in understanding how graph patterns mapped 

onto the triplification.  In all but the first question, 

lines to be completed appeared as pairs of consecu-

tive lines.  It was generally understood that these 

lines should start with a blank node, but it was not 

always clear whether that should be a shared blank 

node.  Figures 12 and 13, which show questions 3, 4, 

and 5; and questions 6, 7 and 8, illustrate that both 

cases can occur.  For questions 3, 4, and 5, the sec-

ond line to be completed (line 11) requires a starting 

blank node.  For questions 6, 7 and 8, the second line 

(line 10) uses the initial blank node from the previous 

line.  When confronted with the, rather complex, so-

lution to question 7: 
9   [] a xyz:item; ?li1 [ a xyz:id; rdf:_1 ?parentId ] ; 

10 ?li2 [ a xyz:children ; ?li3 [ a xyz:item ; ?li4 [ a 

xyz:id ; rdf:_1 ?topicId ] ] ] 

one participant commented “but it seems like you 

connected magically …”. 

As with YARRRML, the requirement in questions 

3, 4 and 5 to avoid topicRoot caused difficulty.  In 

question 5, one participant wrote [] a xyz:topic; 

xyz:id ?topicId rather than [] a xyz:topic; ?li [ a 

xyz:topic; xyz:id ?topicId] .  In the latter, correct case, 

the initial triple pattern ([] a xyz:topic) is necessary 

to skip over the node which represents topicRoot.   

Also as with YARRRML, JSON arrays were often 

ignored.  This was a problem for more than half the 

participants, e.g. writing [] xyz:children 

[ xyz:id ?topicId] instead of [] xyz:children [?li 

[ xyz:id ?topicId]], since SPARQL Anything creates 

a node to represent the array, and then nodes to rep-

resent each array element.  Again as with 

YARRRML, data elements were sometimes over-

looked, e.g. in Q7 missing out item which was inter-

mediate between children and id.  Moreover, the id 

of the artwork creator was not always identified 

uniquely, e.g. in question 2 one participant wrote [] 

xyz:id ?artistId in place of [] xyz:creator 

[ xyz:id ?artistId ].  The former will identify all the 

other uses of id, i.e. its use on line 13 to represent the 

id of the document, and all the uses of id representing 

the topic ids. 

Finally, several participants started a graph pattern 

from the top of the document, where this was incor-

rect or unnecessary.  In question 3, one participant 

wrote ?b1 xyz:topics ?b2 . ?b2 

xyz:children ?b3 . ?b3 ?v ?b4 . ?b4 xyz:id ?id .  This 

only identifies the two topics immediately below 

topicRoot, because the use of xyz:topics binds ?b1 to 

the root of the document.  A correct solution, as 

shown in Figure 12, starts from a blank node with 

name xyz:children.  In this way, the graph pattern is 

able to match the RDF graph at all the appropriate 

levels of the hierarchy.  One participant commented 

“I had no idea that we can start from anywhere … in 

the tree”.  Another participant commented “I'm stuck 

a bit in this mindset that I want to access something 

recursively … ideally like in an … XSLT way. I just 

wanted to like loop recursively through the whole 

tree …” . 

8.4. Syntax errors 

There were a number of errors which were syntac-

tic, or at least related to SPARQL usage generally.  

Some participants had difficulty with the square 

bracket notation for blank nodes.  For example, in 

question 6, one participant wrote [] [ xyz:id ?paren-

tId; …].  In fact, the tutorial examples illustrating 

SPARQL Anything used both this notation and ex-

plicit variables, e.g. ?b1, ?b2 etc., and many partici-

pants chose the latter approach.  There were difficul-

ties, also, with variable names.  In questions 3, 4 and 

5, participants were required to create a variable to 

use in the SERVICE statement and in the BIND op-

erator of line 14.  One participant used ?topic, which 

was pre-specified as the output of the BIND operator.   

9. Recommendations 

In Section 1 we described three goals for our 

study: to recommend rules and guidelines for users of 

YARRRML and SPARQL Anything; to make rec-

ommendations for future developments of 

YARRRML and SPARQL Anything to improve usa-

bility; and to recommend areas of investigation and 

development for mapping techniques generally.  In 

this section we discuss the first two of these goals; 

the next section will discuss the third goal.   

9.1. Recommendations for users 

Firstly, we present a set of recommendations 

which, if followed when writing YARRRML map-

pings, are likely to reduce many common errors.  The 

first two are rules, which need to be followed.  The 

second two are guidelines which will be helpful in 

many situations.  These recommendations will also 



apply to other techniques which use an iterator and 

path statements. 

1. The iterator path must start from the root of the 

document, or with a recursive descent. 

2. The iterator path and each of the paths in corre-

sponding value statements must concatenate to 

identify the required data element.  In particular, 

there should be no overlap between iterator and 

value statement, and no gap between them. 

3. Frequently, the iterator path should be as long as 

possible, and the corresponding value statements 

as short as possible, i.e. there should be no 

common elements at the start of the two value 

statements.   

4. When dealing with hierarchical data, recursive 

descent may be necessary.  Where the subject 

and object of the required triples vary over the 

hierarchy, the recursive descent is likely to be in 

the iterator.  Where one of the subject or object 

is fixed, the recursive descent is likely to be in 

the value statement for the other.   

For SPARQL Anything, we propose the following.  

The first two are rules, the final point is more proper-

ly described as a guideline. 

1. JSON object names and XML attribute names 

should be used to create predicates in SPARQL 

triple patterns; whereas XML element tags 

should be used to create class names. 

2. When writing SPARQL graph patterns, predi-

cates rdf:_1, rdf:_2 etc. should be used when we 

wish to access a JSON array element or an XML 

element by position.  rdf:_1 or a variable may be 

used to access an XML literal element.  In other 

situations a variable must be used to bind to 

rdf:_1, rdf:_2 etc, or fx:anySlot should be used.   

3. Graph patterns are not required to start from the 

root of a document.  When dealing with hierar-

chical information, graph patterns may need to 

be designed to bind at various levels of the hier-

archy. 

9.2. Future developments for YARRRML and 

SPARQL Anything 

Future developments need to reduce the possibility 

of the kinds of conceptual and syntactic errors we 

described in Tables 1 and 2.   

YARRRML participants had difficulty in under-

standing the relationship between the iterator and 

corresponding value statements, with the result that 

the path in the iterator did not always properly con-

catenate with the paths in the value statement.  These 

problems could be detected as the YARRRML is 

created, by comparing path statements with the struc-

ture of the data.  Similarly, warning messages could 

be issued where there is commonality between two 

value statement paths, suggesting that this common-

ality might be moved into the iterator path.  Going 

further, path evaluators to show the effect of path 

statements as they are being written, would aid users.  

These comments can also apply to other techniques 

based on path statements. 

SPARQL Anything users had difficulty under-

standing the triplification.  They face two problems: 

understanding how the data is triplified; and under-

standing how to query the triplification.  One ap-

proach would be to automatically check that 

SPARQL Anything queries are consistent with the 

data, e.g. that the object of an rdf:type predicate is an 

IRI created from an XML tag, and not an XML at-

tribute.  Another approach would be to display part 

of the triplification, as required by the user, or to 

provide standard queries to interrogate the triplifica-

tion.   

Considering syntax, YARRRML is influenced 

very much by its historical legacy, and the fact that 

RML mappings are represented as RDF.  The syntax 

contains features which appear more determined by 

implementation than the requirements of defining the 

mappings.  A prime example of this is the use of str1 

and str2 in the condition, as in question 2.  This is 

purely an implementation detail, and should be 

shielded from the user.    The block paradigm offers 

one way of mitigating these problems.  An alternative 

might be a tabular approach, with the user specifying 

the components of a mapping, e.g. source file, itera-

tor, subject, predicate and object, in columns of a 

table.  Whilst such a simple approach might not satis-

fy all requirements, it might satisfy the great majority 

of users.  Another relatively simple approach has 

been proposed, based on an analogy with style sheets 

[26].   

An issue with SPARQL is type conversion.  Con-

version to IRI is cumbersome, as can be seen from 

the solution to question 3.  A simpler conversion 

mechanism would be useful in SPARQL generally, 

and particularly in the context of mapping to RDF.  

Since our study, SPARQL Anything has addressed 

this problem by the creation of a function fx:entity 

which casts its arguments to string, concatenates 

them and creates an IRI.  Thus, line 14 in each of the 

solutions in Figure 12 could be rewritten: 

BIND ( fx:entity (tsub: , ?topicId) AS ?topic) 

Similar changes could be made to lines 12 and 13 

of the solutions in Figure 13. 



Other additions to SPARQL Anything have been 

created to deal with sequences and container mem-

bership properties.  One of these, fx:anySlot, has al-

ready been mentioned.  In addition, there are a num-

ber of functions created to sequence through contain-

ers.  The applicability of these functions has been 

demonstrated in the context of extracting musical 

features from musicXML files [27].  At the same 

time, [27] has identified the need for query modulari-

sation to ease the design of sub-queries and avoid 

lengthy process pipelines; this is likely to be the topic 

of future research. 

10. Conclusions and future directions 

Our study compared two very different approaches 

to data mapping to RDF, using state-of-the-art exam-

ples of each.  The differences between these two ap-

proaches are represented in the top and bottom pro-

cess flows of Figure 1.  At the top, the YARRRML 

user maps directly from the data to the desired RDF 

graph.  This requires an understanding of the syntax 

and semantics both of YARRRML, including how to 

merge data from separate sources, and of the path 

statement language, e.g. JSONPath or XPath.  At the 

bottom, the SPARQL Anything user is presented 

with an automatically created triplification, which is 

a lossless representation of the original data.  The 

user needs to understand that triplification, and its 

relationship to the original data.  The second part of 

the process is then achieved using SPARQL, with 

which the user of RDF is likely to be familiar. 

Some problems are common to the two approaches.  

Most significantly, participants had difficulty with 

the hierarchical structures in our files.  For 

YARRRML, this manifested itself in difficulties us-

ing recursive descent, with participants unclear about 

its use and whether to place recursive descent in the 

iterator or another path statement.  For SPARQL An-

ything, the analogous problem was failing to under-

stand that a graph pattern can start anywhere, not 

necessarily the root of the document, and bind at a 

variety of levels within the hierarchy; thereby picking 

out data items at all levels.  More trivially, both sets 

of participants had difficulties with JSON arrays, 

perhaps in part through not detecting them in the 

JSON. 

However, many of the problems experienced were 

specific to the particular approaches.  What they 

share is a need to thoroughly understand the data and 

the use of the underlying paradigms.  For 

YARRRML, the use of individual path statements is 

relatively straightforward; the difficulty frequently 

lies in the relationship between the iterator and the 

subject and object path statements.  In training users, 

the correct design of this relationship needs to be 

stressed, with examples of the common use cases.  

One way of viewing the iterator is as a mechanism to 

allow path statements to share a common beginning, 

and then ‘fork’.  For SPARQL Anything, the difficul-

ty is understanding and querying the triplification.  

Again, in training, emphasis on the various use cases 

is important.   

Our study used real data to achieve a degree of 

ecological validity.  However, we lack a clear view 

of the needs of the majority of users of mapping tools, 

e.g. which data formats they are predominantly inter-

ested in and what kind of data structures they are 

working with.  Studying actual users, e.g. via surveys 

or focus groups, would enable the usability of future 

tools to be designed for the common use cases; per-

haps accepting that the minority of ‘power users’ 

would require a greater degree of expertise to achieve 

their goals. 

Increased sophistication in the tools would aid us-

ers.  An ideal would be tools which mirror the so-

phistication of a modern software development envi-

ronment, in checking for ‘compile-time’ errors and 

making suggestions.  We have made some recom-

mendations in the context of YARRRML and 

SPARQL Anything.  Where other tools are used, 

analogous compile-time features could be imple-

mented. 

A final question is whether there is an opportunity 

to bring together the two paradigms, incorporating 

the best features of each.  One participant admitted to 

wanting to use JSONPath in SPARQL Anything, 

specifically to write [] xyz:creator.id ?creatorId ra-

ther than [] xyz:creator [xyz:id ?creatorId], although 

knowing it was wrong.  This suggests a more radical 

approach in which users could directly query the data 

with path statements, rather than query a triplification.  

Such an approach would need to extend the syntax of 

path statements, to achieve an effect equivalent to 

that of the  use of the iterator in YARRRML.  The 

work reported in [28] is relevant here; the paper de-

fines a “lightweight query language” to navigate 

through JSON, and study the complexity of basic 

computational tasks.  This opens up the possibility of 

incorporating such a query language within SPARQL. 
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