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Understanding Digital Library/Museum Evaluation
Mei-Mei Wu*, Shan-Ju Lin Chang**, Mu-Hsuan Huang***, Nie-Ching Yeh****

Abstract

Digital Museum Program launched by National Science Council (NSC) has
completed itsfirst phase auditing at the end of 1999. The evaluation programs for
DL/M at the different levels for the various purposes are highly recommended. The
typical spotsfor DL/M evaluation include system analysis phase, prototype stage
(formative evaluation), performance evaluation (summative evaluation), and for the
resources management purposes -- cost-effectiveness evaluation.  This paper discusses
the important functions of evaluation at the different stages of system design, reviews
the magjor DL/M evaluation projects, delineates the critical issues of DL/M evaluation
program. And finally, a theoretical framework for DL/M evaluation program is
suggested.

Keywords: DL/M evaluation, user study, evaluation criteria
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