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1 BACKGROUND



DISCOVERABILITY  RESEARCH  PROJECTS

Multi-year phased research into user search 
behavior for all metadata standards 
employed by USU’s Cataloging and 
Metadata Services unit

• Phase 1: MARC records
• Phase 2: EAD
• Phase 3: Dublin Core

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
 




CURRENT  EAD  WORKFLOWS

 EAD finding aid creation and remediation done by staff in 
both the SCA & CMS units 

 CMS created finding aids first generated in XML, with the 
<dsc> populated from an Excel spreadsheet using a mail 
merge process  

Once created, the finding aid is loaded into two separate 
locations: 

• ArchivesSpace (staff only viewing)
• Archives West (consortia site for public 

viewing and searching)



STEP 1
Create two versions of 
same finding aid with 

one described at the file 
(box or folder) level and 

the other at the item-
level

STEP 2
Post both finding aids 

online at the same time 
and leave up for at least 

a year

STEP 3
After time is up, pull 

analytics for each guide 
and assess which 

descriptive level was 
most frequently 

accessed

EAD  RESEARCH  PROJECT  BASICS







HOW MUCH TIME DID USERS SPEND LOOKING?

Collection Name

Average Time on Page 
(Seconds)

Average Time on Page 
(Minutes)

Level of Description
File Item File Item

Utah State University College Journal Index 4 201 0.06 3.35
Utah State University Football Programs 60 58 1.00 0.97
Adams Elementary Valentine's Tea Fieldwork 0 0 0.00 0.00
Bear River Heritage Barn Survey 62 246 1.03 4.10
Utah State University Men's Basketball Programs 6 54 0.10 0.91
Average 26.27 111.89 0.44 1.86



HOW DO SEARCH PARAMETERS 
IMPACT DISCOVERABILITY FOR 
FILE-LEVEL DESCRIPTION VS. ITEM-
LEVEL DESCRIPTION?

RESEARCH QUESTION 

3

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Our third research question was – How do search parameters impact discoverability for file-level versus item-level description?



HOW DID PAGEVIEWS DIFFER BETWEEN DESCRIPTION 
LEVELS? 

URL Type
Bear River 
Heritage College Journal USU football 

programs
USU men's 

basketball programs All Collections
Total

File Item File Item File Item File Item File Item

No search parameters 3 10 0 10 0 744 2 257 5 1021 1026
Search Parameters Included 2 8 2 9 8 108 2 18 14 143 157
Total 5 18 2 19 8 852 4 275 19 1164 1183

Item-level finding aids were more likely to be 
viewed across the board



IS THERE A DIFFERENCE IN WHERE SEARCH TERMS 
ARE FOUND BETWEEN DESCRIPTION LEVELS?

Tag Label* Tag and Tag Hierarchy

Item File

TotalNumber or 
URLs

Number of 
URLs

Frontmatter 16 12 28
Access Restrictions <archdesc><accessrestrict> 0 0 0
Acquisitions Information <archdesc><acqinfo> 6 8 14
Arrangement <archdesc><arrangement> 0 0 0
Collection Number <archdesc><did><unitid> 1 2 3
Content Description <archdesc><scopecontent> 1 2 3
Creator <archdesc><did><origination><persname> 3 3 6
Dates <archdesc><did><unitdate> 0 0 0
Historical Note <archdesc><bioghist> 11 9 20
Languages <archdesc><did><langmaterial> 0 0 0
Preferred Citation <archdesc><prefercite> 11 12 23
Processing Note <archdesc><processinfo> 0 0 0
Quantity <archdesc><did><physdesc><extent> 0 0 0
Related Materials <archdesc><relatedmaterials> 1 2 3
Repository <archdesc><repository><corpname> 4 5 9
Restrictions on Use <archdesc><userestrict> 13 11 24
Summary <archdesc><did><abstract> 11 9 20
Title <archdesc><did><unittitle> 11 11 22
Collection Inventory (labeled “Detailed Description of Collection”) 126 7 133

Scope and Content <archdesc><dsc><c0x><did><scopecontent> 114 0 114
Unit Title <archdesc><dsc><c0x><did><unittitle> 24 7 31
Unit Date <archdesc><dsc><c0x><did><unitdate> 1 2 3
Container <archdesc><dsc><c0x><did><container> 0 0 0
Unit ID <archdesc><dsc><c0x><did><unitid> 0 0 0
Extent <archdesc><dsc><c0x><physdesc><extent> 0 0 0

Control Access Terms 3 1 4
Subject Terms <archdesc><controlaccess><subject> 3 1 4
Geographical Names <archdesc><controlaccess><geogname> 3 1 4
Personal Names <archdesc><controlaccess><persname> 0 0 0

Other 2 0 2

[Search Term Not Found] N/A
2 0 2

URLs Accessed 128 12 140

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Some search query types correspond with terms that occur in multiple sections in a finding aid. These sections are primarily located in the Frontmatter portion of the finding aid which were identical between both the item-level and file-level finding aids. So, it is unsurprising that the number of times search terms triggered views were relatively similar in the file-and item-level description finding aids with regards to the frontmatter section. And as shown earlier, you can see that the Collection Inventory or <dsc> portion of the finding aid were far more likely to be accessed than file-level description.



4 DISCUSSION & TAKEAWAYS

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Liz will now go further discussion and major takeaways from our research



NAMES
Are the most 

common searches

PAGEVIEWS
Are driven by the 

Collection Inventory

INVENTORY
Lack of robust Collection 

Inventory negatively 
impacts discoverability

MAJOR THEMES

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
I’ll go over the major take aways and sum up what Andrea has presented to you.  Because there is so much data, I’ve tried to code with image to help make it easier to see.

 The main three things to look for in this section are:
Names – which are the most used terms
Pageviews  - which are driven by the Collection Inventory
Comparisons of item and file-level inventories.  Also, the startling fact that a lack of a robust inventory meant some of our collections would have been invisible all together, including our most viewed collection.



77.86 %
Of search terms were 

names

95 %
Of all search terms 
were found in the 

Collection Inventory

76 %
Of URLS with search 

terms, matched only the 
<scopecontent> and 

<unittitle> tags

RQ1: WHAT TYPE OF SEARCH TERMS WERE MOST 
COMMONLY USED BY PATRONS AND WHERE ARE THEY 
FOUND IN THE FINDING AID?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
When we looked at the question “What type of search terms are most commonly used by patrons and where are they found in the finding aid?” the we found that:
Search terms were predominantly personal names (almost 78 %)  Subject terms, which was the next largest category, were only found about 14% of URLs with search parameters. This suggests that in order to match prominent user search patterns, archival descriptive practices can benefit from incorporating personal names wherever feasible. 
Unsurprisingly, these search terms were overwhelmingly found in the Collection Inventory, with 95% of all search terms found in this section. 
Adding to this picture, the <scopecontent> and <unittitle> tags in the Collection Inventory were also the only tags in which search terms were exclusively or ONLY found, meaning that if the Collection Inventory had not been present, the finding aid would not have been visible to the user. This occurred for 76% of the URLs where search parameters were found. 

These findings suggest that the content found in the Collection Inventory was often unique within the finding aid and that it more closely matched the terms that patrons were using when searching for content



6,100 %
Item-level 

descriptions were 
61x more 

discoverable

98.39 %
Of all pageviews 
occurred in item-
level description 

finding aids

3,750 %
Item-level finding 

aids were accessed 
on 37.5x more days 

that file-level finding 
aides

RQ2: IS THERE A MEASURABLE DIFFERENCE IN 
DISCOVERABILITY BETWEEN FINDING AIDS DESCRIBED TO 
THE ITEM-LEVEL AND FINDING AIDS DESCRIBED TO A BOX 
OR FOLDER LEVEL?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In the previous question, we were limited to only those URLS with search terms in them (140 out of the 146 URLs generated).  

URL Type                 	Number of Unique Occurrences 	Pageviews 
No search parameters 	6 			1026 
Search Parameters Included 	140 			157 
Total 		146 			1183 


When examining the findings for the question “Is there a measurable difference in discoverability between finding aids described to the item- level and finding aids described to a box or folder level?” we looked at all of the URLs and found that finding aids with more robust Collection Inventory descriptions were, by far, the most discoverable to patrons.   Some of the quick things to note:

Item-level descriptions were on average 6,100% more discoverable than their file-level counterpart  (The range was 360% - 10,650% more discoverable, depending on the collection. )
Just over 98% of all pageviews across this entire research project occurred in finding aids with the item- level description in the Collection Inventory, leaving only less than 2% going to file-level guides
Item-level finding aids were also, on average, accessed on 3,750% more day and users also spent 420% more minutes on the finding aid page than finding aids with file-level descriptions. 


These findings suggest that beyond the simple presence of a Collection Inventory, the extent to which the material is described significantly impacts discoverability.  Item level descriptions drive pageviews



1,020 %
Item-level finding aids 

averaged 1,020% more 
pageviews for instances 

where search 
parameters are known

(database searches)

20,420 %
Item-level finding aids 

averaged 20,420%
more pageviews for 

instances where search 
parameters are unknown
(browser-driven traffic)

90 %
Of URLs with search 
terms matched the 
item-level finding 
aid, with only 5% 
matching the file-

level finding aid

RQ3: HOW DO SEARCH PARAMETERS IMPACT 
DISCOVERABILITY FOR FILE-LEVEL DESCRIPTION VS. ITEM-
LEVEL DESCRIPTION?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Finally, when we looked further at the question “How do search parameters impact discoverability for file-level description vs. item-level description?” to determine how the first two research questions intersected –
When search terms are known (so the patron is searching within ArchivesWest and not just coming from a browswer search) we found that item-level description was the single biggest driver of pageviews, averaging 1,020% more visibility for patrons. 

More significantly, though, for all pageviews where the search parameters were unknown (and therefore the pageviews were driven primarily by browser traffic), item-level finding aids averaged 20,420% more visibility to patrons. 
AND two of the collections in this research project, including the USU Football Programs, which was the most highly accessed collection, would not have been visible to browser traffic at all if they did not have an item-level description. Meaning there was no traffic to their file-level counterparts.
If you remember the first research question, we identified that the Collection Inventory included the search term for 95% of URLs with search parameters. When breaking that down by item-level vs. file-level descriptions, the Frontmatter in both types of finding aids showed relatively the same frequency of access. The item-level finding aids, though, showed a substantial increase in access in the Collection Inventory section, with 90% of URLs matching the item-level finding aids and 5% matching the file-level finding aids.  



WHAT DO WE DO WITH THIS?

NAME
Use personal names 

wherever feasible

IDENTIFY
Existing collections that 
could improve with item-
level description

COMBINE WORKFLOWS
Use the item-level 

metadata created during 
digitization to expand the 

Collection Inventories

INVESTIGATE
Conduct further research 
on whether updated 
guides increase 
pageviews and what kinds 
of collections are most 
impacted

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So, what do we do with this information?

Our plan is to build in time to include personal names where feasible.  This won’t be for every collection, but we will try to do it with collections that appear to attract attention for personal names.   
We will likely to do this by folding digital object metadata back into the finding aids.  It’s a process we have already developed, but we will divert a few more resources to this workflow
We will be analyzing collections to determine where item level information is available that we could add, looking towards collections that are most likely to attract attention
In next stage of the research, we will run tests to  see if we can increase access to existing finding aids by just putting in personal names and determine if there are different types of collections that have a great ROI for this type of work.






Results published soon in Journal of Archival Organization

Research project procedures: 
https://usulibrary.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/ULC/pages/1077706774/Discov
erability+Research+Projects

RESOURCES

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
All of these results will be published soon in the Journal of Archival Organization.

And we have all of our research procedures up online, in case you want to take a closer look or want to try it out for yourselves.



https://usulibrary.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/ULC/pages/1077706774/Discoverability+Research+Projects
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