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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Hi, I’m Jody DeRidder from the University of Alabama Libraries.   I’m here to talk about a usability study on access to digitized content via the finding aid, without hand-created item-level metadata.




Delivery Via Finding Aid

Problem statement:
How usable is this??
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In this time of reduced funding and increased demand for access to primary source materials online, a number of  institutions have turned to online access to digitized items via the finding aid.  The intent is to leverage the EAD descriptions for search and retrieval, while simulating the user experience in the reading room.  Content is presented in the order encountered in the boxes and folders. 

This approach enables low-cost digitization of even large manuscript collections, providing online access to material that otherwise may never be digitized.  
In a grant project partially funded by the NHPRC, the University of Alabama Libraries developed a low-cost model and supporting open-source software for implementation. The grant project included a usability test which compared the resulting interface to a similar collection delivered with item-level descriptions accessed outside the finding aid.  At an estimated cost of 79.5 cents per page, our mass-digitization method costs less than a third of our usual item-level description access.  However, we needed to know how useful this interface is for our patrons. 




Methodology

Efficiency: 
Time on task, number of clicks

Effectiveness: 
Successful task completion

Satisfaction: 
Ranking of perceived difficulty and positive vs. 
negative comments

Learnability: 
Improvement in time, clicks, and success over 
4 tasks in a single session
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We sought to measure efficiency, effectiveness, satisfaction and the critical element of learnability.
Efficiency was defined by the two measures of time on task and total number of steps (clicks) required for a participant to successfully complete a task.  We counted double clicks as single clicks, and a string of text entered as a single interaction. 

Effectiveness was measured by whether or not a task was completed successfully. 

We measured satisfaction by both the users’ overall perceived difficulty of each interface (on a 1-5 scale), as well as the total number of positive versus negative comments about an interface recorded during testing. Negative comments were assigned a value of -1 and positive comments assigned a value of +1; duplicate comments by the same user were disregarded.

For learnability, we examined improvements from task 1 to 4 for both interfaces, in the following variables: time to first click (which may indicate indecision), total time to locate content, number of steps (as defined above), and success in completing a task.




Participants

* U=Undergraduate, G=Graduate Student, 
PG=Post graduate volunteer, S=University staff

Participant Number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

Educational Status* G G U G G G S G U G U U U U U U PG G G G 

Educational 
Background in 

History

X X X X X

Previous Special 
Collections 
Experience

X X X X X X X X X X X X

Previous Digital 
Collections 
Experience

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

English as a Second 
Language

X X X X X
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Experienced researchers have already been shown to prefer the finding aid as interface.  Both Scheir and Chapman found that novice users experienced a learning curve during exposure to finding aids, gaining confidence and ease with time.  

For our study, participants were primarily novice users.

This study included twenty participants: 8 undergraduate students, 10 graduate students, one post-graduate volunteer and one college-educated staff member. Subsets of these participants included those with and without digital library experience, special collections experience, background in history, and English as a second language.




Procedure

Task 1: Locate a piece of legal correspondence.
Task 2 : Locate an estate document.
Task 3: Locate some kind of deed.
Task 4 : Locate a family history document or some 

other family item.
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The test consisted of 4 known-item searches, repeated for each of two similar collections accessible in different ways. 

The item-level described digitized items in the Jemison collection could be searched using a search box, while the Cabaniss items were accessible via links embedded in the EAD finding aid. The order in which we presented collections to participants was alternated so that one collection would not always benefit from the participant’s experience with the previous collection.

Prior to performing the tasks in each collection, participants were given short introductions to both the collection and the interface. The Jemison collection was presented as a result list of items with the search options set to isolate queries to this collection.

To locate items within the Cabaniss collection, participants had to navigate the EAD finding aid, as no “search within page” option was available. Participants with no previous experience with special collections were told that a finding aid is a guide to the collection created by the archivists, and, in this instance at least, is similar to a table of contents for the collection. 

Morae software was used to record the sessions. One researcher sat with the participant and provided verbal directions while another observed and captured data. After completing the tasks, participants were asked to rank the interfaces and to comment on their experiences and preferences. After completing the survey, participants were given a 1 GB flash drive in exchange for their assistance.




Results:  Efficiency, Effectiveness, Satisfaction

of item-level described content,
compared to finding aid access:

Efficiency: 
35% less time, 48% fewer clicks 

Not surprising:  finding aid provides more context.

Effectiveness: 
Success rates 7.5% higher 

Not surprising:  no EAD search function or navigation box.

Satisfaction: 
Preferred by a ratio of 3:1

Not surprising:  these are novice users.
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 Overall, participants required an average of 35% less time and 48% fewer interactions with the item-level described collection than with the finding aid as web interface. This indication of reduced efficiency is to be expected without a search option in the finding aid page, as results may only be obtained via browsing. 

Success rates via the item-level search interface were 7.5% higher. 

Participants as a whole clearly prefer the item-level interface, by a factor of 3:1, though 40% of those with a background in history, and a third of those with special collections experience or without digital library experience preferred the finding aid interface. 




Notable Comparison Between Participants

English as a second language
Difficulty with both interfaces!

• 51% more time and 10% less success in the item-level interface
• 41% more time and 13% less success in the finding aid interface

• 80% preferred the item-level interface 

No previous experience with digital collections: 
Found finding aid interface significantly easier than those with 

digital collection experience!
• 42% less time 
• 27% fewer clicks
• 12% more success
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Marked differences in efficiency were evident in both interfaces for participants for whom English is a second language, but the difficulty was more pronounced in the finding aid interface (51% more time and 10% less success in the item-level interface; 41% more time and 13% less success in the finding aid interface).   80% of the participants for whom English is a second language preferred the item-level interface.  

Interestingly, those without previous digital collection experience found the finding aid interface significantly easier than those who claimed familiarity with the more traditional digital library interface.   The EAD interface took them 42% less time, 27% fewer clicks, and provided 12% more success.

This bodes well for future acceptance of this method of web delivery, and corroborates Chapman’s findings that “groups that showed the most significant improvement over time were novice participants and Internet users with a beginning proficiency level.”




Results: Learnability

Paired-sample t- test comparing task 1 to task 4:
Paired Differences

t df Sig. (2-tailed)Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference

Lower Upper

Pair 1 FirstClickJem1 -

FirstClickJem4

-.39286 3.30605 .88358 -2.30171 1.51600 -.445 13 .664

Pair 2 FirstClickCab1 -

FirstClickCab4

.00000 2.44949 .65465 -1.41429 1.41429 .000 13 1.000

Pair 3 TotClickJem1 - TotClickJem4 .714 2.813 .752 -.910 2.338 .950 13 .359

Pair 4 TotClickCab1 - TotClickCab4 -1.071 8.713 2.329 -6.102 3.959 -.460 13 .653

Pair 5 TotTimeJem1 - TotTimeJem4 2.143 13.061 3.491 -5.398 9.684 .614 13 .550

Pair 6 TotTimeCab1 - TotTimeCab4 5.786 44.295 11.838 -19.789 31.361 .489 13 .633

Pair 8 EffectCab1 - EffectCab4 -.14286 .53452 .14286 -.45148 .16577 -1.000 13 .336

No significant differences
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For the learnability interface comparisons, we reduced the sample to 14 by removing six users from the Jemison-First group.  This was necessary to control for an experience effect in which some aspect of the first interface encountered could impact performance in the second.  Unfortunately, the resulting sample contained three less non-native speakers.  

If indeed an interface is more learnable, we would expect to see statistically significant improvements in effectiveness and efficiency from task 1 to 4 for all users in each interface separately. Although improvement from task 1 to 4 did occur 62.5% of the time in favor of Jemison, these differences were not statistically significant .



Further Research Indicated

More tests on the finding aid interface to determine 
what actually improves usability.

Suggestions from the research include:  
• replacing archival terminology
• Providing search in page feature
• Providing navigation links for sections 

of the finding aid on the left

THEN:  learnability tests for novice users 
that span multiple sessions.  
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We need more tests on the finding aid interface to determine what actually helps users.  

Suggestions from the research include:  
•	replacing archival terminology
•	Providing search in page feature
•	Providing navigation links for sections of the finding aid on the left

THEN:  we need learnability tests for novice users that span multiple sessions.  

Tullis and Albert make an excellent argument for comparing multiple sessions with the same participants, capturing the same metrics, as this would more closely simulate real-life experience.




Conclusions

Don’t compare item level access to finding aid access;  
they aren’t comparable.

Find ways to make the EAD more user-friendly.
EAD delivery works for us;  let’s make it 

work for our users!
Certain images and/or photos on this page are the copyrighted property of 123RF Limited, its Contributors or Licensed 
Partners and are being used with permission under license. These images and/or photos may not be copied or downloaded
without permission from 123RF Limited.
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Finding aids present digital materials in the context of the collection, and hence provide far more information to be sifted than content described solely on the item level.  Efficiency and effectiveness measures should not be applied in comparing the EAD interface with item-described content.  The result is a comparison of apples and oranges.

What is truly at issue here is learnability, particularly for novice users and those for whom English is a second language.  Modifications to the display and terminology should be tested to verify that these changes increase access and learnability.

By increasing the ease of use and verifying the learnability of the finding aid interface, we will be better positioned to leverage this low-cost digitization method to provide online access to large manuscript collections.
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For more information:   …upcoming American Archivist article?
• University of Alabama Libraries, “Septimus D. Cabaniss Papers Digitization Project.” 

 Project Site:    http://www.lib.ua.edu/libraries/hoole/cabaniss 

 Wiki:   http://www.lib.ua.edu/wiki/digcoll/index.php/Cabaniss

 Display: http://acumen.lib.ua.edu/u0003_0000252
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I’ve included a bibliography for the research to which I’ve referred, as well as links to our wiki, project site and display.  An article about this project has been submitted to American Archivist and hopefully will soon be available there.
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