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Digital Collections and Content (DCC) Project

• 2002 – initial IMLS National Leadership Grant; 2005 – grant 
extension

• Create an aggregation of cultural heritage digital content

• How collections and items can best be represented to meet the 
needs of service providers and diverse user communities.

• 2007 – new IMLS grant 

• Expand the collection/aggregation for targeted scholarly 
communities based on formal evaluation

• Develop guidelines for “federation” development

• Analyze relationships between collection-level metadata and item-
level metadata to better preserve context and enhance functionality 



DCC Aggregation of Digital Content

• Currently -- over 200 cultural heritage collections
• Adding 140+ collections from ASHO

– Metadata repository:
• Harvested metadata aggregated in one location
• Acts as a portal to the item-level records for digital content in 

NLG/LSTA collections

– Collection Registry:

• Provides access, services, and additional functiona lity to a 
database of collection descriptions

• Collection-level metadata schema adapted in 2003 from a 
preliminary version of DC CDAP and RSLP (Research Su pport 
Libraries Programme, UK)



Available at: http://imlsdcc.grainger.uiuc.edu/CDschema_elements.asp

DCC Collection Metadata Schema



• Describes 4 entities:
– the digital collection
– the grant project responsible
– the institution responsible 
– the person(s) responsible for administration of collection 

• 30 attributes/elements used for describing the collection:
– 17 general attributes (title, size, objects represented, 

language …)
– 5 topical (GEM subject, [alternative] subject, [free-text] 

description, geographic coverage, and time period) 
– 4 for relationships with other collections (parent collection, sub-

collection, source physical collection, and other associated 
collection)

– 4 for relationships with projects, institutions, and administrators 
(grant project, hosting institution, contributing institution, and 
administrator). 

DCC Collection Metadata Schema



DCC collection-level record example



DCC collection-level record example



This study aims to:

1. Identify the range of substantive and 
purposeful information about collections
available within the DCC Collection Registry

2. Determine patterns of representation

3. Assess the adequacy of the DCC collection-
level metadata schema for representing the 
richness and diversity of collections in the 
aggregation



Why are we doing this?

• To extend our understanding of the role of 
collection-level metadata 

• To provide an empirical foundation for an 
ongoing analysis of item-level and 
collection-level metadata relationships



Content analysis of 202 collection-level records

• Qualitative and quantitative analysis of free-text 
Description field to identify:

– types of information provided about a digital collection 
(collection properties )

• Grounded approach (properties emerged from coding; 
intercoder reliability of 80.4% agreement in assigning the 
codes to specific cases)

• 14 collection properties found in 5% or more collection 
records

– degree of agreement/overlap with information provided in 
other free-text and controlled-vocabulary collection 
metadata fields



Additional analysis

– 4 collection-level metadata fields intended 
for subject indexing:
• GEM Subjects
• [alternative] Subjects 
• Geographic Coverage 
• Time Period

– The field describing types of objects in 
digital collections 
• Objects Represented



Analyzed metadata fields at a glance



Collection properties found only in the 
Description field

1937Objects not represented in formal metadata elements

67132Subjects not represented in formal metadata elements

GROUP 3

1224Provenance

3978Item Creator

GROUP 2

36Comprehensiveness

917Uniqueness

1020Importance

GROUP 1 (“special claims”)

%Number of 
collections

Collection Property



Features of interest to scholarly audiences 

Not represented elsewhere in collection records

• Group 1. “Special claims” about a collection:

– Importance, Uniqueness , and Comprehensiveness

• Add vital qualitative, contextual information about:
– intentions of collectors

– role the collection plays in the larger universe of related content

• Correspond to Strength collection metadata element:
– present in RSLP collection description schema

– discussed in DC CDAP community several years ago.



Some examples of “special claims”

• “Collection of the most important and influential 19th and early 
20th century American cookbooks”

• “Materials are significant in their place within the fabric of 
American history and culture”

• “Unique historical treasures from ... archives, libraries, 
museums, and other repositories”

• “Rare and unique library and archival resources on race 
relations”

• “A comprehensive and integrated collection of sources and 
resources on the history and topography”

• “One of the most ambitious and comprehensive effort to date 
to deliver educational content on the Civil Rights Movement”



Collection properties found only in the 
Description field

1937Objects not represented in formal metadata elements

67132Subjects not represented in formal metadata elements

GROUP 3

1224Provenance

3978Item Creator

GROUP 2

36Comprehensiveness

917Uniqueness

1020Importance

GROUP 1 (“special claims”)

%Number of 
collections

Collection Property



Features of interest to scholarly audiences

Not represented elsewhere in collection records

• Group 2. Important properties for which no specific 
elements in DCC collection metadata exist

– Provenance
• Covered by Custodial History collection metadata element in 

DC CDAP

– Item Creator
• Not available in DC CDAP or RSLP collection metadata 

schemas

• DC CDAP Collector element is designed to cover creator of 
the collection



Provenance and Item Creator examples

Provenance
• “Acquisition of these hitherto unknown manuscripts was 

spearheaded by Edgar J. Goodspeed in the first half of the twentieth 
century”

• “A 1988 bequest of more than 850 landscape prints and drawings 
from the collection of Los Angeles architect Rudolf L. Baumfeld 
significantly enhanced this wide-ranging and well-studied thematic 
area”

Item Creator
• “The Museum Extension Projects of Pennsylvania, New Jersey, 

Connecticut, Illinois, and Kansas crafted most of the items currently 
in the collection”

• “Images are noted on their mounts as being from Watkins's "New 
Series".... Watkins was active between 1854 and the late 1890s.”



Collection properties found only in the 
Description field

1937Objects not represented in formal metadata 
elements

67132Subjects not represented in formal metadata 
elements

GROUP 3

1224Provenance

3978Item Creator

GROUP 2

36Comprehensiveness

917Uniqueness

1020Importance

GROUP 1 (“special claims”)

%Number of 
collections

Collection Property



More features of interest to scholars

• Group 3. Properties for which formal elements do 
exist but Description field provides extensive 
additional coverage

– Subjects and Object types

• Two most widely represented properties (91% and 75%)

• More accurate in coverage than other metadata fields (67% 
and 19%)

• More detail than other fields specified for those purposes 
(example on the next slide). 



Subjects property example



Subjects in Description field

• Content varies:
– explicit subject coverage statements: 

• “cover a broad range of topics, including ranching, mining, 
land grants, crime on the border, and governmental issues.”

– subject keywords scattered throughout the text:
• “During World War II, as a member of the U. S. Army, 252nd 

Field Artillery Battalion, he captured over 700 images of life 
as a soldier and unique snapshots of events of the war”.

• Free-text Description field often adds essential subject 
information
– more accurate and specific coverage than fields intended for 

subject indexing



Objects property example



More complementary contextual information: 

• Collection development criteria and title (52% each)

• Collection size (27%)

• Audiences (17%)

• Navigation and functionality (16%) 

• Participating/contributing institutions (15%)

• Funding sources (5%)

• etc. 



Audience : more specific in Description field



Conclusions

• Free-text metadata is as important for collection-level 
access as controlled-vocabulary metadata 
– one complements the other

• DCC collection metadata schema needs to be :
– Aligned with current version of DC CDAP:

• Custodial History field will accommodate Provenance 
property currently found only in the Description field

– Updated with newly defined fields for:
• Creators of items in a collection (Item Creator? )
• Special claims about collections (Strengths? )



Conclusions

• Varied use of free-text Description field:
– includes information on institutions, physical and digital collections

– difficult to automate extraction to populate or enhance other 
elements

• BUT Description field could lend itself to mining:
– for production of controlled vocabularies customized for use in 

the DCC and similar aggregations

– experiment first with improving our existing vocabularies for:
• Objects Represented and Audience
• Possibly subject areas with strong concentrations of content 

(e.g., Midwest history, American South History, Native 
Americans history, etc.).



Further research
• Comparative analysis of collection-level records from sources other than the 

DCC aggregation

• Reproducing user search queries collected through transaction logs:

– Where in collection-level metadata the matches to user search terms 
occur?

• What proportion of records retrieved by a keyword search has a 
keyword only in a free-text Description field and thus would not be 
retrieved if there were no free-text Description field?

• What proportion of records retrieved by a keyword search has a 
keyword only in formal metadata element(s) and thus would not be
retrieved if there were no formal metadata element(s) in collection 
metadata schema?

• User study



More information on DCC website
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The End

Thank you! 


