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Introduction: 

• Good metadata quality makes a record more discoverable, facilitating search and retrieval. 

• Guy, Powell, and Day (2004) described metadata quality in terms of "functional 

requirements" or "fitness for purpose".  

• According to Park's study, consistency, correctness, and completeness are the most critical 

factors in determining metadata quality (Park, 2009).  

• This study provides a brief comparative account of Electronic Theses and Dissertation 

Metadata structure of Institutional Repositories and Libraries. 

 

 



Objectives: 

 The study aimed to focus on identifying the following objectives,  

1. To identify the primary criteria that can be used to measure metadata quality. 

2. To measure the metadata quality of ETDs in selected International Institutional Repositories. 

3. To recognise the significant issues encountered in ensuring metadata quality.  

4. To find out the primary mechanisms that can be used to improve metadata quality. 

  



Methodology: 

1. Sample 
Selection 

2. Data 
Harvesting 

3. Data 
Analysis 

4.  Data 
Validation 

5. 
Identification 
of Metadata 

Errors 

6. Suggestions 
for Metadata 

Quality 
Improvement 



Data Analysis: 
 MarcEdit- Using MarcEdit, we first converted the DCXML records of the Institutional Repositories to MARC21 records. 

 Marc Report - We analysed each MARC21 record of IRs and Libraries using Marc Report utility plug-ins - Verify a MARC 

file and MARC Analysis. 

 Metadata-Analyzer- A metadata-analyser is developed for the study to calculate the automated score of each IR and Library 

depending on the weightage of score distributions as prescribed on Metadata Quality Assessment provided by Consortium of 

data.europa.eu in July 2023.  

  Lastly, a java based pre-compiled program by Peter Király has been used in this study. The program “Metadata-Quality 

analysis-Marc” is available on GitHub (https://github.com/pkiraly/metadata-qa-marc#configuration-1).  

https://github.com/pkiraly/metadata-qa-marc
https://github.com/pkiraly/metadata-qa-marc
https://github.com/pkiraly/metadata-qa-marc
https://github.com/pkiraly/metadata-qa-marc
https://github.com/pkiraly/metadata-qa-marc
https://github.com/pkiraly/metadata-qa-marc
https://github.com/pkiraly/metadata-qa-marc


MarcEdit: 



Marc Report 



Marc- Verify: 

0 records 

marked as 

having UTF8 

encoding 

(000/09). 

0 records 

indicate the use 

of 'rda' 

description 

rules (040$e) 
 



Marc Analysis: 



Libraries Total number of tags  Most repeated tag  Tags present in every 

record  

Total number of 

subfield codes  

Most repeated subfield code 

British Library 121582 650  (41 times in record 

number 664) 

001 005 008 245  214894 505 $t  (96 times in record number 564) 

Library of Congress 5516 991  (20 times in record 

number 61) 

001 005 008 010 040 050 

245 650  

13105 850 $a  (49 times in record number 64) 

University of Colorado 34827 020  (14 times in record 

number 131) 

008 040 245 300  67182 505 $t  (58 times in record number 550) 

University of Exeter 39860 653  (100 times in 

record number 570) 

008 245 907  68354 505 $t  (55 times in record number 774) 

University of Maryland 116547 852  (76 times in record 

number 2021) 

001 005 008 245  275134 505 $t  (154 times in record number 2263) 

Trent University 41256 992  (32 times in record 

number 1404) 

001 008 035 245 300 852 

992 993  

78913 040 $d  (25 times in record number 1492) 

University of Virginia 134484 700  (90 times in record 

number 62) 

001 008 245 926  222624 040 $d  (149 times in record number 

4697) 

Institutional Repository       

Agder 2700 787  (12 times in record 

number 80) 

024 042 245 260 546 655 

720 856  

2970 024 $a  (1 time in record number 1) 

Brock 49887  653  (15 times in record 

number 2153) 

024 042 245 260  59800 024 $a  (1 time in record number 1) 

Brunel 7627 856  (52 times in record 

number 293) 

024 042 245 260 655  9057 024 $a  (1 time in record number 1) 

Cranfield 14653 856  (30 times in record 

number 792) 

024 042 245 260 655 720  19182 024 $a  (1 time in record number 1) 

Darius 10 260  (3 times in record 

number 1) 

024 042 245 260 520 546 

720 856  

11 024 $a  (1 time in record number 1) 

IPB 14443 856  (19 times in record 

number 146) 

024 042 245 260 720 856 16368 024 $a  (1 time in record number 1) 



Pitfalls Identified: 

• The 040 $e=rda is absent in all records of the institutional repository metadata. 

• Only 008 (Fixed Length Data Elements) and 245 (Title Statement) are present 
in each library record we studied.  

• Though in the case of theses, metadata publication statement is a mandatory 
field to identify the publisher, which is not given in each record of the libraries. 

• The record structure varies in the case of each record of the libraries, but the 
record structure is nearly identical in all records in the Institutional 
repositories.  

  



Match Key Analysis: 

Libraries 
Records without 

any Match Keys 

Records with an 

LCCN 

Records with an 

ISBN 

Records with an 

ISSN 

Records with an 

OCLC 

British Library 1463 1145 3215 87 375 

Library of Congress 0 170 30 33 90 

University of 

Colorado 

0 144 613 0 503 

University of Exeter 

2 33 998 0 169 

University of 

Maryland 

1271 1731 1441 112 515 

Trent University 

9 15 437 0 1470 

University of Virginia 

15 340 739 4 4753 



Thompson Trail Completeness (tt-
Completeness): 
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Functional Analysis: 
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Metadata-Analyzer- 



Metadata Quality Score: 
Repository Total Score (405) Rating 

Agder 197.48 Sufficient 

Brock 224.12 Good 

Brunel 203.97 Sufficient 

Cranfield 188.89 Sufficient 

Darius 282.15 Good 

IPB 200.19 Sufficient 

Library of Congress 395 Excellent 

British Library 197.38 Sufficient 

University of Exeter 138.91 Sufficient 

University of Trent 150.59 Sufficient 

University of Virginia 193.36 Sufficient 

University of Maryland 118.01 Bad 

University of Colorado 171.54 Sufficient 



Outcome-based Implementation: 
 
•Precisely, this metadata quality analysis underscores the importance of robust 
metadata management for effective data utilisation.  

•Repository managers can use this evaluation as a roadmap to enhance metadata 
quality, promote data discoverability, ensure accurate interpretation, and foster 
more informed decision-making processes.  

•It also emphasises the need to continuously monitor and refine metadata practices 
to adapt to evolving data needs and technological advancements. 

  



Conclusion: 
• As all of the required tags are not present in the case of Institutional Repository theses 

metadata, the java-based pre-compiled program by Peter Király cannot be used in those 

records to determine the tt-completeness test and functional analysis of the records. 

• By maintaining robust metadata quality, organisations can mitigate the risk of erroneous 

interpretations and foster greater trust in data-driven initiatives.  

• This, in turn, enhances collaboration across departments, aids compliance with regulations, and 

contributes to developing more accurate and valuable data assets.  

• The assessment can serve as a foundation for targeted improvements in metadata management 

practices, ultimately contributing to more effective data-driven operations and decision-

making. 
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