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Abstract 

While digital library practitioners measure “use” of digital collections using access metrics, they rarely 
measure or assess “reuse” in research, social media, instruction, and other formats. Reuse metrics are 
often anecdotal and ephemeral, which pose a challenge to collection and comparison to other metrics. To 
that end, the Digital Content Reuse Assessment Framework Toolkit (D-CRAFT) is developing guidelines 
and recommended practices for practitioners in galleries, libraries, archives, museums, and repositories 
(GLAMR) organizations to assess how users engage with, reuse, and transform digital content. D-CRAFT 
is a multi-year Institute of Museum and Library Services grant. While the documents are not yet publicly 
available, the team will be releasing all deliverables before the end of the grant cycle. 
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Introduction 

In June 2019, a seven-member team began a multi-year grant awarded by the Institute of Museum and 
Library Services (IMLS): Digital Content Reuse Assessment Framework Toolkit (D-CRAFT). The 
project builds on a previous Digital Library Federation (DLF) Assessment Interest Group (AIG) project 
and IMLS National Forum Grant: “Developing a Framework for Measuring Reuse of Digital Objects” 
(hereafter, “Measuring Reuse”).1 The team includes seven members working in public and private 
academic institutions located in the United States and Canada; three consultants in areas of Diversity, 
Equity, Inclusion, and Accessibility (DEIA), Privacy, and Assessment. The team plans to hire two 
additional consultants in areas of Instructional Design and Accessibility in the next phase of the grant. 
The team is also supported by an Advisory Group composed of digital library practitioners and leaders in 
the GLAMR field. The grant deliverables include guidelines and recommended practices for digital 
library practitioners, and educational and engagement tools that will comprise a toolkit for practical use in 
GLAMR institutions.2 These proceedings focus on the ethical guidelines and recommended practices, 
with the remaining deliverables in development.  

Background  

As GLAMR institutions increase access to their collections by making them available online, digital 
library practitioners are increasingly tasked with assessing the value of their digitized and born-digital 
cultural heritage objects, institutional repository items, research data, learning objects, and more. Content 
reuse, defined as how often and in what ways digital repository materials are utilized and repurposed, is a 
key indicator of the impact and value of digital collections. However, traditional library assessment 
analytics focus almost entirely on access or use statistics, which do not provide a nuanced picture of how 
users repurpose or transform unique materials from digital repositories. This lack of distinction, combined 
with a lack of standardized assessment approaches, makes it difficult to develop user-responsive 
collections and to highlight the value of these materials. This in turn presents significant challenges for 
developing the appropriate staffing, system infrastructure, and long-term funding models needed to 
support digital collections. 

Data collected as part of the Measuring Reuse project identified community needs and barriers for digital 
repository assessment overall and reuse assessment specifically. The foundational survey administered by 
the team and distributed broadly to GLAMR practitioners addressed these topics. Sixty percent of 
respondents did not collect reuse information, the most common factors being: nonexistent methodology 
or standards (36%); a lack of staff and/or time to do assessment (16%); assessment not being a priority or 
focus for their institutions (14%); and that they did not have the ability or knowledge for this type of 
assessment (7%). Ultimately, the team found that respondents wanted to perform more reuse assessment 
and indicated that creating documented standards would be the best support for digital repository 
assessment work.3 In addition to the survey, the team conducted a focus group to ascertain the most 
important use cases for GLAMR institutions around reuse assessment. This data shaped the team’s focus 
and goals on its next grant, D-CRAFT. 

Use Versus Reuse4 

D-CRAFT is informed by the need to define, collect, assess, and share reuse data in GLAMR digital 
collections. The complexity of defining use and reuse is due largely to a sizable void in the field’s 
collective understanding of user engagement with digital materials. For most GLAMR institutions, the 
focus in data collection has been primarily on use—the access of material provided by the institution. 
Until recently, what users subsequently do with the materials they have accessed has not been a large part 
of how GLAMR institutions described their value. This is problematic for GLAMR practitioners because 
use assessment does not tell a nuanced story of how users engage with digital content and objects. Since 
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practitioners cannot rely on traditional use statistics for assessing reuse, this begs the question: what 
defines and differentiates “use” and “reuse?” 

While completing the Measuring Reuse project, the team developed a definition of reuse based on focus 
group discussions with practitioners. Use is the initial access of an item. Nothing is known about how that 
item is utilized after it is initially accessed. Reuse is how the item is utilized after the initial access.5 Use 
can perhaps best be encapsulated with the term “consumption,” especially as it relates to digital library 
collections. 

However, accessing an item does not equate value or impact so much as it indicates a measure of 
discoverability. As GLAMR institutions move towards efforts to measure outcomes instead of outputs, it 
becomes vital to understand what a user does with materials they have accessed and their impact. While 
there was no clear consensus on the difference between use and reuse, two ways of viewing “reuse” 
emerged from discussions with practitioners: (1) reuse as any action outside of the initial repository or 
exposure point; and (2) reuse as a transformative act, either involving the object directly or its 
surroundings. The clear break between use and reuse is the setting of the user’s ensuing actions. Any 
action that happens within the initial location of discovery is use. Such actions might include accessing, 
viewing, downloading, listening, or reading the content of the digital object within the repository where 
the object is held. Any action that happens to the digital object outside of the repository is considered 
reuse. Examples provided by practitioners include social media sharing, printing a copy of the digital 
object, or aggregation of genealogy data. Some discussion of the methods for measuring reuse with this 
definition noted that many impacts are not measurable, either because the reuse can happen offline or 
because it does not resolve in a tangible format. Practitioners reflected that reuse isn’t always visceral, 
such as a collection of protest material that inspires others to political action.6 

Ethical Guidelines 

The Ethical Considerations and Guidelines for the Assessment of Use and Reuse of Digital Content 
(hereafter, the Guidelines), are intended for practitioners assessing the use and reuse of digital cultural 
heritage artifacts, research outputs, scholarship, and data. The Guidelines focus on ethically assessing 
reuse, which is distinct from how digital content should be ethically used and reused. To that end, the 
Guidelines will not meaningfully consider ethical considerations beyond assessment. Similar to the 
definitions of use and reuse, the team identified a void in the field’s understanding and consensus of 
guidelines that offer recommendations and practical examples of ethical assessment of reuse data in a 
GLAMR environment. 

The goal of the guidelines is to put forth a set of principles to guide ethical assessment of reuse. The team 
identified the need for such a document during the Measuring Reuse project. To accomplish the task of 
drafting the Guidelines, the team reviewed professional GLAMR codes, practices, and guidelines; 
consulted privacy and ethics working groups focused on GLAMR institutions; and leveraged the 
consultant expertise in areas of privacy and DEIA because the team identified those areas as necessary for 
inclusion.  

To perform an environmental scan of GLAMR institutional policies and codes of practice, the team 
collected 44 documents in Zotero, a citation management system. The team split into two groups each 
with assigned documents. The team also developed a set of criteria to engage with these broad documents. 
The criteria were based on a list of questions that each group answered for every document. Every 
document surveyed by the team had multiple readers to ensure all issues, opportunities or biases that 
arose from the reading could be immediately engaged and resolved within the group.  
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Figure 1: Screenshot of Voyant Dashboard 

 

The team then used Voyant, a web-based reading and text analysis and visualization environment, to 
conduct word and phrase frequency analysis. The goal was to learn common topics, themes and phrases 
as well as the commonalities and strengths within the documents that could be replicated in the 
Guidelines, as well as identifying the gaps not addressed by the documents that the Guidelines could 
emphasize when drafted. Within the 44 documents reviewed, the team analyzed over 4,000 terms and 30 
phrases to develop what would become the Guidelines document. For example, terms like “ethics” and 
“ethical” are used over 1,300 times in the codes and to a lesser extent terms like data (1,100), privacy 
(650), professional (519), and community (393). Terms used with far less frequency included assess (15), 
oppression (8), and metrics (7). The Guidelines are based on six core values, which the team distilled 
from the document analysis performed on codes of practice as well as the use cases developed (with 
community and practitioner guidance) from the Measuring Reuse project. The core values include: 

• IDEAS (Inclusion, Diversity, Equity, Accessibility, Social Justice) 
• Privacy 
• Traditional Knowledge, Cultural Heritage, and Intellectual Property 
• Professional Development and Training 
• Transparency 
• Impartiality 

The Core Values inform the ways in which practitioners collect, use, and reuse data, and the privacy and 
confidentiality of collection users when assessing use and reuse of digital objects. Technology evolves 
quickly, so practitioners should expect frequent changes to how best to provide ongoing care for user 
privacy and best interests. As advocacy of underrepresented populations is paramount, this includes not 
only awareness of professional obligations but also the responsibility to push these boundaries when the 
accepted professional codes of ethics, values or other governing documents do not go far enough to 
provide a holistic and inclusive set of ethical guidelines. 

In December 2020, the team finalized a draft of the 14-page Guidelines that had been edited with 
guidance from the Advisory Group. The team then engaged in an open commenting period during 
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February 2021 with a broad representation of community practitioners for further examination and 
review. The team distributed a call for participation in the open commenting period to groups led by or 
explicitly inclusive of historically or newly marginalized communities as well as bigger, general groups 
including the American Library Association, Society of American Archivist, and others. The team 
received feedback from 37 individual commenters through the Google comments where the Guidelines 
were located, and eight anonymous responses from Qualtrics, the survey instrument offered as an 
alternative to Google features. 

The team developed a summary of the feedback7 (based on an idea from a commenter). Currently, the 
team is reviewing the community feedback and editing the Guidelines for greater inclusivity and 
precision. A small sampling of the comments exposed that the Guidelines perpetuate “a massive gap… 
about GLAMR’s responsibilities to use/ reuse digital content that meets the needs of people with 
functional impairments or disabilities.” Another focused on the core value of privacy, noting the section 
rightly focuses on individual privacy but must also include “cultural and community privacy.” A general 
comment noted, “There are many words and phrases in the document that are relatively new to academic 
writing, which are poorly defined here.” Each of these comments and the many more received from 
community commenters demonstrates to the team that the Guidelines, with the goal of utility and 
applicability, must be edited to achieve that stated goal. The open commenting period revealed to the 
team that expertise is needed in specific areas addressed in the Guidelines that are not found within the 
team or consultants. As such, the team will be refining a list of expertise and extending an invitation to 
experts in the field to contribute to the Guidelines. 

The Guidelines are grounded in assessment. As such, practitioners may need to pivot away from 
assessment strategies that are not centered in or informed by privacy, inclusion, and equity. For novice 
practitioners especially, this can be difficult to navigate within GLAMR institutions that have built 
programs and collections on particular assessment approaches and tools. Thus, the Guidelines seek to 
empower practitioners to revisit strategies for current practices in order to more fully embrace new 
considerations and advocate for change in whatever form that takes in their institution. 

Recommended Practices 

A central component of the D-CRAFT Toolkit is the Recommended Practices for assessing reuse. The 
Recommended Practices will eventually become a suite of web pages that guide practitioners through 
various methods to assess digital content use and reuse, as well as tools that can be employed to collect 
the data necessary to conduct the assessment. 

To create the Recommended Practices, the team began with a thorough literature review of materials 
published in 2010 and onward. The team collected 135 articles and case studies and used Dedoose, a 
platform for collaboratively analyzing qualitative and mixed methods research data, to read through the 
materials, code topical content, and extract, organize, and tag excerpts, themes and topics. 
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Figure 2: Dedoose Dashboard for Collaborative Coding of Documents 

 

After analyzing the Dedoose data and synthesizing the resulting coded data, the team identified ten central 
methods currently in existence for collecting data about the reuse of digital content:  

• Alert services 
• Altmetrics 
• Citation analysis 
• Focus groups 
• Interviews 
• Link analysis 
• Point of use surveys 
• Reverse image lookup 
• Surveys 
• Web analytics 

The team also decided to include methods—such as web analytics—that focus on use assessment even if 
the method cannot be used to assess reuse directly. From the use cases identified by participants in the 
Measuring Reuse grant, the team noted that practitioners would likely need to assess both use and reuse to 
accomplish the same objective and many may be unfamiliar with methods for either. The team would like 
the toolkit to provide helpful information for these practitioners, as well as those more focused on only 
reuse assessment. 

The toolkit will provide detailed information on each method, including information for beginning 
practitioners as well as advanced practitioners. While a few of the better-known methods already have 
extensive online documentation, the toolkit explains the method in an easy-to-understand way from the 
perspective of assessment in GLAMR institutions specifically. Documentation on each method includes 
the following: 

• Definition 
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• Detailed explanation of how it is used for use and reuse assessment of digital content 
• List of common tools that can be used to collect data for this method of assessment 
• Recommended responsible practices that connect the Guidelines to the assessment method 
• Strengths and weaknesses 
• Highlighted examples that demonstrate this method in use at GLAMR institutions  

The section on tools provides a link to a page documenting each tool. In some cases, the tools selected are 
the full extent of tools available for the method in question. For other methods  such as surveys—there 
may be so many tools that the team simply selected several that were the most used by or accessible to 
GLAMR institutions, or that had capabilities to do specific functions for the assessment method. As with 
the methods, information on tools will be organized into categories including: 

• How to use the tool specifically for use and reuse assessment 
• Ethical guidelines specific to the tool 
• Strengths and weaknesses of the tool for each method to which it applies, including strengths and 

weaknesses specifically in comparison to the other tools documented 
• Other tools that can be used for the same method 
• Real world examples (if available) such as linked case studies, articles, or blog posts 

Figure 3: Screenshot of a Draft for the Tool SocSciBot 

 

Some methods would be more useful if they were accompanied not only by documentation, but also by 
templates or additional documentation on Recommended Practices for specific steps that should be taken 
when performing the method. While this portion of the toolkit has not yet been created, the team plans to 
provide these. For example, the method “focus groups” might be accompanied by sample recording 
permission forms, common ground rules, and/or sample scripts. 
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Looking Forward 

The Guidelines and Recommended Practices are two deliverables of the D-CRAFT grant. After the 
methods and tools for data collection are complete, the team will be pursuing another set of activities on 
the near-term horizon. The next deliverables, education tools and training, will draw on what the team is 
learning from the Recommended Practices. The team will be developing modules focused on assessment 
of reuse of digital cultural heritage objects including tutorial guides, templates, and examples from the 
community. From those modules, the team will be developing and delivering webinars and in-person 
training sessions to broaden engagement including offering travel grants to attend sessions with particular 
focus on historically and newly marginalized community members. And finally, the team is committed to 
continual engagement with and feedback from GLAMR community practitioners in all the work produced 
for this grant. Educational tools and training along with the others will be included in a practitioner toolkit 
hosted on the DLF website. The team also plans to hire two additional consultants to support the 
development of education tools and training including Instructional Design and Accessibility consultants. 

—Copyright 2021 Caroline Muglia, Joyce Chapman, Derrick Jefferson, Elizabeth J. Kelly, Ayla S. 
Kenfield, Kinza Masood, Myrna Morales, Ali Shiri, Santi Thompson, and Liz Woolcott 
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