Follow-up to the Numeric survey on cultural heritage digitisation statistics
Recommendations from the Special Interest Groupwtural Heritage Digitisation Statistics

This document has been made publicly availablewbo@rage the creation of project proposals for a
thematic network under the CIP ICT-PSP Call forgwsals 4, Theme 2 (Digital Libraries), Objective
2.6 (Statistics on cultural heritage digitisationteities) (deadline 1 June 2010).

I ntroduction

This document has been created by SIG-STATS, ai@peterest Group, supported by the European
Commission, for the collection of statistics on thgitisation of cultural materials in Europe. The
main tasks of SIG-STATS have been to review théhourlogy used in the Numeric study (2007-
2009), and to suggest improvements for the orgdoisand methodology of future surveys.

Between 2007 and 2009, the European Commissiomamtet! UK-based CIPFA (formerly The
Institute for Public Finance) to undertake the Ntimstudy to
1. test a framework for collecting and analysing datating to digitisation activities of materials
held by libraries, archives and museums in the Bt a
2. implement this with the help of nominated expemnteach European Country.

The Numeric report was published as a draft in @89, the final version was published in February
2010.

A group of six national coordinators from the Nurodéframework (Austria, Belgium, France,
Germany, Hungary and the Netherlands) agreed twipate in a Special Interest Group, installed by
the EU Member States Expert Group on Digitisatiod Bigital Preservation. In February 2010 the
SIG met in Luxembourg to discuss the recommendsafiona follow up to the Numeric study. This
document presents the outcomes of this meeting.

Based on the recommendations in the Numeric SteghoR and the individual reviews of the report
by the SIG members, possible scenarios for severifgptopics were discussed at the meeting:

1. Survey design: principles to structure (or breakalpthie questionnaire(s)

2. Defining the survey sample: the criteria for idgnitig ‘relevant’ institutions

3. Definitions: improving the 'vocabulary' of the qtieenaire and harmonising it in the
EU27 languages

4. Input-output measures: how to link the analog hgstto the digital representations

5. Calculation of costs

6. Measuring use and access: valid and practical mefameasuring access to and use of
digitised heritage

7. The framework: organization and implementationhef $urvey across EU27 countries

The next paragraphs will present the recommendatibithe SIG on all these issues.



1. Survey design: principlesto structure (or breakdown) the questionnaire

Review

Although close to 800 institutions responded toNlueneric survey in total, in many countries the
amount of respondents was considered rather lovghwlopardises the quality of the data. The SIG
thinks it is crucial to reconsider the way the dioemaire was structured. The form of the original
Numeric questionnaire needs improvement, to geerand better responses. The main issues, that
have also been recognised in the Study Report,itsete:

a. The Numeric questionnaire was rather extengitish resulted in quite a heavy burden on the
institutions to fill it in properly. Cultural heage institutions are frequently asked to contritbote
regional, national or international surveys by agsk projects or policy makers. An extensive
guestionnaire like this one may just be a bit taeinfor many institutions.

b. The extensiveness of the survey resulted framtany topics that were addressed in the
guestionnaire. As a result, several staff memlyers f1 single institution were needed to contriliate
the survey. This may not only have affected thealguality of the contribution, it also made the
communication between the study team and the relgmte more complex.

c. Some questions, esp. the ones on a detaileld fexkquite a low response rate. There are several
explanations for this:

» the answer to the question is not at hand, andiaddi research was needed to provide the
answer. It is believed that this is the reason wilayy institutions were not able to provide
financial data, as these institutions did not hagpecified budget for digitisation. In fact,
some institutions had observed how difficult it viaslistinguish between (general) IT
resources and the proportion of the financial allimn devoted to digitisation;

e the question could be too technical for the staffrer responsible for the questionnaire
(e.g. the values for scanning resolution);

< the institution may not be willing to share confidial information with the survey team (e.g.
information about contractors or service providers)

* alow response to a particular question may reflexfact that the question is not relevant to
all types of institution.

Recommendations

The SIG firmly believes that the Numeric Study ddmwot only be about compiling facts about the
here and now; it should also support the heritaggtutions to get more 'in control' of their
digitisation activities, by showing them the usefigs of having more precise information about the
size, costs and use of their digital collectiongméric should not be only about short term stassti
but also about long term accountability and pergomoe indicators. It will take a few years of reskar
in order to acquire useful benchmarking data.

The SIG recommends a hybrid approach, which otieehand will not compromise the original
goals of the survey (i.e. to get a better undedstay- from a policy point of view - of the growtt
and investments in digital cultural heritage) andhee other hand will appeal to the institutions to
participate in their own interest.

The SIG recommends to split up the questionnatmedrshort version, which can be sent to all
cultural heritage institutions in Europe and a me&ledorate version, to obtain more detailed
information from a selected sample.

1. The short questionnaire (or 'core questionnaittes) three high level questions of the short
guestionnaire refer to costs (annual investmeninsitution in digitisation), size of the
digital collection and use of the digital collect®and services of the institutions. These data
can be used by the institutions in their annuabresp Therefore, it should be considered to



have an annual update of this short questionna#rés(currently put foward by the Conference
of European National Librarians). The short questaire should also address the typology of
the institution (e.g. to what subdomain does ibhgland what are the total size and budget).

2. The full questionnaire: This questionnaire showddie the three main topics (size, costs and
use) in more detail, as was done in the originahBltic questionnaire. The SIG sees two
options to go forward and lessen the burden forrisigutions to participate:

a. anincremental approach: start with a medium s&hegular questionnaire, provide
proper training and support and extend the survey the years

b. a modular approach: breakdown the questionnaicetimee thematic questionnaires,
that can be sent to a more targeted sample ofutishis (e.g. based on the outcomes
of the short questionnaire; if an institution i able to provide information about
costs of digitisation in the short questionnaiheré is no point in sending it the full
guestionnaire).

With the short questionnaire, a representativevi@ercan be given of digitisation of cultural hage
in Europe; with the full questionnaire more quadilta information can be acquired to support
benchmarking, quality assurance etc.

2. Defining the survey sample

Review

The Numeric Study Report presents the data fromrepeesentative mix (at European level) of
archives, museums, libraries, and institutions igffising in audio-visual and other heritage
collections.” This representative mix was achielvg@pplying the criterion of 'Relevancy’. Relevancy
of institutions is used in the Numeric Study "ie tense that digitisation of their collections vebul
significantly enhance access to the country’s caltheritage." Relevancy was introduced to make
international comparisons possible, no matter h@amyr(or few) heritage institutions there are in a
particular country.

The SIG confirms that, as is obvious from the Nr8tudy report itself, the composition of
the survey sample based on 'relevancy' has beeof dine most problematic issues of the survey. The
report dedicates several pages to the differens @ national coordinators identified ‘relevant
institutions' in their contributions.

There are several reasons why this point of degaftu choosing the sample is problematic. As the
Study Report itself proves, the definition of 'relacy’ is open to various (mis)interpretations. 8om
put the focus on a 'country's cultural heritagap{iying a focus on national institutions). Others
focused on 'enhance access' (implying a focusginutions that are digitally advanced and conrgecte
to the web). More problematic in general, is the fhat relevancy introduced the subjective concept
of 'cultural value' to the survey methodology. trea@ountry a museum of thimbles may not be taken
seriously, in another this could very well be apdmant heritage collection. It is not feasible for
national coordinators to make these kinds of vaksessments while selecting a sample. There has
obviously been no agreement or clarity about timepsa method to be implemented jointly.

However, the principle of guaranteeing the qualitynternational comparisons of data is, of cousse,
valid one. The SIG would like to emphasize thatkég concept for the study should be
'representativeness’, not 'relevancy'. In the Nim&tudy, representativeness is coined as a term as
well, but only to designate the sample witttie set of relevant institutions. Representatigsrie
needed in order to live up to one of the originadlg of the survey: measuring the progress in
digitisation of cultural heritage in Europe.



Recommendations
The SIG would like to propose the following approaehere the qualitative assessment of cultural
value is abandoned:

a. the top level is what is called the "culturalitagge domain”. Every institution that belongshist
domain, whether publicly or privately funded, whathctively involved with digitisation or not, may
contribute to the Study;

b. the cultural heritage domain can be broken dimnsubdomains, or types of institutions. The list
with types of institutions as used in the Num@&tady Report can serve as a good starting point.

Archive/records office
Audio-visual or film institute
Broadcasting institute
Museum of art, archeeo, hist
Museum of science, tech, ethn
Other type of museum
National library

Higher education library
Public library

Special or other type of library
Other type of organisation

Some alterations may be needed for a new surveéyhisuneeds further discussion. For instance,
more hybrid institutions are emerging (e.qg. 'histrcentres’, a combination of a museum and an
archive); not all public libraries are consideredé 'memory institutions', as they do not intemd t
keep their collections intact over longer periofirae; and institutions dealing with non-tangible
heritage, monuments or landscape preservation ey their own designation instead of being
grouped together as 'Other type'.

c. Once the list of subdomains has been finalisélgeacentral level, it is up to the national canadior

to decide on the size and composition of each subdo There is no EU-wide consensus on what
each subdomain exactly looks like, and the SIGeleb that this cannot be achieved overnight, as the
national subdomains may have been created and estiengd over decades or even centuries. Also, in
one country, there may be a good administratiqorivhtely funded heritage institutions, in othehsg
national coordinator may not have this kind of mfiation at hand. Overall, the SIG recommends to
put the priority with the (fully or partially) putdly funded institutions.

d. As discussed above, the SIG recommends to avg/pes of questionnaires, a very short one, that
will focus on the basic questions regarding sibstsand use of digital heritage collections and a
more extensive questionnaire to get more in-degtrmation. The SIG recommends:

1. that the short questionnaire will be sent toradtitutions that belong to the cultural heritage
domain. This is the best option to get a true regmtative view (within statistical boundaries)
of the current status of digitisation of culturakitage in Europe. By including a question to
which subdomain the institution belongs accordmggs own criteria, the national coordinator
can refine the composition of subdomains in thgdomun.

2. that the full questionnaire will be sent to Eeston of institutions within each subdomain.
A precise sample method needs to be determinedtbaa@xact form of the full questionnaire
(incremental or modular) has been chosen. In génbeaSIG thinks that a modified version
of the Numeric instrument to calculate the represger® sample is helpful in this respect.



3. Definitions

Review

The Numeric project did some excellent work onmigéins on digitisation of cultural heritage. It is
crucial that all parties involved adopt common diins in order to get good quality data from each
participant. Careful attention has been paid byNbmeric team to existing definitions from various
sources to support the cultural institutions tlaattdbuted to the survey.

Nevertheless, there is some room for improvememt. S1G distinguishes two sides to this topic: the
use of terminology in the questionnaire that canitderstood by all cultural institutions (‘jargoaryd
the multilingual aspects of the terminology, reisglfrom the translation of the questionnaire itte
EU27 languagues.

The SIG would like to put forward some generic aothe specific comments on the terminology used
in the Numeric survey.

Generic recommendations

a. Since the Numeric Study was a new, even grotgeking initiative, it cannot be expected to have
established an EU-wide understanding of relevafimitiens instantly. The strengthening of
awareness of the importance of common definitiofiso& needed on a permanent basis in the follow
up activities to Numeric. More specifically, a traig of the national coordinators that are respgsasi
for the translations of the questionnaire, is cde®d necessary to reduce the amount of
misinterpretations and reach wider harmonisation.

b. The three main topics of the survey (size, castsusage of digital heritage) are the results of
complex sets of activities and procedures. Ther8t®mmends, in addition to the study of existing
definitions, to study documents and tools thatfthe overall 'digital workflows' in the cultural
institutions. By understanding the workflows, mprecise definitions can be provided, for instance
on the creation of digital collections, the buddetsstaff involved in digitisation projects andeth
types of access to digital heritage services. dbigous that further development of the definition
needs to take place in direct dialogue with thé&tutsons themselves.

Specific recommendations

a. As was already identified in the Numeric Studyp®t, the word 'digitisation’ is itself problentati
Numeric used the definition from the IMLS: "the pess of converting, creating and maintaining
books, art works, historical documents, photosirjals etc, in electronic representation so theylean
viewed via computer and other devices." As sudh,ithan adequate definition from an authoritative
institution, albeit perhaps too much from the paihtiew of libraries. Archives and museums, for
different reasons, tend to include the cataloguifntipeir collections in databases as part of whey t
call 'digitisation'. For museums digitisation hastlarge degree been part of collection management
Archives create eloborate records with informatorstructures and relationships between collections
and objects. For them, an EAD-record can be coreidas a digital object that results from
digitisation. The same has been observed for montgndo we consider a digital record of a
monument as digitisation, or do we only count digieconstructions as such?

As digitisation is not a phenomenon that is retd to cultural heritage, the SIG recommends
to use the more generic Wordnet definition foritthgtion' as a general starting point: "conversibn
analog information into digital information”, anbi there make explicit distinctions between 'dilgit
descriptions' (or 'metadata’) and 'digital repraidus' (or: 'representations’) in future surveys.

b. Another definition issue relates to digitisatmosts. The SIG observed that the Numeric Study
Report shows big differences in costs for digitemabf specific collections, e.g. audiovisual
collections. It is possible that these differeneesult from different quality criteria, but it mayso be
that some institutions included specific activitieshe costs, and others did not. This is notr¢lead
the SIG considers this a matter of proper defingiorhe SIG recommends to identify and analyse
existing cost models for digitisation, and usedhategories in these models for more precise



guidelines for supplying information about digitism costs. The Numeric Study Report also
suggested the use of a checklists, e.g. of comrigitisdtion processes and activities (including web
development) and of types of staff members invoivedigitisation. The SIG considers this a good
starting point for further development of definitgon digitisation costs. (more information on sost
in par. 7).

d. Future surveys should try to use a single refergeriod as much as possible. In the Numeric
guestionnaire, various reference periods were eg$2007, 2007/2008, 2008, 2008/2009).

e. In the Numeric Report, the number of digitisajgojects are equalled to the number of digital
collections that result from it. This is not a @atiomparison. Not all projects are dedicated timgle
collection, and not every digital collection is ated in a single digitisation project.

4. | nput-output measures

Review

One of the objectives of the Numeric survey wasiéasure progress (growth) in the digitisation of
European cultural heritage collections. Uniform amglicit measures are necessary to get comparable
results across different countries. The Numericstioenaire contained a fairly extensive table of
object types that could possibly be present inli@acion. The table was designed to measure thee siz
of analogue collections (input) and the size ofized and planned digitisation of these collections
(output).

There were two main problems in this respect. & Whilingness to fill out the table turned out ®® b
rather low. The rule seems to be: the more det#tledable, the poorer the response. 2. Although
most input-output measures posed no problems &s adew categories turned out to be troublesome,
in particular: archival records, newspapers, anduneents.

Another point that needs closer attention in thiefoup is born-digital heritage. At the time of
reflecting and composing the original Numeric gigestaire born-digital objects were still thought of
as a separate category of cultural heritage objébts survey was about digitisation in the strerise
and it was decided to leave born-digital objects ®aday, e.g. in big audio-visual institutionse th
difference between these two types of objectstfdegi and digital by origin) is becoming irrelevant
It needs to be questioned whether born-digitalthgei can be left out again in the future.

Recommendations

Given the recommendation to split up the overadlgjionnaire, it needs to be decided how
input/output measures are included in both the quoestionnaire and the full version. The SIG
recommends the following approach.

Core questionnaire: the SIG recommends a roughefigiithe size and growth of collections across
Europe will suffice. Therefore the percentage eféhntire collection per institution thiaas already
been digitizedvill be measured here. And to put this simple meato perspective the core
guestionnaire will also canvass both the percenvagjee entire collection(s) thated not be digitized
as well as the percentage thali needs to be digitized he SIG recommends against the use of the
broad categories "images, text, audio, video" aalt@nnative to the lengthy table in the full
guestionnaire. There are just too many types ofitydigital objects to make this a useful distioati

Full questionnaire: it is necessary to ask for ntetiled input-output measures using a more
elaborate table. In general, the table used in Migngerves as a good startingpoint. It will beskt
for the Thematic Network to consider solutionstfue more troublesome object types. Additional
research is needed to validate the objects andureaent units in the current table. The SIG thinks
that a quick analysis of object types in some efritajor collection management systems could
provide a quick win in that respect.



In the SIG there was no full consensus about tberporation of born-digital materials in future
surveys. Preservation problems will compel thetage sector to formulate new policies, and as such
it is useful to start gathering information on ttyipe of collection. However, as the Numeric
guestionnaire was already quite complex as it imducing born-digital heritage can only make the
guestionnaire more complex. All in all, the SIGaetnends to use the full questionnaire for some
exploratory research on born-digital issues. Aslenion the extent of this research is left to the
Thematic Network.

5. Calculation of costs

Review

Substantial variance was found in the Numeric supascerning the recorded costs of digitisation.
Differences even occurred across projects withénsime institution. As a consequence, one cannot
determine one proper price for the digitisatiormaiertain type of collection. As suggested aboge (s
the paragraph on definitions), the way questiormaiabxpenditure were phrased may have resulted in
too much ambiguity. Another explanation for thedgterences could lie in the inclusion or exclusion
of 'invisible costs', such as staffing costs, co$tsiaking policy or project plans, etc. The SiGnesto
the conclusion that it is not justified to make gealisations about digitisation costs solely based

the responses in the Numeric survey. Calculatirsgsdor digitisation projects is a very complicated
issue, yet for the management of institutions,qyathakers and funding agencies a better insight in
these costs would be profitable.

Recommendations

In line with the recommendations for surveying ginewth of collections and measuring the use being
made of digital cultural heritage, the SIG recomdeto make a distinction between a few global
specifications of costs that can be gathered \wghcbre questionnaire, and more detailed data from
the full survey, or indeed a separate survey otscos

For the_core questionnaitiee SIG recommends to focus on a few major cdsgoaies (e.g. staff,
equipment) that add up to the total expenditurdigitisation. The Numeric Study Report suggests to
ask for the total expenditure in two consecutivargelast year and current year. The SIG beligves i
will be better to exclude questions about the auryear, and focus on the two previous years. The
report also suggests to ask for the costs of pthdiggtisation projects. The SIG expects that dely
institutions will be able to provide this kind cditd. As suggested earlier, further research otirgis
cost models will be useful to determine the magst categories.

In the full questionnaira more thorough breakdown of costs would be delsirdut additional

research is needed here. Analysis of existingrostels (e.g. JISC, Prestospace, DEN) must be taken
into consideration in any follow up activity. Farae time to come, it seems inevitable that a fege t
field must be added to the questionnaire so théutiens can explain the data about costs and éudg
as provided.

6. M easuring use and access

Review

A highly problematic issue identified in the Nunee8tudy Report are the figures collected on use of
and access to digital heritage collections. AltHoatj parties agree that measuring use and aceess i
important, the Numeric survey - and other reseasctell - made clear that there is still a long way
go before trustworthy measures of use and accesssaiostitutions, let alone across countries,lan
made. Detailed insights into the behaviour andgpegfces of visitors can in principle be distilleoinh
the logs of online and offline collection databadesg there are many pitfalls in these measurements



most having to do with a lack of standards. Wetisstas analysis is still in its infancy, not just
cultural heritage, but in any area.

Recommendations

The SIG agreed that some measure of usage angascexessary, both in the core questionnaire
and the full version, but recommends to keep thasmements as simple as possible, and
complement the questionnaire with some additionalitative research.

The core gquestionnaire should yield a general atdicof what percentage of an institution's digital
collection is available, both offline and onlinedded to this should be a question on whether the us
of the digital collection is measured, and if shavmethodology of measurement is chosen. The
information gathered this way can be used to deterthe target group for the full questionnaire
and/or the qualitative research.

In the full questionnaire more detailed informatmmuse statistics and access rights can be
investigated, in combination withcualitative analysi®f survey results. The latter can be limited to a
few case studies. Over time it may become possgibdet more reliable quantitative results from a
larger group of contributing institutions, depergdon the adoption of common standards for (web)
statistics.

7. Theframework (the organization of future surveys)

Review
The Numeric Survey succeeded in establishing apgeam wide framework to get respresentatives
from all EU27 countries involved. The framework simts of the following stakeholders:
* European Commission [giving support]
» national ministries [encouraging through MSEG; ntang national parties]
» central (national) statistical divisions/agencesryey setup; contextual data; data analysis]
» other institutions that are already involved in pamable surveys [alignment]
» facilitator on EU level [coordination; organizingchnical support and services]
» national coordinators [national coordination; imfiing parties; enabling data (re-)use]
» cultural heritage institutions [providing data; bhmarking]
» external experts [consultancy]

The Numeric Study Report stressed the importansewfid procedures for the organisation and
implementation of the entire survey, as so mankestalders are involved. Ideally the number of
parties involved in collecting data should be kept minimum, but the “middleware” cannot be left
out, since the national coordinators have theiispehsable networks and are necessary to overcome
possible language problems.

Building on the results of the Numeric Survey, thneain topics need to be considered to strenghten
the framework: a. the stakeholders/actors invgltieeir roles and the support they need and get; b.
ways to strengthen the motivation of institutioagarticipate; c. how to organise proper guidance
during the survey.

Recommendations

a. Stakeholders

The SIG has some worries on the workload involeedsdbme stakeholders, in particular the national
coordinators. The SIG recommends three action:lines

1. Make the workflow of the Numeric survey (orfidlow up) explicitly visible, showing all the rae
and relationships between the stakeholders. Thisnake the workload clear and expectations about
contributions to the framework can be realistic.



2. Create a list of the responsibilities for théareal coordinators, who are key persons in the
framework. A national coordinator may rely on otdemain experts in his/her country for specific
task, but that can only be handled per countrytifleycoordinator in consultation with the MSEG
representative).

3. Involve as much as possible other (nationalligmthat run surveys on the same or related topics
This may lessen the burden on the individual instihs, as data can be acquired from previous
surveys. Existing surveys can also provide meaasdess the quality of newly gathered data.

b. Strengthening motivation

Low response rates, not only on the EU-level bst at the national levels, can be fatal for future
surveys. The SIG recommends to set clear targetsiiar to decide at what level/response rate survey
results can be declared valid/representative. Timad\ic Study Report can serve as the minimal point
of departure. The report noted "a high degree piotym regarding the benefits that [...] contribati

of data can make to gaining resources for [..ijdigs." Targeted actions to improve participateme
therefore necessary. The SIG thinks that providingple tools to support the gathering of informatio
and providing support are valid ways to increaselrement. Additional research is needed to
conceive appropriate stimuli to participate.

c. Guidance

Although the SIG thinks that the Numeric approacimtplementing the framework was sound and
should be kept intact as much as possible, sonterlgetidance procedures will be necessary. There
are two leads here: on the one hand the natiomaticamtors must be guided more intensely through
the process of implementing the survey and chasingey response; on the other hand the institutions
should get better guidance in filling in the questiaires. The Numeric Study Report contains a Guide
to Implementing the Numeric Framework. Apart frdristguidance on paper, the SIG recommends to
offer live help, e.g. in the form of training fatiés and opportunities to meet and discuss ismissd
during work on the survey.

The SIG realises that this live support may getmlarated when the original Numeric survey will be
broken down into a core questionnaire and full gaesaire (which may end up in three thematic
guestionnaires if the modular approach will be egapl The only conclusion can be that proper
guidance should be a core activity of any followsupvey.
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