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ABSTRACT

The intent of this chapter is to identify constructs and criteria for Digital Library (DL) evaluation based
on document analysis. Eighty-five relevant articles and five websites were reviewed to generate the evalu-
ation constructs and criteria. The findings consist of ten constructs, including collection, information
organization, interface design, system performance, effects on users, user engagement, services, pres-
ervation, sustainability/administration, and context of use with associated criteria for each dimension.
In addition, this chapter discusses challenges in DL evaluation research and practices.

INTRODUCTION

tablishing a DL presence resulted in a number of
useful digitization guidelines and best practices

In the last decade, libraries have substantially
expanded their digitization efforts and contributed
a number of unique digital collections in support
of scholarly research, teaching, and learning. The
initial development of digital collections focused
on building the technical infrastructure and es-
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for creating usable and sustainable digital collec-
tions. Recommendations forundertaking periodic
evaluations are also part of the guidelines for
“building good digital collections™ (NINCH, 2002;
NISO, 2007). However, the exponential growth
of DLs has not been accompanied by extensive
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evaluation studies (Saracevic, 2004). According
to Saracevic (1995), “Evaluation means assess-
ing performances or value of system, process,
product, or policy” (p. 138). DL evaluation is by
no means a simple task, and is often overlooked
in DL evaluation due to the nature of complex,
multi-dimensional, and distributed systems of
DLs (Bollen & Luce, 2002; Marchionini, 2000;
Saracevic, 2004; Sumner & Marlino, 2004;
Chowdhury, et al., 2006; Xie, 2006; Xie, 2008;
Zhang, 2010). Currently, there are few guidelines
for best practices of DL evaluation. Since DLs
are new, complex, and multifaceted entities, re-
searchers and practitioners in the field need a set
of guidelines of what to evaluate, how to measure
results, when to undertake evaluation, and how to
incorporate resuits into the development process.
Several researchers addressed the need for the
multi-dimensional evaluation for the DL field as
they identified the lack of a comprehensive and
integrated evaluation framework as a major bar-
rier to DL evaluation (Chowdhury, et al., 2006;
Saracevic, 2000, Xie, 2006, 2008; Zhang, 2010).

This chapter adopts the definition of Digital
Libraries (DLs) as: “representations of emer-
gent and complex forms of digital information
organization and design, consisting of multiple
layers and building blocks, in various stages of
development” (Matusiak, 2010, p. 15}. DLs pres-
ent a variety of resources created in the digital
format as well as those converted from analog
materials through digitization efforts, including
print materials, manuscripts, images, audio, and
video. The concepts of DLs are still evolving,
correspond to a very complex notion, and cannot
be captured by a simple definition (Bishop, Van
House, & Buttenfield, 2003; Candela, et al., 2007,
Greenstein, 2000),

As an initial step toward a comprehensive
DL evaluation framework, this chapter reviewed
a wide range of previous documents to identify
evaluation constructs and associated criteria. Even
though researchers suggested various evaluation
constructs and criteria, there was little effort to

analyze and integrate those criteria into a con-
solidated framework within the DL field. In this
chapter, we identified 10 evaluation constructs and
corresponding criteria based on the analysis of 85
previous documents and five websites related to
Dl evaluation. Furthermore, we discuss the limita-
tions and challenges of previous evaluation efforts.

BACKGROUND

Researchers and DL practitioners recognize the
importance of DL evaluation, and have proposed
several models, frameworks, and various criteria
for DI. evaluation. Several practical tools and
methods have been proposed to expand evalu-
ation efforts, including DigiQUAL, eMetrics,
EQUINOXISO/TS0-20938, and MIEL2 Project,
but they are often limited to specific elements or
services. For instance, DigiQUAL is proposed as
a tool for assessing service quality (Kyrillidou &
Giersch, 2005). Focusing more on vendor-provid-
ed data in academic libraries, the ARL’se-metrics
project, COUNTER, and SUSHI protocols were
designed for the purpose of assessing the outputs
of DLs using the nsage statistics (Pesch, 2007).
In Europe, EQUINOX serves as a framework to
assess performance of DLs based on the usage
statistics (Brophy, 2001). Similarly, ISO/TSO-
20983 and MIEL?2 cover electronic resources in
DL environments (Brophy & Wynne, 1997; Noh,
2010). The eVALUEJ toolkit focuses on meth-
odological issues (McNicol, 2004). Although all
these efforts represent a step in the right direction,
they fail to provide a comprehensive model for
DL evaluation in a systematic way that addresses
the needs of multiple evaluation constructs and
criteria.

On the research side, many researchers have
suggested a mumber of evaluation constructs,
criteria, and indicators to create a comprehen-
sive approach reflecting different components
of DLs. The early DL research projects, funded
by the National Science Foundation (NSF) as
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part of Digital Libraries Initiatives I and II, laid
the groundwork by producing DL prototypes and
frameworks (Borgman, et al., 2000; Buttenfield,
1999; Hill, et al., 2000; Van House, et al., 1996).
Although these early projects weighed much on
the development of DL prototypes, several of
them undertook major evaluation efforts as part
of the design cycle. For instance, Hill et al. (1997)
identified six criteria, including ease ofuse, overall
appeal, usefulness, and performance, in evaluat-
ing the Alexandria Digital Library (ADL) at the
University of California, Santa Barbara, Saracevic
(2000, 2004) suggested a comprehensive evalu-
ation model and identified six classes of criteria,
representing: content, technology, interface, pro-
cess/service, user, and context, In Europe, DELOS
is one of most comprehensive and large scale DL
projects, which represent joint activities aimed at
integrating and coordinating the ongoing research
efforts of the major European teams working in
DL area. DELOS Manifesto presents a three-tier
DL framework incorporating six core components
such as content, functionality, quality, policy,
architecture, and user (Candela, et al., 2007). DE-
LOS model sets up a foundation for DL research.
DELOS Network of Excellence has conducted a
series of research concerning the evaluation of
DLs. Fuhr et al. (2001) proposed a scheme for
digital library evaluation, which contains four
dimensions: data/collection, systcm/technology,
users, and usage. Tsakonas et al. (2004) further
examined the interactions of DL components and
proposed the following evaluation foci: usability,
usefulness, and system performance. Fuhr et al.
(2007) developed a DL evaluation framework
based on a DELOS model and a largescale survey
of DL evaluation activities. In addition, DELOS
has contributed to the large test-set-based IR
research of video digital libraries in TREC. For
example, the TREC video track offered an evalu-
ation test framework for IR performance of video
information in digital libraries (Smeaton & Over,
2002). Xie’s (2006, 2008) evaluation framework
increased the focus onto users, and proposed five
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types of criteria: usability, collection guality,
service quality, system performance efficiency,
and user feedback solicitation. Recently, Zhang
(2010) investigated the importance of multiple
constructs of criteria including: content, technol-
ogy, interface, service, user, and context using the
empirical data from heterogeneous stakeholders.

Usability evaluation is another key area for
rescarch. Saracevic (2004) stated the usability
evaluation studies play a role of connecting user-
oriented and system-oriented usability studies. He
suggested a list of specific usability criteria and
attributes for DL evaluation, including content,
process, format, and overall assessment. Dillon
(1999) proposed a qualitative framework (TIME)
for DL usability evaluation which covers usertask
(T), information model (I}, manipulation facilities
(M), and the ergonomic variables (E). Xie and
Wolfram (2002) suggested organizational usability
factors in state-level digital library, Based on an
empirical study, they identified four contribut-
ing factors for organization usability in digital
libraries, namely: access, promotion and train-
ing, content and format usage, and design. Ward
and Hiller (2005) suggested usability evaluation
criteria specific to library services—completion
of the task, time and effort, and reaction to the
product or service. Similarly, but more specifi-
cally, Jeng (2006) proposed a usability model for
academic digital libraries employing four opera-
tionalusability criteria-—effectiveness, efficiency,
satisfaction, and learnability. In addition, many
other researchers conducted usability tests in DL
environment (Eliasen, et al., 1997; Battleson, et
al., 2001; Hammil, 2003; Blandford, et al., 2004;
Joo & Lee, 2011).

In addition, Shim and Kantor (1999) adopted
Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) to evaluate
DLs, and proposed an evaluation framework that
focused on two main dimensions of effectiveness
and efficiency. Missingham (2003) introduced the
unique concept of a digital footprint represent-
ing the use of DLs through multidimensional
measurement. Kim and Kim (2008) proposed 19
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evaluation criteria tailored to digital collections,
and validates them empirically using surveys
from related stakeholders such as users, librar-
ians and administrators. Noh (2010) suggested a
set of evaluation indices for electronic resources
in terms of electronic resource acquisition,
electronic resource use, and electronic resource
environment. Other researchers examined the DL
evaluation criteria such as suitability, accuracy,
costs, informativeness, timeliness, usefulness, and
others (Kengeri, et al., 1999; Kenney, et al., 199§;
Larsen, 2002). Most of the works in the rescarch
area investigate the DI frameworks and associ-
ated criteria, however they do not offer practical
guidelines on how to gather data and implement
evaluation.

DIGITAL LIBRARY EVALUATION
CONSTRUCTS AND CRITERIA

As an effort to identify evaluation constructs and
associated criteria pools for DL evaluation, the
authors conducted a document analysis. Using
keywords such as “digital library,” “evaluation,”
“criteria,” “assessment,” and others in differ-
ent combinations, the authors searched Google
Scholar and EBSCOhost for relevant documents
published primarily, but not exclusively, between
2000 to 2010, The relevance of a document was
judged by the two following criteria: (1) whether
the paper included any evaluation theories,
framework, criteria, indicators, or measures; or
(2) whether the paper included actual evaluation
practices or pilot tests. The document analysis
covers evaluation research associated with DLs
and previous research related to evaluation. In
this study, eighty-five relevant documents and
five DL evaluation project websites (Equinox,
DigiQUAL, LibQUAL+, eVALUEd, DELOS)
were reviewed and analyzed.

All the evaluation constructs and criteria were
collected and analyzed from the selected docu-
ments. Strauss and Corbin’s {1990} open coding

technique was applied to data analysis. For ex-
ample, evaluation criteria for “user engagement”
were identified by analyzing related literature in
the perspectives of user usage and user involve-
ment. After reviewing the constructs and criteria,
the authors consolidated and organized them into
ten constructs. Then, associated criteria for each
construct were identified. The authors adopted
all the criteria identified in the selected literature
and the websites.

The document analysis yielded ten constructs
and associated criteria, which include: collection,
information organization, interface design, system
performance, effects on users, user engagement,
services, preservation, sustainability/administra-
tion, and context of use. In addition, associated
criteria identified in previous works were also
incorporated into this chapter. Table 1 presents
the ten constructs and associated definitions.
Table 2 shows specific evaluation criteria and
corresponding objectives.

CHALLENGES IN DIGITAL LIBRARY
EVALUATION

Many researchers and practitioners have expanded
their efforts in digital library evaluation in the
recent decade. However, there are still many
challenges and problems in DL evaluation. This
chapter discusses some key challenges that hinder
the research and practices of evaluation in the DL
COMIMUNity.

As discussed in Background, there are few
evaluation standards and comprehensive frame-
works that are directly applicable to DL fields,
despite scholarly and practical efforts in the DL
area. Early DL projects funded by the National
Science Foundation (NSF) primarily focus on the
design of DL prototypes, and do not offer direct
insights and implications for DL evaluation. Sev-
eral models created for DL evaluation have not
been recognized and adopted by researchers and
practitioners as standards. The absence of stan-
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Table 1. DL evaluation constructs and definitions

“Constract .

~_Definition

Collection

Assess the quality and guantity of DL collections.

Information Organization

Assess the representation, grouping, and presentation of digital information.

Interface design

Assess the usability of DL interfaces, and the extent these interfaces support users’ interaction with DLs.

System performance

Assess the efficiency, accessibility, and reliability of DLs, as well as their retrieval performance.

Effects on users

Assess the impact and value of DLs on vsers' accomplishment of their tasks.

Services

Assess the quality and quantity of the offered DL services.

Preservation

Assess the extent and ways of DL support for preservation,

Administration/

Sustainability sustained and enhanced.

Assess administrative-related factors that affect the development of DLs; Assess whether DLs can be

User engagerment
development.

Assess the extent and ways of usage of DLs, and the extent and ways of user involvernent in the DL

Context Assess the extent of DLs fitting into, responding to, following larger context—institutional, economic,
legal, social, cultural—and others {Saracevic, 2004),

dards is a major obstacle to building an evaluation
framework and tools in the DL area. At the same
time, most of current evaluation practices are prone
to focus narrowly on specific systems or particular
aspects or services (e.g. DigiQUAL for service
quality; Equinox forusage). A one-timeevaluation
of asingle portion of the system, while convenient,
might leave out other significant portions of the
system that could lend other crucial viewpoints
for decision-making (Nichoison, 2004}, Several
researchers note that holistic evaluation studies
are conspicuously absent from the DL field, and
discuss the potential benefits of comprehensive
approaches (Chowdhury, et al., 2006; Xie, 2006,
2008; Zhang, 2010). Moreover, the validation
of an evaluation model remains one of the most
challenging tasks. '

There is a gap between research and practice.
As discussed above, researchers have suggested
various models and criteria, but their works re-
main mostly conceptual or theoretical. Most of the
theoretical research investigates the importance
of criteria, but fails to offer detailed, practical
guidelines on how to gather data, implement the
analysis, and use the results of evaluation. In ad-
dition, they have not sufficiently suggested practi-
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cal criteria and methodology, such as providing
measureable criteria, methods to collect the data,
and how to incorporate the evaluation results into
the development of DLs. As aresult, practitioners
have adopted few of those theoretical or conceptual
models into the DI fields, Researchers will need
to deal with practical matters in detail to fill the
gap and to create more practical evaluation tools.

Less effort was made to evaluate contextual ele-
ments surrounding digital libraries, The majority
of the studies in DL evaluation adopted traditional
IR criteria at a restricted level, such as precision/
recall and error rate, usability criteria, or service
quality criteria. Very few address how well a DL
fits into or even improves people’s daily work
and life, via contextual criteria at higher levels,
such as social, legal, and cultural aspects (Zhang,
2010). Context is another key aspect of DL evalu-
ation, distinguished from predominant system- or
user-centered evaluation framework (Adams &
Bladford, 2001; Bollen & Luce, 2002). Saracevic
(2004) is one of few researchers who emphasizes
context criteria and suggests related measures
(e.g. institutional fit, sustainability, productivity
of and impact on community, members, etc.) in
evaluating DLs. However, there are few practical
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Table 2. DL evaluation criteria and objectives

Construct® |- Criterion 00 |07 o _ Objective-.,
Collection audience To assess who are the main potential users of a DL.
aathority To assess whether information provided by a DL comes from trustworthy sources.
complcteness To assess whether a DL covers all documents in each topic area.
cost To assess costs to build collections in a DL.
digitizing practices To assess the types and methods of digitization practices conducted, as well as ideatifying
best practices to build a DL.
diversity To assess whether a DL deals with a variety of issues in relation to a topic of interest.
format flexibility To assess whether the format of collections in a DL are compatible with a variety of soft-
ware and systems for different purposes.
quality of format To assess the quality of a digitized item provided by a DL within its format (e.g. resolu-
tion, scanned image quality, recorded andio quality, etc.).
size To assess the amount of collection iterns provided by a DL.
scopefcoverage To assess the range of topics that is covered by a DL.
sufficiency To assess whether a DL provides encugh documents to satisfy a user’s need.
types of format To assess what kinds of document formats are available in a DL.
Information accessibility to metadata | To assess how easily a user can obtain the metadata information of each item.
Organization appropriateness To assess whether the organizational structure and associated categories adequately orga-
nize items in a DL,
completeness/ To assess whether the organization structure covers all the access points of a DL.
comprehensiveness
conformance To assess whether metadata elements follow predefined standard and guides.
consistency To assess whether metadata is consistent across collections in a DL.
controlled vocabulary To assess the type and amount of controlled vocabularies used in a DL.
interoperability To assess whether metadata elements of a DL are compatible to different DEs.
metadata accuracy To assess how accurately metadata elements are assigned for each item.
metadata authority To assess whether credible metadata elements are selected for items in a DL.
metadata elements To assess how many metadata elements are employed to represent items in a DL,
quality of metadata To assess the quality of metadata system selected for a DL,
scheme
Interface browsing function To assess in what ways and to what extent the interface supports a user’s ability to swf
design related items ina DL.
consistency To assess whether the design and layont are coherent across a DL interface.
emotional appeal To assess to what extent the interface of a DL is effectively attractive to users.
help function To assess what types of help functions are offered and how efiectively they support users

in their help-seeking process.

intuitive operation To assess how straightforward a DL interface is for a user to understand its operation, and
how easily & user can learn to operate the interface.

navigation To assess in what ways and to what extent the interface supports a user’s exploration in a
DL.

personalized page To assess whether a DL offers personalized pages based on user profile,

reliability To assess the ability of a DL to perform and maintain its functions under different circum-
stances.

continued on following page
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- Construct | © . Criterion . o Lo Object B S
Interface search function To assess what types of search functions are offered by a DL and how easy to use them.
design
search results presenta- To assess the types of formats/options of search results are presented to users in a DL.
tien
usability To assess the efficiency, effectiveness, and satisfactory use of a DL’s interface (ISO,
1997).
user control To assess to what extent the DL allows users to manipulate its interface,
view option To assess whether and to what extent a user can customize viewing options in a DL,
visual appeal To assess to what extent the interface of a DL is visually attractive to users.
System perfor- | conaectivity To assess how stable a DL system can be connected to other information systems,
mance

error rateferror correction

To assess the degree of errors encountered during system operation and the ability of a DL
to fix errors.

fit-to-task

To assess to what extent a DL is adequate to perform tasks that a user requests.

flexibility

To assess whether a DL responds to poteatial internal or external changes in a timely
manner,

integrated search

To assess whether a DL offers an integrated search environment for different collections
within a DL.

linkage with other DLs

To assess the identification of and in what ways a DL is linked to other related DIs,

reliability

To assess how stable a DL's performance is over time.

response time

To assess how quickly a DL responds to a user’s request.

retrieval effectiveness

To assess how effective the search algorithm is in a DL (e.g. recall and precision).

server petformance

To assess the ability of a server to run a DL,

speed of page loading

To assess how quickly a DL presents a user-requested page,

storage

To assess the size of a DL's storage capacity.

Effects on users

behavior change

To assess in what ways and to what extent a DL influences a user's behaviors,

information literacy

To assess in what ways and to what extent a DL enhances a user’s ability to find useful
information for his/her tasks.

instructional effictency

To assess in what ways and to what extent a DL enhances user’s teaching effectiveness.

knowledge change

To assess in what ways and to what extent a DL influences a user’s knowledge structure.

fearning effects

To assess in what ways and to what extent a DL influences a user’s learning outcome.

research productivity

To assess in what ways and to what extent a DL affects a user’s research outputs (e.g.
publications, grants, etc.).

Services

accessibility to manage-
rial staff

To assess in what ways and to what exteat a user can easily contact staff of a DL for ques-
tions, feedback, and comments.

confidence

To assess in what ways and to what extent users have a positive attitude toward services
offered by a DL.

customized services

To assess whether a DL offers personalized services based on user profile information or
user requests.

FAQ/Q&A

To assess whether and how many FAQs or Q&A a DL provides to help users in using the
DL.

follow-up services

To assess in what ways and to what extent adequate and timely continuing services are
provided to users by a DL when necessary.

retiability

To assess how vsers of a DL perceive the trustworthiness of service provided,

responsiveness .

To assess the reaction time to a user’s request for a DL service.
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Table 2. Continued

/Sustainability

Construct [~ Cri SR bje
Services service quality To assess in what ways and to what extent DL services satisfy users’ needs
timeliness To assess in what ways and to what extent services are offered to users in a timely manner,
types of services To assess the types of services provided by a DL.
types of services for us- To assess the types of services offered to users with disabilities.
ers with disabitities
types of unique services | To assess the unique types of services provided by a DL compared to other related DLs,
uscfulness To assess in what ways and to what extent DL services are useful for users to achieve their
tasks.
user education To assess the types of user education offered by a DL.
user satisfaction To assess in what ways and to what extent users are satisfied with services provided by a
DL.
Preservation ability to migrate To assess the ability of data migration for preservation.
completeness To assess to what extent the archiving process to preserve archived materials is complete
and comprehensive,
cost per record To assess the average cost for archiving one record.
data processing To assess in what ways and to what extent data are processed for document preservation.
incentives for archives To assess the types and amount of incentives for performing archiving tasks.
preservation policy To assess whether a policy regarding preservation is developed and what is covered in the
policy.
staff dedicated to pres- To assess how many staff members are dedicated to preservation task of a DL.
ervation
types of archiving equip- | To assess the types of archiving equipments and facilities a DL uses for digital preserva-
ments/facilities tioa,
types of archiving To assess the archiving methods/approaches a DL staff member has to apply in order to
methods preserve information.
Administration | budget To assess the amount and arrangement of monetary resources to efficiently manage a DL.

fundraising/sponsor

To assess the effort of fundraising to support a DL financially.

incentive

To assess the types of incentives provided to DL staff.

management policy

To assess whether a well-defined policy for administration is offered by a DL,

marketing To assess the publicity efforts of a DL to attract potential users and inform related com-
munities.

planning To assess whether strategic plans are established to create, manage, maintain, and enhance
a DL.

regular assessment To assess whether regular, continuous evaluation is performed to maintain and enhance a
DL.

staffing To assess the quantity and arrangement of human resources to efficiently manage a DL.

staff training To assess the types of, frequency of, and efficiency of training programs offered to DL

staff.

User engage-
ment

help feature use

To assess which help features are offered to users, how frequently, and in what context
users try to use help-related features in a DL,

resgurce use

To assess in what ways and to what extent users uses resources in a DL (ifem view, down-
load, etc.)

continited on following page
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another DL.

\Construct, [ Criterlon o[0T L S Objeetive T :
User engage- site visit " | o assess how frequently users visit a DL website and the duration for each visit.
ment
user feedback To assess the types of user comments and suggestions received by a DL, and in what ways
and to what extent these comments and suggestions are incorporated into the enhancement
of the DL,
user participation chan- To assess the types of channels available to users to communicate with the staff of a DL.
nels
Context collaboration To assess in what ways and to what extent stakeholders of a DL work together; To assess

in what ways and to what extent stakeholders of a DL cooperate with stakeholders in

content sharing
content.

To assess in what ways and to what extent stakeholders of a DL are willing to share their

copyrights

To assess whether a DL identifies and conforms to copyright issues.

information ethics com-
pliance and use.

To assess whether a DL identifies and conforms to ethical issues related to DL creation

organizational mission
objectives.

To assess in what ways and to what extent DL creation and use conform to organizational

soctal impact

To assess in what ways and to what extent the use of a DL influences the society.

targeted user community | To assess in what ways and to what extent a DL engages in targeted user groups.

attempts to evaluate the contextual elements in
DL settings. Evaluating context, such as social,
legal, and community is an unsolved problem due
to the difficulty in measurement.

Few studies or evaluation practices attempted
to employ multiple methods and data collection
methods to assess components of DLs in an evalu-
ation framework. There are few DL evaluation
studies that applied multiple methods and data
collection techniques at the same time. Moreover,
quantitative data from surveys, transaction logs,
and usage statistics, were dominantly used for
a summative evaluation of DL performance or
service quality. However, these quantitative data
are less helpful in giving timely feedbacks about
potential problems for DL design and implementa-
tion (Kaplan & Shaw, 2004). Qualitative methods,
by providing findings that connect more directly
with these individuals’ perspectives, canincrease
the credibility and usefulness of evaluations (Pat-
ton, 2001).
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CONCLUSION

In this chapter, we identified constructs and as-
sociated criteria for DL evaluation. Eighty-five
documents and five websites in relation to DL
were collected and analyzed to come up with ten
constructs and associated DL evaluation criteria.
This chapter presents multiple constructs of DL
evaluation ranging from collection, information
organization, interface design, system perfor-
mance, and effects on users, services, preservation,
sustainability/administration, user engagement,
and context. In addition, corresponding criteria
were alsoidentified. We also discussed challenges
in DL evaluation research and practices including
lack of DL evaluation standards, few comprehen-
sive evaluation models, the gap between research
and practice, limited context evaluation, and few
studies applying multiple research methods, in
particular qualitative approaches, to their DL
evaluations. These challenges call for the need
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for researchers to develop DL evaluation frame-
works, going beyond constructs and criteria, and
further exploring associated measures and data
collection methods.
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KEY TERMS AND DEFINITIONS

Digital Libraries: “Digital Libraries (DLs)
are defined as representations of emergent and
complex forms of digital information organiza-
tion and design, consisting of multiple layers and
building blocks, in various stages of development.
DLs present a variety of resources created in the
digital format as well as those converted from
analog materials through digitization efforts,
including print materials, manuscripts, images,
audio, and video” (Matusiak, 2010, p. 15).

Digital Library Evaluation Framework:
Digital library evaluation framework refers to a
comprehensive evaluation structure that includes
evaluation constructs, criteria, and measures to
assess multiple aspects of digital libraries.

Evaluation: “Evaluation means assessing
performances or value of system, process, product,
or policy” (Saracevic, 1995, p. 138).

Evaluation Construct: Evaluation construct
refers to a major concept or a dimension of digital
libraries identified in the evaluation framework.

Evaluation Criterion: Evaluation criterion
refers to a specific standard or benchmark, as-
sociated with an evaluation construct of digital
libraries, on which a judgment ordecisionis based.






