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between User Expectations and the Current Reality   1

by Sarah Vela 

________________________________________________________ 

!
Abstract: Museums and the artefacts they house are valuable primary 
resources for academic research, while this audience represents a 
significant potential user group for cultural heritage institutions. De-
spite this, however, the post-secondary community has been largely 
ignored and discounted by the literature in museum studies, and it is 
unclear how well museum websites are meeting the needs of schol-
ars. In a recent survey of doctorate-holding faculty members at major 
Canadian universities who use Classical material culture in their re-
search, the author examined the information needs, information-seek-
ing behaviour, and interface design preferences of his populace when 
accessing artefact records online. The results of this study that pertain 
to the inclusion of images on museum websites are discussed, includ-
ing evidence of the perceived importance of photographs, recommen-
dations for what should be photographed, and an outline of the inten-
tions of researchers for the images, particularly as they relate to con-
cerns surrounding intellectual property rights. With a modest effort, 
cultural heritage institutions can improve their websites to better meet 
the needs of researchers, helping to advance scholarship and secur-
ing their position as valuable academic resources.  

!
Keywords: Digital Archives, Museum Studies, Photography, Artifact 
documentation 

________________________________________________________ 

!
 In a predicted acceptance of modern technology, museum 
websites across America are beginning to provide access to records 
and photographs online. While this practice seemingly makes it quick-
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er and easier for users to find information, Fiona Cameron, a re-
searcher on the use of digital technologies in cultural heritage institu-
tions from the University of Western Sydney, has remarked that "the 
rate that museum data have been brought online has not been recip-
rocated by the critical evaluation of the actual significance or utility of 
the data.”   In the case of the user group of academic scholars, this 2

sentiment is particularly true, as there has been little attempt by the 
museum studies community to understand the information needs of 
this audience when accessing collections, thus there has been no way 
to know if the websites of these institutions are serving them ade-
quately. The research presented in this paper examines how well the 
images included in online records meet the needs of scholars by 
comparing a hypothetical ideal to actual practices. This is performed in 
two separate studies. The first is a preliminary survey of academic 
users addressing the perceived importance of photographs in records, 
the content they require in images, and their opinion of copyright con-
cerns, all of which produces an impression of the expectations this 
audience has of visual representations in online records. The second 
study evaluates a sample of records from the websites of ten North 
American institutions to determine what number and quality of pho-
tographs they actually contain. If museums are to remain relevant, 
useful and authoritative resources for scholarly research, then the in-
formation they provide online must meet the needs of these users. 
Improving the suitability of photographic documentation is a vital step 
in this process. 

Scholarly Users in Museum Studies Literature 

 Over the past twenty-five years, there has been a shift in mu-
seums from collection-centricity to user-centricity, and this movement 
has been closely tied to the creation of an online presence. In 1991, 
on the heels of Tim Berners-Lee’s release of the W3 project, George 
F. MacDonald and Stephen Alsford of the Canadian Museum of Civi-
lization published an article praising the:  

growing appreciation in the museum world that muse-
ums do not exist primarily to service their collections of 
material heritage, but rather to serve society by helping 
provide the knowledge its members need to survive 
and progress” and predicted that “the marriage of com-
puters and telecommunications could, ultimately, allow 
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museums to become ‘information utilities’… available in 
every home.”    3

Whereas digitization efforts in the late 1960s and 1970s using such 
systems as the Self Generating Master (SELGEM) and the General 
Retrieval and Information Processor for Humanities Oriented Studies 
(GRIPHOS) were intended to allow museums to fulfill “their ethical re-
sponsibility of managing their collections data” and were only usable 
by staff in-house, the Internet and the World Wide Web opened the 
possibility of sharing information more widely.   Urged on by the grow4 -
ing expectations of the population to have access to the artifacts 
housed in publicly funded institutions, museum websites became 
common throughout the 1990s, and there was a great optimism 
among scholars about the possibilities for enhanced research oppor-
tunities.   The reality of many of these early websites, however, was 5

that they “were nothing more than informational flyers” or were similar 
to “a postcard from their museum,” and were clearly targeted at the 
laymen public and not an academic audience.   6

 The exclusion of scholars as a targeted user group has largely 
been a conscious action by authors in museum studies, justified in two 
ways. First, there is a longstanding presumption that, as expressed by 
Information Scientist Morten Hertzum in an article published in 1998, 
“researchers have a lot in common with museum curators and are 
thus a rather well-understood user group.”   This opinion has been re7 -
flected in the methodology of studies such as that conducted by Amin 
et al. in 2008, which included researchers, curators, registrars, IT pro-
fessionals, teachers, and graduate students as participants with no 
distinction between the groups in the results.   Although one of the jobs 8

of curators is to conduct scholarly study, they are also responsible for 
a long list of other activities including acquisition, conservation, exhibi-
tion, education, and storage, all of which require metadata of limited 
use to an academic researcher, and the groups can thus not be 
equated in terms of their information needs.    9

 The second reason scholars have not been studied is that 
many authors who recognize them as having unique requirements 
conclude that they are too small a minority of users to be considered. 
For instance, Caroline Dunmore of the Museums, Libraries and 
Archives Council of England discusses a report produced by consul-
tants Morris Hargreaves McIntyre (MHM) on the Birmingham Muse-
ums and Art Gallery that suggested only 1% of users were re-
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searchers and that only another 9% would use search options; she 
concludes, “it is obvious what sort of design will result in best value for 
money.”   Likewise, Paul Marty, one of the foremost authors on muse10 -
um informatics, after discussing at length how useful access to muse-
um databases could be for scholars, recommends focusing on “inter-
pretive, educational information resources” rather than tools that will 
help “only a handful of scholars.”   Although resources of time and 11

money will inevitably be a factor in study designs and website sys-
tems, supporting scholarship has been at the core of museums’ mis-
sions since the institutions were created, and ignoring academic users 
can have dire consequences on the use of digital and physical re-
sources.   Brian Young discusses this topic at length in his book de12 -
tailing the downfall of a university museum in Montreal, listing “the 
demeaning of university research as peripheral to a museum’s main 
mission” as one of the causes of the museum’s collapse.   13

 Indeed, the results of a number of studies characterizing the 
users of museum websites indicate that scholars may not be as 
diminutive an audience as some authors suggest. One of the earliest 
studies on digital museum visitors, by Suzanne Sarraf, web designer 
for the National Gallery of Art, compared the traits of cultural heritage 
website users to Internet users in general.   Several of the results—14

including the education level of respondents, their listed careers, and 
their intentions behind visiting the site—suggest that scholars were a 
significant user group. Over 11% of the study participants indicated 
that they had a PhD, with “one-half holding a college degree or more” 
and, most notably, 30% still completing their education.   Combined 15

with these figures, the breakdown of occupations selected by partici-
pants included 18% students and 12% educators, any number of 
which might have been in a post-secondary setting.   More directly, 16

18% of respondents listed ‘seeking research information’ as “the ben-
efit of them accessing a museum Website,” second only to ‘personal 
interest’.   In sum, while this study did not provide specific options for 17

users to identify themselves as academic researchers, they were 
clearly among the participants in a significant volume. 

 The other two studies to be discussed are both much more 
recent examples conducted by Marty. The first, published in 2008, 
surveyed 1200 online visitors to nine different museum websites with 
the research question “what role do digital museum resources play in 
the lives of museum visitors?”   Most of the topics covered look 18
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specifically at visitors from the general public, and asked questions 
such as whether they were likely to take maps and whether they 
would use the website to find admission pricing, but one result in par-
ticular is of interest for this discussion.   Respondents were asked to 19

rank on a Likert scale how likely they were to access online research 
materials from museums in their daily life. Over 30% replied with ‘very 
likely’ while another 30% said ‘likely’.   Without any questions de20 -
signed to classify the users as, for example, researchers or staff, there 
is little that can be concluded from this finding alone, but in combina-
tion with results from Marty’s other study, a pattern of using museum 
websites for research is strongly suggested. 

 The second research analysis was published in 2011 and 
looked at users of the ‘personal digital collections systems’ of six mu-
seum websites.   These systems typically allow visitors to bookmark 21

and annotate artifact records on their own personal page. This is the 
only study that specifically sets out ‘researcher’ as a category of user 
equal to ‘visitor’, ’teacher’, ‘student’, and ‘professional’, and 10% of 
respondents chose this option.   This number is likely low, however, 22

as overlap in the multiple roles respondents have tends to confuse 
such categorical questions.   Any number of the 12% of respondents 23

that identified themselves as students, or indeed the 26% who were 
teachers, may also be countable as researchers.   Supporting this 24

supposition is the second notable result of Marty’s research, another 
Likert scale question asking how likely visitors were to use the per-
sonal collections for “researching artifacts for scholarly purposes.” The 
responses included 37% ‘very likely’ and 30% ‘likely’—numbers very 
comparable to the 2008 results, indicating that in this case re-
searchers may have represented over half of all visitors.   25

 The indirect nature of the evidence from all these studies pre-
vents a definite number from being assigned, but based on the rele-
vant results, I would suggest that scholars represent conservatively 
between 10 and 25 percent of the users of museum websites depend-
ing on the collections they house. This is certainly a significant enough 
portion of the total audience that efforts should be made to ensure 
their needs are being met, particularly with regard to improving the 
number and quality of photographs available online, which is in no 
way a detriment to other groups. The persistent belief that academic 
researchers are not worth examining is unfounded and must be re-
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jected. The research described in the remainder of this paper is an 
initial effort towards better understanding these users. 

Definitions 

 Although the issues surrounding museums and scholarly users 
span all collections and ranks of academics, the limited resources 
available to complete this research necessitated that narrow subsets 
of each be used. Cultural heritage institutions, and specifically the col-
lections of Classical antiquities they house, were the subject of these 
studies. The materials under study include any objects created in a 
location under Greek or Roman control at the time they were made, 
spanning temporally from 7000 BCE to 476 CE, and geographically 
including much of Europe, Northern Africa, and the Middle East.   This 26

type of collection was chosen based on the long history of academic 
study in Classics, which provided a framework of standards against 
which to compare museum records, and because of the array of fields 
that study these artifacts, including disciplines in the humanities, so-
cial sciences and fine arts. 

 For this research, the concept of a scholar was limited geo-
graphically and based on level of education. In general, literature in 
both library and information studies and museum studies define a 
scholar to entail the entire post-secondary population, including un-
dergraduates, graduates and faculty, because at this level users 
“move from studying secondary works… to studying primary materials 
and coming up with their own understanding of them.”   (In an article 27

profiling audience segments, Marty argues that, in terms of their use 
of museums, “academics are likely to prefer to generate their own 
contexts for artifact data, working with the raw data only.”  ) While this 28

definition of ‘scholar’ is philosophically maintained, for the user study 
below, participation was limited to the very specific subgroup of doc-
torate-holding faculty at Canadian universities. These limits were cho-
sen in order to avoid multinational ethics complications, and because 
doctorate-holders have greater experience and more established 
methods for completing primary research. While the term ‘scholar’ will 
continue to be used in this paper, it should be understood in this con-
text as referring to this particular subset of post-secondary re-
searchers. 

!
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Methodology 

 This section will outline the methodology for both the user 
study portion of this investigation and the subsequent website as-
sessment.  

 The first study conducted for this research examined the 
needs, preferences, and opinions of scholars when accessing records 
of Classical antiquities online. Participants were chosen based on a 
self-identified research interest in material culture, such as coin arti-
facts, both as listed in their profiles on university websites and as evi-
denced in their publications. In total, 25 potential participants were 
identified from 7 major institutions across Canada.   Represented de29 -
partments include history and classics, art history, archaeology, and 
Greek and Roman studies. While this sample size is clearly too small 
to be widely generalizable, as there are only 31 universities offering 
programs related to Classics in Canada and approximately 60 possi-
ble candidates meeting the criteria outlined above, it represents a sig-
nificant portion of the study population. Considering the preliminary 
nature of this study, which was only meant to provide a groundwork on 
which future research might expand, this small sample size was 
deemed sufficient by the researcher. 

 The study was administered by an online survey consisting of 
25 questions (21 close- and 4 open-ended), with responses analyzed 
using a mixed methods approach. This method was selected over 
qualitative interviews, which may have yielded a clearer understand-
ing of the exact behaviors and opinions of participants, but it would not 
have provided a broad enough range of answers. The survey consist-
ed of dichotomous, multiple choice questions, Likert scales and free 
text style responses. In addition to a few demographic inquiries, it in-
cluded questions in three main areas: information needs, information-
seeking behavior, and interface preferences. Though many topics 
were covered in the study, only the responses relating to images on 
websites will be discussed in the following analysis, including 5 ques-
tions directly related to photographs and another 4 where they arose 
as a natural theme. In total, 19 of the 25 candidates contacted for the 
study participated, giving a 76% overall response rate, and a minimum 
of 64%, or sixteen respondents, for any given question. 

 The second study (presented below) employed a checklist of 
criteria which was developed using Grounded Theory Method based 
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on the results of the user study through which online collections were 
evaluated.   As shown in Table 1, the websites of ten North American 30

institutions were chosen because they house Classical antiquities, 
provide searchable collections, and were diverse in terms of three ma-
jor criteria: size, audience, and material. I ranked the collection size of 
these museums by the number of Classical antiquities they house, 
quantifying under 500 as small, 500-5000 as medium, and over 5000, 
large. The nature of the artifacts was also examined to see if they 
were a general balance of materials, or were predominantly or exclu-
sively of specific types. The audience of the museums, finally, was in-
ferred from their mission statements, funding sources, and parent or-
ganizations. 

Table 1 – List of Evaluated Museums 

!  

 While the criteria included topics on information retrieval, inter-
face design and metadata, I focused solely on visual documentation 
for the purpose of this paper. I sampled records from the Greek and 
Roman department to produce a 100% representation in small muse-
ums and at least 10% in medium and large museums, excepting the 
American Numismatic Society, where 

only 5,000 records, or nearly 3% of the 175,000 item collection was 
examined. For institutions where Greek and Roman collections were 
kept separate, the sample was taken equally from each. For those 
where the Classics department was combined with Near Eastern or 
Egyptian antiquities, these were included in the sample as well. In ad-
dition, two institutions, the J. Paul Getty Museum and the Museum of 
Fine Arts, did not have collections available by department, so in 
these cases keyword searches of ‘Greek’ and ‘Roman’ were used in-
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stead and modern artifacts were skipped in the results. The sampled 
records were checked for three factors: how many photographs they 
contained (0, 1, 2, or 3+); whether a measurement scale was included 
in at least one image; and whether the photographs, whatever their 
number, were sufficient to completely document the object, since a 
coin, for example, can be thoroughly represented in two pictures while 
a vessel or statue might require six or more depending on its complex-
ity. In addition, the image use policies of each website was also 
recorded to establish whether the images are open access (including 
under a creative commons license), copyrighted, or if the policy is un-
listed. 

 The results of these two studies, presented in the following 
sections, indicate that while there are better and worse examples of 
photographic documentation in online collections, overall there is a 
disconnect between what academic researchers need from museum 
websites and what is actually being provided by the institutions. 

User Study Results: The Expectations of Scholars 

 The answers provided to the demographic questions indicate 
that there was a reasonable variety among the participants’ fields of 
interest, in terms of their disciplines, the types of artifacts studied, and 
the time periods and locations of focus.   In terms of departments, 31

39% of participants identified their area of study as archaeology, 42% 
as history and classics, 15% as art history, and 3% (or a single re-
sponse) as Other, specifying religious studies. It is notable that none 
of the respondents considered themselves to be solely art historians, 
and thus the representation of fine arts scholars in this study is tem-
pered at best. There were also an appreciable mix of respondents 
who study Classical artifacts generally and who specialize in a specific 
type, as shown in Figure 1 (below). Six of the respondents indicated 
an interest in all of the available subcategories, while three partici-
pants selected pottery as the only objects they research, and one 
chose only coins.   The most commonly chosen answers in total were 32

pottery, architectural elements, statues, and coins. Finally, the time 
periods and geographic areas the participants researched were also 
very disparate. Six categories (pre-Hellenistic, Hellenistic, and Grae-
co-Roman Greek territories, and Etruscan/Dynastic, Republican and 
Imperial Roman territories) were divided into 28 sub-categories, of 
which only 2, Hellenistic Syria/Mesopotamia and Republican Corsica/
Sardinia, were not selected at least once. The most chosen categories 
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were pre-Hellenistic Greek and Imperial Roman territories, and no one 
category or sub-category was overwhelmingly represented. Overall, 
there was a balanced diversity in the areas of study of participants, 
and the results below can be considered fairly unbiased. 

Figure 1 - Breakdown of Artifact Types Studied by Participants 

 The most direct question addressing the importance of pho-
tographs in online records asked respondents to choose the option 
that best represented their opinion towards images of artifacts in a 
digital resource. The responses, as summarized in Table 2, over-
whelmingly indicated that photographs are vital to conducting re-
search, as 50% of participants selected “it is difficult to perform my 
research without them,” and another 31% went as far as to indicate 
that “[they] hesitate to use artifacts digitally if images are not present.” 
Only 19% of respondents were apathetic towards them, selecting the 
“I appreciate when they’re present, but don’t require them” option, 
while no one suggested that “[they] don’t care about them.” In another 
question, participants were asked to select all of the metadata they 
consider important for their research. ‘Photographs/drawings’ was the 
third most selected option at 87.5%, just behind time periods and 
physical descriptions. In essence, it can be gleaned that images are 
one of most the significant representations of a record, as indicated by 
scholars. 
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 While the results of these close-ended questions are illuminat-
ing, the true importance of having adequate photographic representa-
tion is perhaps even better indicated by the number of times the issue 
arose where it was unsolicited. When asked to identify their purposes 
in accessing museum websites, one participant responded that she 
was “usually looking for high quality images of such artifacts,” while 
another suggested she wanted to “obtain an image if possible.” In-
deed, the presence and quality of photographs can be a major factor 
in a scholar’s decision to use a museum for research. A question ask-
ing participants to “list any digital resources that [they] use regularly to 
access artifacts for research, and what [they] find useful about them” 
yielded four responses mentioning images as a major benefit to using 
museum websites as a resource. The Harvard Semitic Museum, 
British Museum and American Numismatic Society websites were 
praised for either the quantity or quality of their photographs, while the 
Arachne database produced by the German Archaeological Society 
was criticized because “not all the images are there.” Sufficient visual 
representation is clearly an expectation that scholars hold of museum 
websites in order for them to be useful for conducting research, but it 
is not an expectation that is always met. 

 Participants also provided feedback on the expectations of the 
content of the photographs themselves. For instance, when asked to 
indicate whether general or detail-focused images were more useful, 
87.5% replied that ‘both are equally useful’, while the remaining 12.5% 
answered that photos of details were preferable. The inclusion of 
measurement scales in the pictures was another significant matter for 
14 of the 16 respondents, though one conceded that measurement 
scales did not need to be present in every photo. Again, while these 
issues were addressed directly, the cases in which participants volun-
teered their concerns truly demonstrate how crucial the issues are. 
One open-ended question asked the scholars to list any information 
missing from the artifact descriptions of the survey. One respondent 
noted that a “scale is often missing and is necessary,” while another 
reported that “additional photographs of back/sides of an object” were 
needed. Yet other participants commented on the general scarcity of 
images and suggested that it was not always clear what a picture was 
actually documenting, recommending that tooltip blurbs should be 
used as indicators. In essence, the ideal museum website would con-
tain universally thorough photographic documentation that provides 
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information on all aspects of an object, including measurements and 
photographs from multiple angles. 

 A final issue related to photographs covered in this study was 
the need for downloading or reproducing the images. As Bertacchini 
and Morando discussed in a recent article, there are widespread con-
cerns from museums that making images available online will cause a 
loss of “economic control over their intellectual property” and will re-
duce “their authority as leading players in the authenticity, integrity, 
and contextualization of artworks and cultural objects.”   While it might 33

be predicted that scholars would have a vested interest in being able 
to reproduce museum images in publications, the responses to this 
question indicate that the majority of participants were fairly indifferent 
to the matter. Just 31% considered the ability to use photos under a 
creative commons license ‘very important’, while a majority 62.5% 
deemed it only ‘somewhat important’ and the remaining 6% ‘not im-
portant’ (see Table 2). Although images are thus a vital part of using 
museum websites for conducting research, including those images in 
the presentation of the research is less of a concern. 

Table 2 - Summary of Results from Close-Ended Questions 

!  

Website Assessment Results: The Reality in Museums 

 In comparison to the results of the user study presented 
above, the evaluation of images included on museum websites indi-
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cated several areas where the online resources are not meeting the 
needs of scholars. The summary in Table 3 presents the results of the 
image count, complete representation assessment, and scale check 
from each of the websites studied. It also provides a cumulative total, 
which would be the equivalent percentages if all the records were 
amalgamated onto a single website, as well as an average percent-
age that normalizes the scores of all ten museums in an attempt to 
indicate the general state. The total gives more weight to larger institu-
tions, while the average is more evenly representative, but does not 
convey the wide ranges of scores, particularly for the 0-photograph 
and scale columns. It should also be noted that the total number of 
records with two photographs is skewed by object type, as over half of 
these are coins from the American Numismatic Society (ANS) and 
Museum of Fine Arts collections. 

Table 3 - Summary of the Images Included in Records by Evalu-
ated Websites 

 It is important to note that 65% of artifacts in these museums 
have only one or no images included in their records. This is caused 
by the two largest collections, those of the ANS and Metropolitan Mu-
seum of Art (MMA), having over 78% and 36% of their respective col-
lections un-photographed, and by half of the institutions having de-
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faulted to a single general image of each artifact as their predominant 
method of documentation. The average percentage of single-photo-
graph records at 45% indicates just how common this practice is, par-
ticularly among smaller institutions. There are, however, examples 
where this is not the case. The Cleveland Museum of Art, Museum of 
Anthropology and Brooklyn Museum all have three or more images in 
over a third of their records, though as smaller institutions, these 
scores do not translate significantly into the total percentage. 

 The scores of the Museum of Fine Arts (MFA) are an illustra-
tive example of a larger trend that different types of artifacts are not 
treated equally when photographed. It is generally recognized that 
coins, which constitute just over half of the MFA’s collection, require 
two images to be fully represented, and pictures of both the obverse 
and reverse are overwhelmingly present for these items. The same 
logic is not applied to vessels and statues, which though three-dimen-
sional, are frequently represented in only a single photograph. In 
some cases, simple figurines or vases were adequately documented 
by as few as two images, but these kinds of artifacts were the most 
likely to be incompletely represented. For the MFA, and to a lesser 
degree for the studied museums generally, this inequality resulted in a 
misleadingly high ‘complete’ percentage. While statistically 62% of the 
entire collection is well represented, it is more accurate to state that 
coins, representing about half of the collection, were well documented, 
but only 10% of other objects were. Though a total ‘complete’ score of 
35% might seem to be fairly high, it must be considered with an un-
derstanding that representation is disproportionate for different types 
of objects. 

 The most troublesome result of the study was the shockingly 
low number of records that contain measurement scales. An over-
whelming majority of participants in the user study indicated the impor-
tance of these grids or rulers, yet there is only a single example 
among the evaluated museums that included them reliably. Excluding 
the Museum of Anthropology, the remaining institutions that included 
any scales in record images fell into one of two categories: cases 
such as the Brooklyn Museum and the Cleveland Museum of Art, 
where only certain older black-and-white photographs contained 
scales; and cases such as the MMA, where inclusion of scales de-
pends on the type of object, such as seals or coins. In contrast, the 
Museum of Anthropology, perhaps in part because they are a scholar-
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focused institution, seems to reflect exactly the requirements of acad-
emic researchers, in regard to scales as well as complete photograph-
ic documentation. Each image contains at least one combination 
measurement and color palate indicator, regardless of object size or 
type. While this solitary institution is a shining example of scale use, 
this is generally an area with much room for improvement.  

 This study also assessed each museum’s policies regarding 
the reproduction of images. The institutions were evenly split on the 
issue, with four institutions maintaining a copyright on their photos and 
five providing open access, while the Kimbell Art Museum had no 
clear policy listed. The relative recentness with which some museums 
have adopted open access status—for example the J. Paul Getty Mu-
seum announced its Open Content Program in August 2013—sug-
gests that fears about maintaining full control of intellectual property in 
these institutions may be decreasing, and that open access may soon 
become the norm. From the perspective of scholars, the ability to 
download or reproduce images is a welcome benefit. The ability to use 
photographs in publications may also become more important if the 
quality and quantity of images on museum websites are brought in 
line with the expectations of scholars. 

 There are undoubtedly many reasons why the images provid-
ed on museum websites are not better than they are, including limita-
tions on available funding and technology to handle such a large task. 
The poor state of knowledge in the museum community regarding the 
information needs of academic researchers, however, adds an addi-
tional barrier to the creation of adequate digital resources. The studies 
presented in this paper offer a preliminary understanding of what 
scholars expect from photographs in online records and highlight the 
disconnect between reality and expectations. Only about a third of ar-
tifacts across the evaluated museums are thoroughly documented on-
line, but even this number is not evenly distributed across object 
types. The use of scales in photographs, meanwhile, is extremely 
poor, despite the importance scholars place on them. For academic 
researchers who need to analyze particular artifacts, but are con-
strained by time or funding and are unable to physically travel to view 
them, adequate online photographs are indispensable to research. 
While there are a few exceptional institutions that scored far above the 
average, in general, the current state of images on museum websites 
is far from sufficient for serving a scholarly audience. 
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