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ABSTRACT

This paper applies Pirson and Malhotra’s (2011) framework for organizational trust to data reuse in an
educational context. Their framework delineates stakeholders along two axes: depth of the interactions (e.g.,
shallow or deep) and the locus of the relationship (e.g., internal or external). We analyzed 139 survey responses
and 44 in-depth interviews with users of repositories holding video records of practice. We found that factors such
as data quality, co-production of data between the repository and data producer, responsiveness of staff, and
transparency of curation processes influenced trust, and that responsiveness and transparency were of particular
importance for trust development for users with deeper interactions and a more internal loci of relationships to
repositories.
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INTRODUCTION

Data reuse is a practice that relies on trust among data reusers, data producers, data repositories,
and the data itself. Trust in this context is a multidimensional concept. Reusers’ decisions about data
selection and reuse are influenced by the depth of their interactions and positioning of their relationships
to the data producer, repository, and data (Pirson & Malhotra, 2011). The depth of reuse (extent and
intensity) and locus (internal or external) of relationships come into play when considering how trust
influences the reuse of video records of practice in education. Video records of practice consist of raw or
produced footage of actual teaching and/or learning activities in a classroom. Some document specific
events and last a few minutes; others last for hours and document an entire lesson or set of lessons.
Video records of practice are a key type of data used in educational research and are also used in pre-
service and continuing teacher education (Bass et al., 2002). Because video records of practice are
costly, time consuming, and can be challenging to produce, researchers and educators increasingly rely
on repositories to curate, preserve, and provide access to these data. The organizations that provide
video records of practice for reuse range from traditional data repositories to diverse education
organizations serving the profession, institutions, and individuals.

Given the range of organizations involved in curating video records of practice, we were
interested in exploring issues of trust in the repositories and the data. Previous studies have focused on
more traditional data and repositories and trust (Donaldson & Conway, 2015; Yakel, Faniel, Kriesberg,
& Yoon, 2013) or research data that is more numerical or textual (Yoon, 2014). In the management
information systems literature, trust in institutions is linked to data quality, but this research centers on
for-profit organizations (Lee, Strong, Kahn, & Wang, 2002).

In this paper, we apply Pirson and Malhotra’s (2011) framework for organizational trust to data
reuse in an education context. The framework delineates stakeholders along two axes: depth of the
interaction with the data and the institution (e.g., shallow or deep) and the locus of the relationship (e.g.,
internal or external) (2011, p. 1091). In their study, Pirson and Malhotra also identified transparency as a
dimension of trust in organizations, in cases where stakeholders have deep, internal relationships to
organizations (2011, p. 1097). This framework provides an interesting basis for examining trust in the
data reuse process. We defined depth of interaction as the extent or intensity of data reuse and it fell
along a continuum from those who engaged in less extensive reuse, such as reusing a single, targeted
video to illustrate an approach to teaching fractions, to reusers deeply engaged in highly intense research
reuse who utilize multiple videos of particular teachers over time. We analyzed the relationship with the
repository dimension along a continuum ranging from reusers who had worked for the repository to
those who knew little about the repository and may only have interacted with the website to access
digital records of practice.

We extend previous studies by asking whether interactions between data reusers and repository
staff influence attitudes about, and trust in, repositories. The notion that repositories can better meet the
needs of their users through sustained interactions is consistent with Kelton’s argument that “Trust does
not flow from a trustor to a trustee; rather, it emerges from their interaction over time” (Kelton,
Fleischmann, & Wallace, 2008, p. 364).

Our study is motivated by the following research questions:
*  What is the number and range of repositories with which data reusers interact?

* How can we assess the depth of interactions that data reusers have with repositories and
repository staff?

* How do data reusers’ relationships to repositories along an internal / external continuum
influence their behaviors and attitudes toward repositories?
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*  When and how do depth of interaction and/or relationship with the repository influence data
reusers’ trust in digital repositories and the data that they provide?

We report on the results of a mixed methods study involving 139 survey responses from users of
three repositories and 44 in-depth interviews with reusers of video records of practice. We focused on
data reusers’ interactions with repository staff, relationships with repositories, and how those
interactions influenced their attitudes about repositories, including trust in the repository and trust in the
data that it curates and makes accessible.

LITERATURE

Data Reuse

Researchers engaged in data reuse or secondary use of research data often have different goals
than those of the original data producer (Corti, 2000; Karasti & Baker, 2008; Yoon, 2016; Zimmerman,
2008). In the field of education, data reusers have three main goals for their reuse: research, teaching,
and professional development (e.g. Derry et al., 2010; Gaudin & Chali¢s, 2015; Gonzalez, Deal, &
Skultety, 2016). Therefore, data originally created for research can be used not only to answer different
research questions, but also for the entirely different end goal of professional education.

Data reuse depends in part on data sharing, and in order for data to be shareable it must be both
searchable and usable (Poole, 2015; Schofield et al., 2009). Data sharing and reuse are challenging even
when best practices for data management are followed (Akmon, Zimmerman, Daniels, & Hedstrom,
2011; Poole, 2015). Qualitative data in particular presents unique challenges, relating to the need for
sufficient contextual information to facilitate the work of data reusers (Corti, 2000; Mauthner & Parry,
2009).

Although many of the unique challenges of providing this contextual information are put upon
the data producers, data sharing and reuse are facilitated by the people and technologies that form the
data curation infrastructure (e.g. Bishop, 2012; Donnelly & North, 2011; Poole, 2015; Pryor &
Donnelly, 2009). Digital repositories, as part of that infrastructure, support data producers and reusers
throughout the data lifecycle: from helping data producers develop data management plans at the outset
of their research, to supporting data management during a project, and encouraging preservation and
facilitating data reuse.

Data Repositories, Data Curation, Repository Staff

In addition to preserving, curating, and providing access to data (Corti, 2011; Giarlo, 2013), one
of the primary aims of data repositories is “to facilitate communication, collaboration and interactions”
among data producers and reusers (Chowdhury, 2010). The responsibility to meet the needs of
repository reusers beyond mere access to data (Russell & Day, 2010; Yoon, 2014) may be in conflict
with some of the ways that repositories are structured.

For example, Margaryan and Littlejohn (2008) argued that repositories are designed for the
capabilities of technology rather than the needs of users. In a study examining the sharing and reuse of
digital learning resources, they found that repository managers were focused on long-term preservation,
and repository-centric data management activities to support those long-term goals, while users focused
on short-term outcomes and a wider range of contextual factors to meet their immediate needs. They
also found that interoperability issues with repository tools and users’ technology was a barrier to
repository use (Margaryan & Littlejohn, 2008). Similarly, in a previous study we found that specialized
repository tools for working with data were a barrier to reuse of digital records of practice in education
(Frank, Suzuka, & Yakel, 2016). Russell and Day (2010) have also noted the disconnect between
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repository goals and user needs. Their findings suggest that increased interaction between repository
staff and users can improve user experience and engagement with repositories.

Trust in Repositories

We use a broad definition of repository as “any type of organization that holds documents,
including business, institutional, and government archives, manuscript collections, libraries, museums,
and historical societies, and in any form, including manuscripts, photographs, moving image and sound
materials, and their electronic equivalents . . . where things can be stored and maintained.”* We focus on
digital repositories where, “contemporary understanding has broadened from an initial focus on software
systems to a wider and overall commitment to the stewardship of digital materials; this requires not just
software aSnd hardware, but also policies, processes, services, and people, as well as content and
metadata.”

We also use the definition of trust established by Yoon, “Trust is the data reusers’ belief that the
data will result in positive outcomes, leading to the reuse of such data in their research. Data reusers’
trust judgments can be understood as psychological processes, and whether they accept and use certain
data can be seen as an indication of trusting behavior” (2016, p. 2). Researchers can engage in different
levels of trust throughout the process of data reuse in response to a variety of factors, such as data
quality, data completeness, curation, and data management practices (Yoon, 2016).

The varying nature of the trust relationship has also been explored by Bak (2016), who described
trust in the context of digital repositories as both social and contingent, embedded within relationships.
This view of trust is pertinent to our study, which examines how interaction with data and the repository
staff influences attitudes about, and trust in, digital repositories.

The concept of trustworthiness for digital repositories is based on a perspective that relies on
research from both archival science and web credibility (Donaldson & Conway, 2015). Examining trust
from these two perspectives provides an understanding from both the perspective of repository staff as
well as users. In addition to trust in digital repositories, trust between data producers, repository staff,
and data reusers is foundational for data sharing and reuse (e.g. Akmon et al., 2011; Faniel & Jacobsen,
2010; Poole, 2015; Yakel et al., 2013). Yakel et al. (2013) found that reuser trust in digital repositories is
linked to repository processes. In this paper, we argue that interaction and communication between
repository staff and data reusers can help reusers to understand repository processes for curating and
managing qualitative data in education.

Digital Records of Practice in Education

Qualitative data in the field of education frequently consists of records of practice. Records of
practice are “detailed documentation of teaching and learning” (Bass et al., 2002, p. 79). They generally
depict the work of teaching and learning that takes place in a classroom environment, and can include
video, audio, still images, lesson plans, student work, and transcripts. Digital records of practice, such as
classroom video, present curation and reuse challenges for repositories as well as data reusers.

We focus here on video records of practice, which have a long history of use in the field of
education for research, teaching, and professional development (e.g. Burleigh & Peterson, 1967;
Shelton, Archambault, Warren, Ahmad, & Nevarez, 2016; Stigler, Gallimore, & Hiebert, 2000). One
important way that video records of practice are used in teacher education and professional development

* http://archivists.org/glossary/terms/r/repository

> http://www.dcc.ac.uk/resources/briefing-papers/introduction-curation/digital-repositories
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is to help pre-service and in-service teachers develop professional vision and noticing skills (e.g. Penn-
Edwards, 2012; Rook & McDonald, 2012; van Es & Sherin, 2002). For research, video records of
practice enable multiple researchers to view and re-view classroom events (Hadfield & Haw, 2012).

Despite these benefits and affordances, Pea has argued that “there is a serious and persistent gap
between such promise and the usefulness of video records” (Pea, 2006, p. 1325). Some of the issues that
persist include problems with capture, storage, and sharing of video files (e.g. Zhang, Lundeberg,
Koehler, & Eberhardt, 2011).

RESEARCH METHODS

This paper is part of a larger research project, Qualitative Data Reuse: Records of Practice in
Educational Research and Teacher Development (QDR), which examines the reuse of qualitative video
data in education through a mixed methods approach utilizing surveys, interviews, web analytics, and
observations. The results in this paper draw upon the survey and interview results. The Institutional
Review Board at the primary author’s university reviewed the research design and deemed it exempt.

Interviews

We conducted 44 interviews with educational researchers and both pre-service and in-service
teacher educators who reuse digital video. We used a convenience sampling technique to recruit initial
interviewees. This included recruiting data reusers who we identified through the research literature, at
professional conferences (i.e. those presenting on their work with video records of practice), and by
employing a snowball sampling technique that asked interviewees to recommend others. Of the 44
interviewees, 31 identified themselves as university faculty, five as graduate students, two as
postdoctoral researchers, and six as other types of education professionals.

We focused this analysis on the 21 interviewees who said that they had interacted with repository
staff. Of those 21 interviewees, 11 identified as faculty, five as graduate students, one as a postdoctoral
researcher, and 4 as other types of education professionals. These interviewees also identified their
primary area of data reuse, with 11 reporting their primary reuse for research, eight for pre-service
teacher training, one for teacher professional development, and one for personal study. Although 17 of
the 21 interviewees identified as data producers as well as reusers, only five said that they have
deposited their own data in a repository.

We asked the interviewees about their data reuse practices, including questions about
interactions with repository staff, issues around trust, and attitudes about digital repositories. Each semi-
structured interview lasted approximately one hour, and was audio-recorded and then transcribed for
analysis.

We analyzed the transcripts using NVivo, a qualitative data analysis software. Our codeset was
based on themes from the literature as well as themes that arose during the coding and analysis (Miles &
Huberman, 1994; Saldafia, 2015). After a series of paired coding on the same transcripts, the coders
reached a reliability rating of 0.712 (for interviews focused primarily on research) and 0.732 (for those
focused on teaching) using Scott’s Pi, a statistic that measures inter-rater reliability for coding textual
data (Holsti, 1969).

After the first round of coding, we used axial coding to examine the data further, focusing on the
following codes: interaction with repository staff, attitudes about repositories, and trust in repositories.

Survey
We developed the survey based on preliminary interviews, a review of the literature, and
cognitive walkthroughs with preliminary versions of the survey itself. The survey is divided into
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sections focusing on reuse goals (i.e. research, teaching, and personal study), as well as questions about
general reuse, and participant demographics.

We received 139 responses from the users of three repositories. Our respondents included
students, faculty, and researchers who reported using digital records of practice for research, teaching,
and personal study.

We analyzed survey responses using SPSS, a statistical analysis software package. For this
article, we focused specifically on questions about interaction with repository staff and participant
attitudes about repositories.

FINDINGS

Our findings are organized into three sections. First, we examine data reuser interaction with
repositories, including the types of interaction with repository staff. Second, we discuss data reuser
attitudes about repositories. And finally, we explore data reusers’ trust in digital repositories.

Interaction with Repositories
Survey respondents were asked to report the repositories they used to find digital records of
practice (Table 1). Data reusers were permitted to identify multiple repositories.

Repository Type Number of Data
Reusers

Accomplished Teaching, Learning and Schools (ATLAS) Professional Organization 27

The Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social University-based Video 2

Research (ICPSR) Archives

Teaching and Learning Exploratory (TLE) University-based Video 33
Archives

Teaching Channel Non-profit Organization 44

Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study Video University-based Video 22

(TIMSS) Archives

Virtual Learning Community (VLC) University-based Video 20
Archive

Not Sure 3

Other 26

Table 1: Repository Usage (n=84)

Respondents reported interactions with a range of organizations serving as repositories for video
records of practice. On average, they used 2.1 repositories. Twenty-two respondents (26.2%) used a
single repository, 40 (47.6%) used two repositories, 14 (16.7%) used three repositories, and seven
(8.3%) used four repositories. One respondent reported using five, the maximum number of repositories
named in the survey. Due to the survey design, all respondents to this question reported using at least
one repository.

Of the repositories listed in Table 1, one is managed by professional organization, one by a not-
for-profit organization, and four are university-based video collections. ATLAS® is managed by the
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, and is meant to illustrate and support the work of
Board-certified teachers. Teaching Channel” was established as a grant-funded, non-profit providing an
interactive platform where teachers can use video and other records of practice for learning and

® http://www.nbpts.org/atlas

7 https://www.teachingchannel.org
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development. ICPSR®, TLE’, TIMSS'’, and VLC'" are all university-based video archives that provide
access to videos and other records of practice for research, teaching, and professional development.

We found that three respondents were not sure about the source of the videos that they have
used, and that 26 respondents reported using at least one repository that was not listed in our survey.

We also asked participants how frequently they used digital records of practice. Of the 130
respondents who answered this question, 31 (23.8%) said that they used digital records of practice
frequently and that they were a major basis for their research or teaching; 85 respondents (65.4%) used
digital records of practice occasionally, for a particular class topic or research purpose; and 14
respondents (10.8%) used digital records of practice rarely.

Interaction with Repository Staff

Findings from both the survey and the interviews indicated that few data reusers interacted with
staff from any repository. Those who did interact did so for a variety of reasons, including incidental
interaction at professional conferences or workshops, email correspondence requesting help, interaction
via colleagues or team members, and previous experience working with or for a repository. These types
of interactions and relationships with the repository show the range of depth of interaction as well as the
closeness of affiliation (internal/external) suggested by Pirson and Malhotra (2011).

We asked our survey respondents if they had interacted with repository staff members when
reusing digital records of practice from a repository. Of the 122 respondents who answered this
question, a majority (105 respondents, or 86.1%) had not; only 17 respondents (13.9%) reported seeking
assistance from repository staff when using digital records of practice. The lack of staff interaction is not
surprising. Anecdotally, during the cognitive interviews for the survey, one participant expressed
surprise that one could even reach out to a staff person through a digital repository.

Though the survey questions did not explicitly quantify participants’ reasons for their
interactions with repository staff, one question probed for the types of assistance they requested and
yielded 12 responses. Nine needed technical assistance or help troubleshooting software applications
provided by the repository, and four reported requesting help with navigation and/or questions about the
resources themselves. One respondent asked about further development of repository services for
increased usability.

The respondents who reported interacting with repository staff were further asked to assess the
importance of the assistance that they received. Of the 17 respondents who were given this question, 15
reusers (88.2%) indicated that staff were either “very helpful” or “essential” to their activities. Only two
respondents described repository staff as being “somewhat helpful,” and none responded that they were
unhelpful.

The interviewees provided more in-depth discussions of the nature of repository staff assistance.
Two interviewees described readily available support from repositories in using their data; both also
noted that the help was invaluable in facilitating their reuse of records of practice. Interviewee 029
described attending a repository workshop about using a particular dataset and emphasized that this

8 https://www.icpsr.umich.edu

? https://tle.soe.umich.edu

19 hitp://www.timssvideo.com

" https://vic.uchicago.edu
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intensive, in-person interaction continued to be helpful for years: “I went to the workshop at
[repository], maybe almost two years ago at this point, which is really helpful in orienting to that data.”
Interviewee 029 is interesting because her discussion demonstrates that although her reuse might be
shallow in terms of the quantity of videos used, it was critical to her research, so intensity may be
another way to measure the depth of the interaction.

Interviewee 037 had been using videos from the same repository for several years, and the help
she received eliminated challenges that interfered with her ability to reuse video records of practice,
"I've been with them for a couple years now, and any time there's been a challenge, I call them up and
say, ‘Can you help me fix this?’" She continued, “They're pretty quick at responding, too. I have three
points of contact in the office . . . I had a technical problem one time, and I could get on the site but the
video wasn't working, and [name of repository] was down. They got working on it, and like two minutes
before my class began, they got it back up and running. I call them in an emergency. It's usually last
minute.”

Interviewees 002, 006, 008, 014, 040, and 041 all explained that they knew the staff in the
repositories because they had previously worked with or for those repositories, “I started doing some
consulting work for the [organization] on their video archives” (002). These reusers represent a group
with both intensive and deep use of the resources and stronger internal ties to the repositories they used.
Repository processes were also more transparent to them than to reusers with less experience working in
and directly with repositories.

Interaction with repository staff was also facilitated by colleagues. Interviewee 022 said that her
research team was working directly with the staff of a repository, and that the partnership came about
through one of her team members, “And then now that [repository] is up and running, we're actually
partnering with them, for a different research study, not the one I just described.”

Both survey respondents and interviewees described interactions with repository staff across
diverse activities and contexts. These interactions demonstrate both data use and repository relationships
of varying depth and breadth. In many cases repository staff provided support or assistance to facilitate
the reuse of digital records of practice, and, when this occurred, the interactions were generally
described in positive terms by the reusers.

Attitudes about Repositories

We next examined the attitudes about digital repositories, in light of participant interaction with
repositories and repository staff. We found that a majority of survey respondents would use data from a
repository again. Interviewees who interacted with repository staff had mixed feelings about using a
repository again, with positive, negative, and ambivalent or uncertain attitudes.

Our survey asked data reusers about their intentions to again reuse digital records of practice: “I
would use digital records of practice from third party repositories or organizations for future projects.”
This was asked of all respondents, regardless of whether they had reported interaction with repository
staff or not. Of the 126 respondents who answered this question, 115 (91.3%) answered positively that
they would use digital records of practice from a repository again in the future. Of the 17 respondents
who reported interacting with repository staff, all (100%) affirmed that they expected to use digital
records of practice from repositories in the future.

Survey respondents indicating they would use repository data again in the future were given the
option to include their reasoning. Of the 17 respondents who had both requested assistance from
repository staff and expect to use digital records of practice in the future, nine (52.9%) provided this
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additional input. These responses generally emphasized the importance of access to a large variety of
videos as well as the relevance of the videos to their work.

Interviewees 005, 009, and 022 were less closely associated to the repositories they used. Each
expressed positive views about how digital repositories curated the collections. For example, 005 talked
about the usefulness of repositories and the curation work by repository staff, “I think, that as a teacher-
educator the ones that are pretty curated are often useful because you often are trying to look for really
specific types of things. If I wasn’t involved in [repository], I can’t really imagine wanting to sit there
and watch all of that video to try to find whether or not there were things I could use in my math
methods class.”

Similarly, 009 noted the added value of highly curated repository collections for teacher-
educators using video records of practice for their own professional learning, “if you are just on your
own, like me, where you’re not in a PD [professional development], you don’t have anybody working
with you, you don’t have anybody facilitating, you don't have anything, that when you find something,
what you watch something on [repository], they have all those questions, the scaffolding on the side . . .
And also the way they have the documents attached.” She also explained that she appreciates the
predictability that comes with searching for records of practice in a highly curated repository collection,
“because they’re all such high quality that happens in a very predictable way, there’s always something
else good to watch.”

Interviewee 022 emphasized the value and importance of repositories making video records of
practice available and findable in her field, “There could be amazing video out there, but if I can’t find
it, then it doesn’t help me, you know? So if somebody is making it available and findable, I think that is
a huge value add.”

In all three cases, interviewees found that the work of repository staff to make collections usable
and accessible facilitated added value to their own work with video records of practice. Interviewee 017
framed this value in broad terms, as a service to the field of education, “I think it’s a tremendous and
important service to the field.” When asked if those repositories added value to the records of practice
that they curate, she was similarly positive and appreciated the transparency of their actions. “I haven’t
had tons of experience with it . . . but I do know like the more thoughtfully done it is done, the more
useful it is to the field. And so I’ve had some interaction with folks at [institution]...around the
repository that they’re trying to develop and have just really appreciated some of the detail of like how
they’re trying to figure it out and how to make it accessible.”

Some interviewees tempered their positive views of repositories with cautionary statements
about either the completeness of collections or curation work that appeared to be pushing an agenda.
Interviewee 018 explained that in addition to making video records of practice accessible, repositories
also “provide some kind of context” which adds value to the records of practice. However, she cautioned
that this kind of work is only helpful if repositories are “doing something in a very neutral way . . . but if
they have some kind of hidden agenda and they are kind of making things look a certain way” then she
thought of the repository as less trustworthy and the work of repository staff less valuable.

Several interviewees were more critical in their views about digital repositories. Interviewee 002
had experience working as a consultant for a repository, which made her skeptical about the availability
and/or quality of support that she could expect from repositories generally, “I just was doubtful they
would respond if I wrote... It’s writing the national government. Like, who’s really gonna respond?
...But I know that people reach out when they’re trying to use the [repository]. When we were trying to
tag in the [repository], there were multiple emails that got sent out. And the most frustrating thing is
there was no response and we were working for them.” After the conclusion of her work for the
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repository she reached back out to the staff with questions about using the data, but “there was never
ever any follow up and I was just done.” In this case, a deep, internal relationship with a repository
increased her desire for transparency and responsiveness.

Interviewee 040, who also had previously worked for a repository, was also wary of repositories
with an agenda. “It's tough because I think they add value but at the same time for the most part of what
I've seen is they're actually marketing tools. It's like, ‘Here we'll give you some free lessons and now
buy this book of ours.” Or, ‘This lesson is ... you can see how a teacher taught this lesson by buying this
video of ours or buying this.”” Thus, transparency and knowing about repository actions can also have
negative consequences not envisioned by Pirson and Malhotra (2011), particularly if stakeholders
disagree with facets of the practices to which they’ve become privy.

Despite their interactions with repository staff, several of the interviewees were ambivalent or
uncertain about the role of repositories with regard to curating, providing access, and preserving digital
records of practice. Some had given it little thought. For example, when asked if repositories have
trustworthy processes for curating and preserving data, 012 responded “Hopefully, probably. I mean, I
think I would imagine so. ... It doesn’t cross my mind as a particularly big concern.” 014 answered with
uncertainty, “I don't think I understand enough about how things are saved to really be able to give any
intelligent answer to that question.” When asked whether she considers the trustworthiness of the
repository when selecting data for reuse, 018 responded describing trustworthiness as a tacit
consideration, “I suppose that’s just something that is, you know, latent in your decision making, so I’ve
never had to explicitly say that that’s what I do, but that’s definitely the case.”

Trust in Repositories

Interview participants described several factors that contributed to their decisions about whether
to trust a repository, including: data quality, co-production of data between the repository and the data
producer, responsiveness of repository staff, and curation practices. Some of these factors align with
Pirson and Malhotra’s (2011) model of the depth of interaction or the closeness of affiliation.

Data Quality

Interviewees discussed indicators of trustworthiness, such as data quality, as markers that help
them determine whether or not to trust a particular repository. Interviewee 002, who worked as a
consultant for a digital repository, said that problems with data such as mislabeling can be indicators of
bigger problems, and as a result she does not trust data with those kinds of errors, “If I see problems like
that, I have no faith in the data and I won’t dig into it.” This is similar to what Lee et al. (2002) refer to
as representational consistency or the extent to which data are presented in a professional manner, error
free, and compatible over time. Representational consistency is a major indicator of credibility.

Interviewee 044 discussed the importance of curation processes and data quality in repository
trustworthiness, “I think that in order for them to be valuable to teach education they have to have some
sort of curation process. It has to be something that says that establishes a baseline of quality and I think
we have that. We can’t just let it be this wild thing where random videos are posted. It has to be at least
a framework which gets us back to the idea that everything is curated with a particular thing in mind.”

Co-production of Data between the Data Repository and Producer

Interviewee 008 trusted data from a particular repository because of her experiences working
there and her trust in the data producer. “Part of the reason I work there is, I so completely believe in the
product and [data producer’s] work behind it.” She went on to explain that she would be more likely to
trust other repositories based on the recommendations or support of other researchers she knows and
trusts. “Because I know and trust the validity, the reliability and the work that has been done to even
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post those resources as valuable. So, it’s almost that that’s the piece that I look for, is I look for the
experts out there to either have created their own or have said, ‘Yeah, we really like [data producer’s]
work, so we’re kind of putting a check next to his name and that’s a good one.’”

Responsiveness of Staff

Among interviewees who interacted with repository staff, responsiveness emerged as another
important trust factor. Previously, we quoted interviewee 037 who described in great detail above her
experiences working with very responsive repository staff. Interviewee 002 explained that unresponsive
repository staff and practices that lacked transparency were a barrier to developing trust with a
repository, “Because I need to be able to trust the other decisions and things that they’re telling me, and
if I see a lot...I’'m not looking for a typo and then writing something off, but if I see things that are
obviously problematic, then I won’t. And I think that the researchers, the original project managers need
to be accessible. So, if you shoot off someone an email and you asked them about something... If they
are not responsive, that’s also a red flag for me.”

Curation Processes

As noted in the previous sections, we found that knowledge of data curation processes was an
underlying factor that intersected with other dimensions of repository trustworthiness. Interviewees who
had experience working for a repository or serving on an advisory board, such as 037, 040, and 008,
explained that their understanding of repository processes helped them to trust the repository and its
data. “I’ve been pretty close to their process. I don’t know about everything...I trust things that have —
I’'m not so convinced by [repository] or [repository], whatever it is. I don’t know about them. I’'m not
sure who they’re videotaping or why they’re videotaping or how they’re getting access to classrooms or
what they're doing in terms of archiving their data. I think I feel more informed by [repository] or
[organization], and so I’'m comfortable” (037).

Interviewee 040 said that repositories “should be transparent.” However, he also explained that
his knowledge of repository processes was the result of participation on advisory boards rather than
from information freely available to the general public, “The problem is — luckily we get invited to a lot
of advisory boards because of this, because we have this video collection. We’re working, we’re on the
advisory board for some other thing.”

When discussing what makes her think that a particular repository is trustworthy, interviewee
026 explained that she believed the repository’s processes for curating data were trustworthy because, “I
know the people. I think the same thing of [repository], that they have a reputation. They’re well-
established and they care about things like that.” She also trusted that the repository had the necessary
permissions and rights to make video records of practice available, “For the [repository], I knew that
whatever they put up, they had the right to put it up and make it available.”

Interviewee 010 said that she trusts a particular repository because of how well they curated their
collections, “one of the reasons I rely on [repository] so much is because I, they often do, they curate
their videos, and I often appreciate their curation...l think they do a pretty good job of selecting the
things that they put up there.” She continued, “there’s definitely things that I wouldn’t show but in
general, I trust most of their videos.” Despite her overall trust for this particular repository, she was
careful to note that she does not trust the repository’s video descriptions, “I often don’t trust those
because there isn’t I don’t think, a common vocabulary for talking about teaching. Even if there is sort
of kind of summary of what the video is, I don’t often believe that that’s going to tell me what I need to
know. So, I'll often end up watching it anyway.”
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DISCUSSION

Pirson and Malhotra’s (2011) model posited that stakeholder trust in repositories would align
with two dimensions: intensity of data reuse and the closeness of the relationship or affiliation with the
repository. We found evidence of both of these dimensions among our survey respondents and
interviewees, but found that the closeness of the relationship was a stronger factor with regard to trust in
digital qualitative data repositories containing video records of practice.

We found that our survey respondents and interviewees fell across the spectrum that Pirson and
Malhotra (2011) described (i.e. depth of interaction and locus of relationship). 23.8% of survey
respondents said that they are frequent data reusers, and 13.9% said that they have interacted with
repository staff, both indicators of deeper interaction. Among interviewees, those who have worked at or
consulted for a repository tended to have had the deepest interactions with repositories.

We also found strong evidence that a relationship or affiliation with a repository influences trust.
The interviewees had a variety of types of relationships ranging from knowing a repository’s reputation
(minimal external relationship), to attending a workshop, to interacting with staff, to serving on an
advisory board, being a consultant, or working as staff (intense internal relationship). Interviewees who
spoke most strongly about trusting the repository had a stronger affiliation (e.g., interviewees 002, 004,
008, 010, 037, 040, 044). Furthermore, each of these individuals had some type of insider knowledge
that gave them insight into the work of the repository and in particular its curation practices.

Factors such as data quality, the co-production of data between the data repository and producer,
and staff responsiveness influenced trust in digital repositories. These factors, however, were
confounded by curation practices. Knowledge of curation practices was raised alone as well as in
conjunction with data quality and data repository / data producer actions. Thus, we identified knowledge
of curation processes as the strongest link to repository trust. Our study found that trust in data extended
to the metadata, and that the quality and care of the curation processes influenced trust in the repository.
Previous research also demonstrates that data quality is a signal of trust in the data (Donaldson &
Conway, 2015; Faniel & Jacobsen, 2010).

We identified some evidence that interactions between data reusers and repository staff in
particular influenced their attitudes about, and trust in, digital repositories. Although reusers who
interacted with repository staff were in the minority, these interactions were generally productive and
those reusers tended to have positive attitudes toward repositories. No matter where data reusers fell
along the shallow/deep encounters and internal/external affiliation with the repository, their interactions
with repository staff often indicated areas where they experienced vulnerability. Overall, our
interviewees appeared to have positive expectations when they asked questions, assuming that their
questions would be answered (Pirson & Malhotra, 2011), indicating some measure of trust. Furthermore,
reusers who interacted with repository staff only when they encountered a problem reported positive
attitudes about those repositories when staff members were responsive, repository processes transparent,
and the result was access to high quality data. This aligns with Pirson and Malhotra’s research findings
on transparency.

Research on trust in digital preservation suggests that repository users develop trust over time
through repeated interactions (e.g. Kelton, Fleischmann, & Wallace, 2008; Yoon, 2016), and this is
consistent with our findings. We found that data reusers value responsiveness and transparency of
curation processes. Problems with data or other repository issues, if handled quickly and clearly, do not
necessarily result in negative attitudes about repositories or a loss of trust.
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Implications for Repositories

These findings suggest several implications for qualitative data repositories. Depth of interaction
with repositories was correlated with trust, and the deep interactions with repositories that our
interviewees reported were most frequently through official programs or channels (e.g. workshops, and
consulting or advisory roles). This suggests that repositories wishing to cultivate relationships with users
may want to consider additional ways to create opportunities for formal interactions and/or participation
with members of their user communities over an extended period of time. This approach has been
discussed more extensively in the archival research regarding participatory archives (e.g. Huvila, 2008).
Our findings also suggest that transparency of repository practices, and especially data curation
practices, are important for trust. This is consistent with findings from other studies (e.g. Yakel et al.,
2013), and suggests that repositories should be transparent about the decisions underlying data curation
and repository management practices whenever possible.

CONCLUSION

For data reusers, trust is essential at the data and the repository level. By adapting Pirson and
Malhotra’s (2011) model of depth of interaction with data or staff and closeness of the relationship to
digital repositories with research data, we have found evidence demonstrating the importance of
closeness of the relationship. The closeness is particularly important when it includes information about
curation processes. This adds to our knowledge of trust in data and repositories, and provides support for
Pirson and Malhotra’s (2011) model for assessing that trust.
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