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Recentlyarchivalprofessionalfiave undertakeprojects to convert thephysical
collectionsto digital formatanddisplay thesurrogates athese primary sources their
websites Simultaneouslythe Web is moving toward a shared environment that erebra
collective intelligenceandparticipation which is often called Web 2.This paper
investigates thextentto whichWeb 2.0 featurebave beerntegrated intarchival
digitization projectsAlthough theuse of Web 2.0 features is not widely discussed in the
professionahrchivalliterature this exploratory studpf college and university repository
web sitesn the United Statesuggest thathanyarchival professionalare embracing

Web 2.0to promote tkir digital content and redefine relationsdpth their patrons.Of

213 archival repositories examined, 85 hosted a digital collection, and of those, 38
employed at least one of the five types of Web 2.0 applications under consideration. The
data sugg#ts that the type of Web 2.0 application being employed is related to the type
of content management system a repository is using to manage and display the digital
collection.Based on eight interviews with staff responsible for the sitesiyation for
implementation varied among respondehntg promoting and sharing content with
current and future users stand out as the most common reasons.
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Introduction
As the World Wi de Web gained popularity

begandeveloping websites, many of which were populatéh information abouthe
nature of the reposit or findimg aidspahddminidtratieen s, c o
details such as location and hours oémgpion.Although the degree to whichchives
make use otheWeb varies, many archives regardless of size have at least published a
homepage announcing their existef¢akel and Kim, 2003)Recentlyarchival
professionalfiave undertakeprojects to convert thephysicalcollections of
photographs, documents and audio/alsuaterials to digital formatnddisplay the
surrogates ofheseprimary sources othdr websites. They are doing so with the promise
of making fAinformation accessible that was
resear cthwesalsloowinmlg Afusers to search coll ecti
from anywhere at any tinagJones)

Concurrently theWeb is moving toward a shared environmenésentlylabeled
A We b , that dinbraces collective intelligence, participation, and affords previously
passive recipients of content the opportunity to engagabine andi m a gpd
information in new andmaginativeways.Coinedby Dale Dougherty and popularized
2004 following the first DoReODdRgi IMeydi @ax pMe:
2.0 as:

The network as platform, spanning all connected devices; Web 2.0

applications are those that makes tmost of the intrinsic advantages of

that platform: delivering software as a continualjydated service that
gets better the more people use it, consuming and remixing data from



multiple sources, including individual users, while providing their own

dala and services in a form that allows remixing by others, creating

network effects through an "architecture of participation,” and going

beyond the page metaphor of Web 1.0 to deliver rich user experiences

(O'Reilly).

In otherwords,this latest generation of applicationsalkwing usergo create,
interact with, and share information on the World Wide Web in ways that were not
possible just a few years adglogs, wikis, podcasting, RSReally Simple Syndication)
feedsand collaborative tagging are all Web 2.0 terms that are becomindganahar to
bothonline userand mainstream societgndsocial networkingvebsites such as
YouTube,Flickr, and Facebook ashowing usan environment in whichsers can easily
contribute-- not just view-- content.Data gatheredth 2007from the Pew Internet &
American Life Project suggests that theapproximately 142 milliodnternetusing
Americans manyhave actively participated online by blogging (12% of online adults),
shaing personalfiles (22% of online adultsuploadingphotos to the Wel87% of all
users), andreatinga profile on a social network (20% of all online adu{®ainie)
Although these numbers are unlikelyapproachL00%any time soon, iis likely thatthe
percentage will rise, and participation will become a more pervasive aspect of our online
lives (Miller). As Mary Maddenand Susannah Faonclude fAwhat ever | angua
to describe itthe beating heart of tHaternethas always been its ability to leverage our

soci al connectionso which enables direct a

her o wn(Madden)l d o

Archives and Web 2.0
Given the potentiabenefits of the World Wide Web to archival repositorées,



natural question isTo what extent are Web 2.0 features integratedarabival

digitization projects?Theanswer to this question ot obvious Thereis someinitial

discussion of the topiaf Web 2.0 on theviki associated with the 2007 Annual Meeting

of the Society of American Archists'under the heading of ASAA
emerged from an Ainformal o Web 2.0 session
(SAA) Annual Meeting lttp://ibiblio.org/saa2007/index.php/SAA_2008_Idedhese

ideas include:

1 A preconference worksdp introducing 2.0 technologies;

1 A session exploring the perceived resistance to new technologies in archives
is it just about cost and resources, or is it about authority? Resistance to
adopting popular methods? Other ideas?

1 A session showing how archives have adopted new technologiapport
their own internal processes (such as internal blogs for communication or
wikis instead of manuals or binders);

1 A session showing the value of incorporating user comments as a supplement
to cataloging (particularly in the context of minimal pregiag) and

1 A session on issues with appraising and preservingrtdicts created with
2.0 tools.

While it is noteworthy thaa contingentof meeting participants appear to be

interested in how archives have adopted new technolagiggnportant tostress that
there is nanention of digital collections or th#te discussion has moved beyond the

original posting in September 2007.

'Thewi kisnotpr ovi ded, hosted or officially endorsed by



In addition to the wiki, there are a handful of archivist bloggers, including

ArchivesNext, fttp://www.archivesnext.corny/archivematicahttp://archivemati.cd/

Accidental Archivist http://accidentalarchivist.bispot.comy and thesecretmirror.com

(http://thesecretmirror.corn/who are openly discussing the impact on and potential

benefit of Web 2.0 to archival repositorie
centtc 0, by devoting a page of theThbdoglg to AA
author Kate Theimerwritesthat this isfia first attempt to collect examples of archives
usingnewdtechnologieslu s e t he quotation marks because
technol ogies, but I think some archives st
(ArchivesNext). While it is significant that Web 2.0 is gaining some discussion on blogs
it is difficult to inferthe number or type of individuals reading and actively participating
in these discussions.

The professional literature suggests thile some members of the archival
community recognize the importance of embracing temlinologyto remain vitako
usersn the digital erathereis little evidence as to what archival repositoriesateially
doing to fulfill this critical missionin contrastthe library community appears to be more
engaged in the discussion of Web 2.0 and its possibilities as evidenced by the popularity
of the topic in the professional literature. This dichotomy in the professional literature
raises further questions abonté¢ ar chi val communityds commi-t
generation of web applications.

The purpose of thisxploratorystudy is twefold. The first phase is to conduct a
content analysis of archival repository websites, with the goal of shedding light on the

extentto whichar chi val repositories are using the


http://www.archivesnext.com/
http://archivemati.ca/
http://accidentalarchivist.blogspot.com/
http://thesecretmirror.com/

to support access, use and interactions associated withlithit collections. Based on
these findings, the second phase entails selecting a subset of the aeglus@bries
which have implemented Web 2.0 applications and conductingmeoee interviews
with archivists or special collections staff who are primarily responsible for the
implementation. These interviewsll addresseasons for implementation, challenges
associated with implementation, and the success or failure of implemenpatiiding
evidence of what archival repositories are doing to remtahto usersn the digital era
As there are many applications tifi@l under the umbrella of Web 2.0, it is
necessary to narrow the |ist to a manageab
recommended by Darlene Fichter in her artitlew Social is Your Web Site? Top Five
Tips for Social Media Optimizatioreind a bookarking definition provided by Elizabeth
Yakeland Jihyun Kim(Yakel and Kim)suggest the following list dbols forfosteing
user engagement
1 Blogs (short for weblogj) enable persoeto-person communication on a
variety of topics. Most are written by individuals who share information,
ideas, experiences and recommendati ons
move from reading web pagestocreai t hei r o w(@oummeyo cont e
6). Comments on blogs are another form of interactive-geeerated content.
1 Community site$ include wikis and social networking sites (e.g., MySpace,
Facebook, LibraryThing). Theserums are focused on a particular topic or
niche and allow for a high level of participation, a rich user experience and
Aillustrate the dynamic shift away fro

next generation ofuse&rr e at e d(Caudney88)nt o



1 Ratings and Reviewiswebsite features that invite user participation and
contribution. These sites (e.g., Digg, Flickr) invite participation by enabling
sharing, creating favorites, collecting, tagging and organizing
1 Podastingi individuals can downloadipload, sharegecord and edit audio
clips and/or radigype shows. The ability to record and distribute audio
content via the Internet fdaffords ever
host of their(Coutney38)r adi o showdo
1 Bookmarkingi enables sharing amduseof links to sites or pages
facilitatingh s har ed di scovery and new ways of

(Courtney 8)

Literature Review

The literature produced by the archival commumtihe last several years has
tended tdocus moreon thegeneral adoption of technology by archivisi®rder to
remain vital and essentitd current and future usersthe digital era (e.g., Hickerson
2001; Fleckner 2004; Jimerson 2004; Pedfioses 2007).

Firstpresented in 2000 Hi c kpgecesastiad msightful eye to what he feels
are the most pressing challenges for archivists at the beginning of'tber2ary and the
scope of their impact on the profession. W
advocates archivists making their archival holdings more accessible to and ughiele by
core constituencies and broadening their use by an eggandiience no matter their
location. He specifically addresses both digital resources and their users by asserting that
in Adevel oping digital resources, we init.i

beginning to turn our attentions to designing andé@mgnting the services necessary to



support effective coll ect (@l WhileHickersom a net w
concludes that Aretrospectively converting
capacity b better serve existing audiences and reach new audiences, and enables more
fl exible and cr e a(ld),heedoes soeprovide any examplesof di ngs o
archives devel oping or isnopdnytanghtetsoluiogson h e s e
how to accomplish this mission.

Both Fleckner and Jimerson take a similar approach when addressing the
archivisttechnology relationship; they not onlgaffirmthe concerns of Hickerson, but
similarly fail to include concrete solutions to the issues raised in their articles. Fleckner
dramatically call s t he(10) &pldnsmg in dorae détal hawh i v a |
the Internet and World Wide Web were catalysts for archives inasmuicayadforded
them the opportunity to put the most basic information about archival materials to the
widest public at minimal expense. With technology advancing at a dramatic pace and
with more virtual userdiscoveringrepository websites (many for the first time),
Fleckner admits that the relationship with users has changed and that archivists are
Afcall ed upon to meet new user expectations
term health, perhaps even survival, will turn on how we meet these challenges from the
outside efildi ronment o

Jimerson takes a comparable perspective as he contends that the adap&on of
MARC cataloging formatdr archival description aritie Encoded Archival Description
for online access to archival recordyé&eade archives and manuscriptgstantially
more accessiblo researchers of all kindgVith these new initiatives, archivists need to

remain vigilant fAito the needs of our wusers



obscur es aX2x Whilshe becomingnds dthat archivists remain sabogut

technology for access to archival materials, he concedes thaartipounded challenges

of time, money and resources could negatively affect this broad perspective of the

profession. Hi s solution to thimwstruggle

professional concepts, 1% nd new strategies
In contrasto the general call to technology by these autiRishard Pearce

Mo s G0particle in theAmerican Archivistloes make aimdirectreference to the

latest generation of the Web. PeaM® ses st ates that nAwikis, Al

us how people can work asynchronously and collectively to build useful resources and

we bl |l see moelrieneancdo Inoarbeo roant ulbar t o wée 8| andei

in public expectat i o(h)swWhile®earceMasesssnsofth® 1 nf or

few archivistdan the published literatur® acknowledgehe possible impact dhis

recent technologgn the archival professiomvhat is surprising and perhaps

disappointing is thdtk e the former authors ltes not provide any examples of

repositories experimenting with Web 2.0 applicatinosprovides any solutions of how

to capture this technology to meet usetrsganging expectations. Instead, he presants

scenario of what archives might look like in the digital futén@m the worst case of the

archival profession failing to adapt to the digitalerand Al osi ng our soci

the best case of a fAsociety that has a ric

because archivists have mast €l6)drdtheteridehe s ki | |

concludes that archivists need to be excited, rather than intimidated by new technology

and innovations.

Much of the literatur®n the use of archivekates back to the mid to late 1990s
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when archival repositories were establishing their presence on the World Wide Web in
attempts to exploit this technology to cater to the needs of users (e.g., Landis 1995; Craig
1998; Cox 1998). It was not until 2002 that both Helen Tibbo and Margaretréteds
examined how current and future generations of users may approach archives through
this type of computer interface.
As the first phase to a much larger study, Tibbo surveyed a sample of 300
American historians from 40 U.S. universities to explore h@torians locate archival
materials in the digital age. From the response rate of 33.3%, Tibbo was able to draw
some preliminary conclusions:
1 Although 98% of the historians indicated they found materials by following lead
and citations in printed sourcdhe study revealed that a fairly high use of a wide
range of new information retrieval technologies (including Google) were being
employed. Tibbo suggests that a range of informatewking behaviors must be
supported by archival repositoriedoth onlne and in print.
1 Many respondents asked for digital collections to be placed online. Tibbo
advocates archivists continuing their work on web exhibits, digitizing meaningful
segments of collections, and providing access to them in a way that users would
find helpful.(9)
She concludes by saying that Ait i s ess
[ el ectronic access] technology to make the
and equally important to fAassess what thei
locatig i nf orlmati ono

While Tibbobds study only focragpprsd on a s
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preliminary results, it illustrates the importance of offering a variety of ways for users to

access and use archivalterdals, as they have different information retrieval behaviors.

As user sophistication within the virtual environment increases with respect to accessing

and using and sharing information, it seems that an archival repository shtinigate

those needBy evaluating and perhaps adopting the most current technology available.
Hedstr omépg otvlokugnlgt articl e AArchives, Me

the Pasto begins to imagine a fAgeneration

perspectives on the gasvho will approach archives through computer interfaces, rather

than visiting physical archi v €2d) Shenatues nt er a

that as humamediated archives (i.e., the onsite visitloé researcher to the archival

repository to use archival materials and the archivist acting as the mediator between the

researcher and the materials) yield to compnotediated archives, it is critical that

archivists reexamine their role between the usad the materials. By examining the

archival activities of selection, appraisal and description, Hedstrom attempts to illustrate

how archivists exercise power over documents and inteffacbsth the physical (i.e.,

the archival repository itself) armhline environment by determining what constitutes

legitimate evidence of the past and shaping social memories. She confidently asserts that

archivists can use technology to fAdecl ar e

current users and future gernt@vas. Many of her recommendations for accomplishing

this shared power focus on the archivists shaping interfaces and providing innovative

tools that allow the virtual user the oppo

Hedstrom uses the concept of interface both as a m
documentary evidence and its readers and as a term which describes a tangible set of structures and tools
that place archival documents in a contend provide an interpretative framewo(kledstrom 22)
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interpretation of archivéq33). Several of these suggestions are more abstract than
concrete, leaving the reader to wonder how this pelaring could be accomplished or
whether any repositories have attempted to address this issue arfiebavmet with
success or failure. Despite tlsisortcoming, Hedstrom proviga series oprovocative
questiondfor archiviststo confront beforgroceeéhg with interface design. These
perhaps are the most valuable facet of this article as they glira@se into what an
archival repositorgouldbecome in the future.
An examination of the literature reveals that the potential effects of Web 2.0 have
not gone unnoticed in the library community as there is a greater body of literature about
the topicthan in the archival community (e.g., Casey 2006; Benson 2008és 2007).
This is not to say thdhelibrary community haget completelydeciphered what Web 2.0
is or how its potential can be harnessedr does it mean that the entire library
communty has embraced the concept of Web 2.0. What is significant is that librarians
and academic researchers are beginning to recognize the petaridipossibly
inevitable-- impact of Web 2.0 on libraries arttierefore aremorewidely discussing it
in professional journals and online forumsn are archivists
At the center of thébrary literatureabout Web 2.@s the call for librarians to: (a)
recognize that th&/eb has moved from simply being static websites and search engines
toashared networlpsace t hat fdrives work, research,
social activities essenti al ly ever y({Shiynlyevaldaimthe peopl e

potential value of Web 2.0 technology for their respective libraries as a means to bring

3 , _ . : .
Two of these questionsafies houl d our interfaces reinforce archiyv
archives or should we enable users to construct theirmmitions archives based on the needs or values that

matter most to them?d and fAhow mudHedspomW®r do we, as
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their services to users; and (c) be proactive and experimental with this type of technology

in order to improve the range of services availableraeet the needs of users. Many

authors argue that libraries are in the habit of providing the same services and programs

to the same groups and as a result are growing complacent and failing to change. Many
call for 1ibrari ans ofimterndtservicesgucteas lpacepook ar ne
instead of quickly dismissing them as irre
reach out and communi cat e b(Easdy&3)Whilewi t h a |
there arenot a great deal of implementation solutions provided, several of these articles
include the web addresses of library websites (such as the Darien Library website:

http://www.darienlibrary.organd MyLibrary atNorth Carolina State:

http://my.lib.ncsu.eduexperimenting with Web 2.0 applications. This is particularly

beneficial for those who are thinking about or looking to implement web applications of
their own.

Where theibrary and archival literature diffenost significantlyis in the effort of
the academic library community to research the potential benefits, shortcomings, and
challenges associated with using and implementing these recent social networking
applicationge.g., Matusiak 2006; Charnigo, et al 2007; Wilson 2007).

Matusiak explores the challenges and usefulness of social tagging and its potential
implications for developing us@riented indexing of digital collections. Her study
consists of comparing the lelof indexing of two photograph collections. One collection
is displayed on a more traditional University of Wiscofidilwaukee website using the

CONTENTdmM® digital media management system, Dullore metadata schema, and a


http://www.darienlibrary.org/
http://my.lib.ncsu.edu/
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number of controlled vocabuhatools. The othecollectionis displayed on Flicky

which relies heavily on the user providing details about the collection. Matusiak sees

advantages and disadvantages to both approaches. She concludes that the more traditional

approach provides moremsistency and detail of images in a structured, hierarchical

manner, however, concedes that the social classification system in Flickr gives users the

freedom to fidescribe 284 world i n which th
Ther e are two serious flaws to Matusi akd

ti mes that her comparison is fAbriefo. As h

conclusions do not have the sagemeralizabilityas if she had compared additional

commercias oc i al navigation applications to the

comparison of the | evel of indexing does n

website relies heavily on sophisticated indexing tools used by professional librarians to

provide information, whereas Flickr relies on its user community to provide the

information. The author is comparing two different systems instead of two similar

systems. Her study may have been more beneficial if the University website had allowed

its userdo add the indexing information instead of the librarians. With that said,

Matusiak does offer some insight to the potential benefits of social tagging as it considers

an opportunity for greater user engagement
Wilson takes a morsystemati@pproach to user supplied information for digital

collections by evaluating the use of contributors as viable dugiity metadata creators

contributing to the&Répertoire International de Littérature Musicd@®LM ) database (an

* The author explains the choice of Flickr from other pteitaringwebsies by st ating that A
unique and popular in its classification and networking application that allows assigning tags, commenting,
and sharing images and asso((Vatastale288)t ags with a c¢ommu
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international database of scholarly works about m&&) Her study is based on the
premise that one of the most expensive components of digital projects is metadata
creation, and suggests that one of the possdilgions to reduce cost is to allow external
users to participate in the creation process.
She evaluat ed 10 4-sufiplied recodisacteated ind998, 2000 but o
and 2004 by comparing them to the final high quality RILM record (i.e., after being
edited by the professional staff) on a variety of characteristics including completeness of
information, format and content. The findings show that the quality of contributor
metadata from the records evaluated was semantically good, yet opportunities for
structur al i mprovement exist. Wi lson concl
community to build systems and interfaces that harvest contributor semantic content,
whil e | everaging a cont26) WhilgWilsodmakesas ci pl i n
compelling argument for the use of contribusopplied metadata, the results of her study
do not really supply strong evidence in support of her conclusion. The limitations stem
primarily from the records evaluated; Witsdiscloses that they did not represent a
random sample of records from the RILM database and some of the contributors
submitted multiple records at one time for the same issue. In addition, she did not say
how long the institution had been accepting dbator metadata and whether it had a
positive or negative effect on the quality of the records in the database, nor did she
mention whetheor notthe professional metadata creators thought this type of user
generated content was useful.
In 2005 the Housin Cole Library (HCL) at Jacksonville State University became

a popular hangout for students in search of computers to access Facebook. While some
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librarians at HCL were excited and intrigued by this trend (e.g., creating their own
Facebook accounts just see how it worked, how to connect with students and to keep
up with the | atest internet fad), others v
s e r v(Charaigo 24)Charnigo et al. set out to survey libragahroughout the United
States to find out what impact, if any, the social networking site had had on other
l'i braries. They sought information includi
perceived roles associated with it, and their awarenesdgavhét social trends and their
place in the library. With a response rate of 51%, the authors found that for the most part,
librarians were neither enthusiastic nor disapproving of Facebook, and that only a handful
were positive and excited about the plodises of online social networking.
Il nterestingly, 51% of the respondents indi
I nternet trends, such as Facebook, even wh
(29), and 34% of the respondents who had heard of Facebook had created a personal
profile (3% indicated the Library had a profile). While the authors acknowledge
limitations to their study- in particular, some of the participants of the survey who had
neverheard of Facebook could not answer any of the questions except that they were not
familiar with the site and thus potentially skewing the dathey represerdan early
effort to delve into, and produce data on, librarians perceptions about social negwvork
sites and usage in their | ibrary. They <con
environments might largely depend on whether librarians are proactive and experimental
with this type of technology or whether they simply dismiss it as pareré i(3@)n 0

Thetopic of Web 2.0 has received little attention from the archival community

(e.g., Yakel 2007KrauseandYakel 2007 Evans 200V E| i z a b e t2007preeek e | 0 s
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Al nviting the M~Nseh,iaddessas Welh20 atslimpactoa |

archives She contends that despite early interest in the Web, archives have become less
experimental and slow to adopt some of the features of the more recent social networking
applications. Although she doest supply empirical data for the reasons behind this
perceived procrastination, she does offer a few possibilities such as wariness of moving
away from the traditional relationship between archivist and researcher, and the
archivi st 60s authaifativemetadata abaut thet dayitalrcollecti@ing
doesprovide several examples of archival repositories implementing Web 2.0
applications, which confirms that least a handfulof archival repositories are exploring

the possibilities of this lage social networking trend.

Drawing on some of the conclusions from
conceptualizing the role of the archivi st
large the sites [Web 2.0 adopters] reviewed in this article teded some control over
those core archival functions to their visitors and are reimagining the ways in which
researchers can interact with the archival record and with fellow travelers in the virtual
archiled®so

Using a combination of Web analytics, surveys, interviews and content analysis,
Magia Ghetu Krause arttlizabeth Yakeprovide an initial evaluation of an experimental
onlinefinding aidwhich was created and implementedaasintegral piece dhe Polar
Bear Expedition Digital CollectiorDeployed in 2006, the next generation finding aid
offered a variety of Web 2@chnologiesncluding bookmarking, usegenerated
comments, link paths intended to ahgsitorsto related pages viewed by othesers, and

user profileswith the intent oenhancing social interaction as wellfasilitating the
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accessibility of archival materials.
While their initial findings suggest that using Web 2.0 features may possibly
make archival materials more acceks#nd enrich traditional finding aids, Krause and
Yakel concede that theyere disappointed in tHemited use of some of the interactive
features. They also questiaetherthese social navigation tools are the most
appropriate for finding aids avhetherother tools such as annotation, tagging or explicit
ranking may be more approprigterause and Yakel 312[Regardless of these varied
results Krause andrakel arethe first to studyhe use of social navigatidools in an
online archival environmenthus revealing something about end users and their
relationship withdigital collectionsand the newest generation of finding aidist had
never been previously published. This in itself is significRerhaps mwst importantly
theyremainoptimistic about the future and the usenafbtechnologiesn enhancing the
accessibility of and interaction with archival materiblss d eed, t hey assert
encouraged by this experiment and will continue to push the boundaries of current
descriptive representations and reconceptualize how the interactions among archivists,
researchers, and recor ddgKrauseand¥akdi32)ce t he a
I n AArchives of the PeopMazEkvankntroducekse Peop
t he conceptbasedpeddc ©mime n teandor arehival iastitutiongo
better manage thelurgeoning collections. Evans argues #rahivistsare at a
crossroads; the Information Age fAmeans man
accession and process. But it suggests to the rest of the world that all information will be
easily and quicklyaai | abl e. The I nternet promises to

use of archives and historical records future | think we all want to encourage. But
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real it y(EvamsB88)Citing Bmited resources, budget cuts and changing formats,
Evans asserts that this ficonundrumo must b
more effectivelysearchable and retrievable.

Evanso model of fers sugge stobatamcghef or c¢cha
realities of the information age with the realities of managing growing collectodst
the heart of this piece is his Acommonso ¢
intellectual access to archival materials.dtheourages us@articipation, asserting that
Ausers can do what ¢vaosB97)Evasscenterndathataschivesl o a |
do not necessarily have the resources to do-liéel description and indexing and
therefore shdd create an environment which invites contributions by volunteers to
become suppliers of detailed data about archival holdings. He acknowledges the
devel opment of coll aborative Web 2.0 tool s
Amake shire tdodgqggi mg suppor t(Bvana398)hi v al acces:

Since Evans is proposing a model in this article, he does not provide any
examples of repositories experimenting with Web 2.0 applications nor provides any
tangible answers of how to capture this technology to encourage participation. With that
said, his article imoteworthy He recognizes the impact of Web 2.0 applications for
encouraging user interaction and collaboration and sees its potential for suannivineir
usersBy creating a common environment shared mutually by archivists and archival
users, he maintairtBat not only will we have holdings that are much easier to discover,
access and use, but perhaps moff@o mmuproirttyand f
highly intelligent men and women who will

(Evans 400)
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Are archival repositories at odds with the dynamic information needs and
expectations of end users iiaNe b 2 . (ooarewheyperladaps just slow to adopt
these social networking applications as Elizabeth Yakel suggstsl)? Are archivists
striving to remain integral parts of the information society by providifaymation to
users in formats they expect with the access they deorardthey ignoring the
potential information needs of their useiBhis exploratory study hopes to provgiene

preliminary answers tboth questions.

Methodology

The methodologyor this study combirg:content analysis with or@n-one

interviews.

Content Analysis
The goal of the content analysigsto examine the extent to which archival

repository webites are implementing Web 2.0 applicationth respect to their digital
collectionsFor t he purposes of this studythe fAnar chi
website ofa repositorythat is responsiblior thelong-term preservation of materials, and

Adi gital collectiondo was def i nienslspansingdi gi t a
range of subjects that support the research needs of its community. For further

clarification, | determined that a digital exhibition, which characteristically displays only

a selected few digital resources with extensive descriptiondwailbe considered a

digital collection. A website Ahostingo a
which was contributing digital content its own website thus makirnits content

accessible via the World Wide WebBonsorta of digital collectionsvere excluded from
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this study It wasdecidedthat it would not onlye challenging to clearly identify the
owner/decision maker of the Web 2.0 application because of the multiple partners and
contributors to the consortium digit@dllection, buit would alsobedifficult to decick if
asharedcollection courgdas one digital collection or multiple collections.

A content analysis methodology was selected because it pdevglestematic,
reliable means of surveying the websites. It was decided to identify manifest rather than
latent elements becauskthe interpretation and subjectivity involved in identifying
latent content. Manifest content concerns the surface meantihg presence of specific
identifiable elements in a text. Latent content is also highly subjective and lacks the
reliability in coding that manifest content allo@sakel and Kim)

The content analysisascompletedoy first determining if aepositorywebsite
was hosting a digital collectiohinitially examined thdhomepage ofeachwebsite to
determine ifadigital collection was listed astherafeatureor resourceln many
instanceghe digital collection wasasily identifiable (see Appendix A for an example)
and thusvasincluded on the recording sheet (Appendix B link to a digital
collection was nopostedon the homgage, llooked atsubsequent web pages and as a
final step, performed a search o 8ite maplf a digital collectiondid not exist (see
Appendix C for an examplgdhis was also noted on the recording sheet

After theexistence of a digital collectiomas confirmed| proceeded to counhe
number ofsocial media tools recommended by Ficlated Y akelwere used othe
archival websitand documented this on the recording shigpendices D througHl
illustrate the use dhese applicationgy archival websitedf a social media tool did not

existthis was also recorded.
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Content Analysis Sampling

The Repositories of Primary Sources served as the principal sampling frame for
this study. Thevebsitel s lisfing of over 5000 websites describing holdings of
manuscripts, archives, rare books, historical photographs, and other primary sources for
the research scholar. All links have beentestedforr r ect ness and approp
(Abraham) This listconsidersa variety ofsizes and types of repositories thus permitting
a broad crossection of archival repositories representing the larger archival community.
Moreover, it is one of the most completedist archival repositories availablin
addition to the sampling frame, archival repository websites which were known to have
implemented Web 2.0 applications were a secondary source for inclusienaantent
analysisas they were known entitiesThese included repositories listed onfpssional
|l i stservs, other websites (i.e., an archiywv

discovery during the content analysis. This list is provided in Appdndix

Since the 5,000 repositories included primary sources unrelated to archives, it was
first necessary to create criteria for inclusion/exclusion in the sample to ensure that it was
representative of archival repositories. The criteria were as follows:

1 The epositorywaslocated in thaJnited States

T Thewor ds fAarchi veso appearéistpesnanieaflthecol | ect

repository; and

® While it is possible that this preliminary listing of repositories could be included in the sampling frame, it
was determined that since they Bn@wnrepositories it was beneficial to treat them separately from the
sampling frame as they may be missed in the random sampling.

® Whether a repository is called an archives or special colledgpends on thimstitution Both naming
conventions were inabed as the primary focus ©n research as their mission and as such collect primary
materials that are unique (i.e., manuscripts, photographs, maps, etc) that require special handling, and are
organized for the longerm preservation of materials.
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1 The repositorwasaffiliated with either a university or college (a majority of
universities/colleges have special collections or archives).

After the listwasnarrowel to approximately 1,00@rchival websites, the study
involved stratification of the population befoexecutinghe sampling. Stratification
involves grouping of the units composing a population into homogeneous groups before
sampling, thus improving the representativeness of the sBgibdbie) As the
Repositories of Primary Sourcestwasalreadydividedfirst by region (Eastern [AM],
Eastern [NW], and Westernandthenby state, thiseemedo be the most appropriate
stratification. The last step to the samphlmgsusingthe probability technique of
systematic sampling he listof approximately 1,000 archival websites were first
compiled into an Excel spreadsheet in the order of the stratification (i.e., Eastern states A
M followed by Eastern StatesW, etc.). Then to ensure that the sample was random, |
started at the™repasitory listedin the spreadsheet and seleatedry5™ unit for
inclusion in the sampldhis sample together with the repositongsich were identified
to have implemented Web 2.0 applicatioosled 213 repositories selected for content
analysis.

As the end product of the content analysis was numeric, the process involved
counting the number of Web 2.0 applications appearing on the archival repository

websites selected from the samplargildocumenting this on the recording sheet

Oneon-Onelnterviews

The second phase of the stuahtailedconductingstructuredoneon-one

interviews with the individual responsible for the implementatbthe Web 2.0
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application(s) Thepurposeof the interviewswvas tofurther investigatéhe topic of Web

2.0 applicationsvith the expectation thahé data would reveathat measures archival
repositories are taking to remaiital to usersn the digital eraA one-on-one interview
methodwas selected over a general survey as the participanésnorelikely to provide
detailed in-depthanswersthus providing a level of validity to the data and greater
Acontrol 0 over thhtlee resaarohéCreswell) Ghe aterviewavaré n g
structured, meaning the intervieweorkedthrough a predetermined list of questions in a
set ordelsee AppendiX), with the questions being primarily opended. Alhough the
structurednterviews typically daot allow the interviewer the freedom teghrt from

the questionnaire, the greatest advantage of this desigtine assurance that the same
guestionsvereasked of all participants, thus allowing for increasedsistency across
interviews(Buckingham and Saunder3he choice of using opeended questions not
only allonedthe participantshe opportunity tdreely express their opinions about the
topic, but also aetlas a means for exploring a topic et heavily discussedr
addresseth the archivaliterature The intervieve wererecorded ora cassettéape and

the interviewetook detailed notes of the intervieio ensure that all answenrgre
sufficiently captured.

The individuals to be interviewasere identified usinghe probability sampling
technique of multistage cluster samplifgom the list ofthe 38 repository websit@s
which a Web 2.0 applicationasrecognizedas being used selecedevery2nd
repositorythus compilinghefinal list of 20 repositories tde contacted for an interview

One of the most challenging aspeatshe oneon-one interviewsvasthe

identification of the participant® be interviewegdwhich entailed adegreeof
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investigative workAll of the repository websitestherhadalist of staff membersr a
AContact Uso | i nk.dfthec2bwelssites reviewed, Hlibtédrstafive b si t e
membersand included key information suchtate, telephone number and email

addressl targetedhe individual | thought responsible for the implementation of the Web
2.0 application by examining thitles listed, such a&rchivist, Head of Special

Collections, Director, and Special Collections Librarihe remaining six websites

simply listed ageneral reference email or telephone numbaremail invitatiorwassent

as the first point of contact with a potential respongese AppendiX for email
introduction) It was requestethatthey respond by March 14, 2008pproximately five
dayslater, the individuals who had not responded to the initial email were contacted by
telephone and if there was no answer, | left a voiceffiad.interviews were closed to
response by March 21, 2008.

The inducement foparticipationwasbased on selperception which relies on
individual s6 desire to view (SleamfKRidr)Byes as
inviting individuals to participate in the interviews, | ofeithem the opportunity to
mani fest these qualities. Sue and Ritter e
respondents who identify with the label [being kind, helpful, and generous] will choose to
part i 7). patempealto capitalize on this by indicatinghasa graduate student
conducting a study that could potentially benefit the archival profesei@eight
interviewswereapproximately 45 minutes to an hour in lengthddepenédon the
availability of the participantOverall, the shortest interview was approximafiély
minutes while the longest lasted 60 minut@d interviews were conducted by telephone

with the exception of one which was conducted in person.
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Ethical Issues

For this study, ethicatsuesvereanticipated and addressed by the researcher
with respect to the interview process and the interpretation of the data. Three of these
major issuesvere (a) informed consent, (b) ensuring respondent confidentiality and

armonymity, and (c) ethical interpretation and reporting of the regblis and Ritter)

Informed Consent

As the participants of the interviewserevolunteers, themeededo make an
informed decision about participating in the study. As such,wheegbriefed on the
general purpose of the study, how the deda tobe used, the identity of the sponsor of
the research, the average length of time to complete the interview, and whether there
wereany risks involved in participating in the interviews, such as asking questions that
would disclose uncomfortable or diffitunformation. As indicated above, this
informationwasaddressed in both the email invitation when initial contacgmade.In
addition, after the participant agreed tofterviewed he or she was sent an Information

Sheet (see Appendly) via email,which further detailed the research study.

Confidentiality andAnonymity
This wasperhaps one of the most rigorous requirements, as the respondents

expectedhat the information they providevasconfidentialand their identities kept
anonymous that is, their participation and informatiamould not be disclosed in the

results of the resear@xcept in general termk wasthe responsibility of the researcher

to disassociate names from responses during the coding and analysis of the caitacted d

Every effortwasmade to generalize the information so that any identifiable information
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waseliminated.

Data Interpretationrand Reporting

With respect to data interpretation, every effeasmade to fully and accurately
represent the results gathered during the stiyglyhere is a potential for misinterpreting,
suppressing, falsifying, or inventing find

needs, the researcheok a proactive stanceot to engage in these practi¢€seswell)

Analyzing the Data

Analysis of thanterviews involvel open coding, meaning that the codese
suggested by the examination and questioning of the data. Open coding is bé&st used
exploratory studiewhich allows for an emergence of themes from the data. Creswell
recommends six steps when carrying out a qualitative data analjsibwere

employed for this stud§191) Theseincluded:

1. Organizing and preparing the data for analysis (i.e., transcribing interviews,
sorting and arranging data);
2. Reading through all the data, and obtaining a general sense of the information
and reflecting on its overall meaning;
3. Beginning the detailed analgsivith a coding process or organizing the
materials into Achunkso or categori es;
4. Using the coding process to generate a description of the categories or themes
for analysis;
5. Advancing how the description and themes will be represented in the
qualitative narative; and finally

6. Making an interpretation or meaning of
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Findings
Content Analysis

213 archival repositories were evaluated to determinextent they are using the
Webbdbs next generation of applications
stepin this processvas toascertainf a website was hosting a digital collection. Of the
213 repositoesevaluated85 (40%) of the repsitorieshoskeda digital collectionwith
anadditional sixrepositories in the processadvelopingpr fAhopi ng t oo
the information on the homepaggdevelopdigital collections in the futuréf the85
archivalrepositoriesvebsiteswith digital collections, a sprising38 (45%)repositories
of the totalemployeda Web 2.0 application. To further refitree extent of the use of
Web 2.0 application28 repositorie$74%) used atleast one Web 2.0 applicatiogight
(21%) employedtwo Web 2.0 applicatias andtwo repositories(5%) of the total
employedthreeWeb 2.0 applications.

Figure lcategorizeshe type of Web 2.0 application most frequenisgdby
archivalrepositoriesThis dissectiorof the Web 2.0 applications rather interesting as

one further evaluates the datde data suggests that the type of Web 2.0 application

wi t h

(acc

being employedks related to the type of content management system a repository is using

to manage and display the digital collection.
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Web 2.0 Applications

Bookmarking, 28

56%
30 (56%)
25
20
15

Blog, 11 (21%,
10 Ratings &
Podcasting, &eviews, 6 (11% ommunity

c (4%) |te 4 (8%)
0 i_i

Bookmarking PodcastingRatings & Revi€ammunity Site  Blog

Figure 1. Percentage of Web 2.0 Applications Most Frequently Used

As an example,fahe 28repositorieffering abookmarking feature21 (75%)
of thosewereusingCONTENTdm acommercialdigital management collection package
whichal | ows users to add i ma g eUniforimdesbuince i r
Locators URLS), and interact with images by zooming in and out on different parts of
the imagesTwo additionalrepositoriesvereusing othecommerciakystemswith
features similar t€ONTENTdm The remaining five repositori@gth a bookmarking
featureare using homegrown systefts manage and host their digital collectiofibe
distinction betweethe commercial and homegrowrontentmanagemergystemgCMS)
appears to beoteworthybecause the bookmarkifgaturesor the homegrown systems
tend togo well beyondthose offered by the commercial syst&averakexamples

highlight thisdivergenceThe Keweenaw Digital Archivat Michigan Technological

University (http://digarch.lib.mtu.edu/default.agpke at ur es a fiUser Photo

" In general, thdomegrown content management systénked the distinct branding of a commercial
systemln some cases, the repository website indicated the system was unique to the institution.


http://digarch.lib.mtu.edu/default.aspx

30

component alloimg users to build their own exhibitlsers can select images, add their

own comments or narrative, insert bibliographic text, arrange the positions of the images,

and combine the selected images into a-in@ked photographic exhibit available to the

public. The bookmarking feature used by theiversity Archives at the University of

Minnesota not only allows users the abilityto@ad mage t o t(husi r fAbaske
building their own mini collection), but also gives them the opportunity to add and post

notes about the imagand export (save/@m) the image to their own computer device.

Lastly, the Frank & Marshall College Archives and Special Collections

(http://library.fandm.edu/archives/new_archives.htadoincludesa blog covering the

latest exhibitions and web features sponsored by the repository and a profile in Facebook.
The data also reveals that the commercial management system/homegrown

dichotomy continues when examining the remaining Web 2.0 applicatiang l2d by

repositories. Specifically, the use of Web 2.0 applications being employed outside the

standard features of the commercial CMS were examined, including blogs, community

sites, ratings & reviews, and podcastilge datasuggestshat these typeof Web2.0

applicationsare more frequently used by repositories using a homegrown rather than

commercial contentnanagemengystemFigure 2 illustrateshis comparisonAlthough

this dichotomy was napecificallyaddressed in the interview proceb® data suggests

that those repositories implementingia-housecontent management system are more

likely to experiment with Web 2.0 applications than those using a commercial system.
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Web 2. 0 Applications and Management
System Type

6
5
4
3
2
1
0
Blogs Community Site Ratings & Podcasting
Reviews

M Homegrown System L1 Commercial System

Figure 2. Web 2.0 Applications and Management System Type

As shownabove, 6the 11 repositories with a blog on their websgi, (55%) havea
homegrown systeror their digital collectionscompared to the five using
CONTENTdm The trends more dramatic with the remaining Web 2.0 applications.
Three(75%) of repositores employing a community sigge using a homegrown system
compared to the one that is pand for both ratings & reviews and podcastadbof the
repositorie100%9 usea homegrown content management sysi#&sman example, the
University Archivesn theRare Book, Manuscript, & Special Collectidnbrary at

Duke University, promasboththeir digital and physical collectisthrough the photo

sharing website Flickjwww.flickr.com/DukeYearlook More than350 digital images,

including photographs, postcards, and catalogues are displayed in individual sets
covering subjects such as student life, campus scenes and the Duke Blue Devil mascot.

Lastly, the data suggests that those repositories with-laouge content
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management system aregeneralmore likely to benovelwith their use of the Web 2.0
applications than with their counterparts using the commercial sy&teouple of
examples lustrate thisobservation. The Naropa University Archives has currently
digitized two thousand hours of audio recordings from activities at the Kerouac School

(http://lwww.naropa.edu/archive/index.cfmAccess tanore tharfive hundred hours of

the collection are available online. What make the collectiost interestings the

ratings and review system. The users of the collection can write a review of individual

audio recordings including a rating of zero to five stars. These ratingehmeed in
ARecently Reviewed |Itemso and i ninadditien A Mo st
to Naropa, the Plymouth State University Beyond Brown Paper project

(http://beyondbrownpaper.plymouth.edu/al)aitows for comments on the photographic

images, andlisplays thecommentswvith the imageMoreover, the repository provides an
RSS feed and détio.us option, affording users to bookmark the page and receive

updates.

Oneon-One Interviews

Of the 20 individualsinitially contactedy emailrequestingparicipation in the
research studightindividuals(40%) responded. Out of theight respondentsix
agreed to be interviewed, while two indica
not using a Web 2.0 application and accordingly declined pation. After contacting
the remainingwelve potential participantby telephone, two additional individuals
agreed to be interviewetlyo others were not availablatil after theMarch 21, 2008

response closure daemdeightdid not respondOverall, there was @0% response rate

8 del.icio.us is aocial bookmarkingvebsite with its primar use of storing bookmarks online. This allows
users to access the same bookmarks from any computer and add bookmarks from anywhere.
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(12 out of 20 participants respondedhe reque$t with eight out of the 20 individuals
(40%), agreeing to participate in the ena-one interviewsAfter the interviews were
conducted, it was determined that ofi¢he interviews was not valid due to a
misinterpretationoivh i ch uni t AownedOo ardthereforeehe 2. 0
interview data was not included in the anal{sis

On the wholethe interview participants weoerwhelmingly positive about
using a Web 2.0 application on their repository web3ite.e par ti ci pant so
the interview questionsoncerning theireasons for implementation, challenges
associated with implementation, and the success or fafuhese implementations are

summarized and presented betw

Impetus for Including Application oRepositorywebsite

Motivation for implementation varied among respondexgshownin Table 1,
but promoting andharingcontent withcurrent and future usessoodout as the most

commonreasonsNearlyhalf of the respondentamployed these applications as a

Reasons Number of Respondents Percentage of Total
Respondents

Promotion of collections 4 57%

Trying out new technology 3 43%
Participation from patrons 2 29%
Sharing our content with 2 2%
potential new users

Direction from leadership 1 14%
Staying current with our 1 14%

users
Table 1. Impetus for Application

®The Web 2.0 application in question was a blog. The blog was prominently featured on the homepage of
the archivakepository website, but was not directly administered by the repository. In essence, the
repository was providing a | i nk I|tootacdtletothee unit, ouh i t
did not receive a response.

' Note that participants pjcally provided multiple answers to the questions, therefore, the perceafages
total respondents for each questtimnot add up to 100%.

app

I €
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promotioral tool for their collectionsn an effortto puttheirmat er i al s Aout t he
World Wide Weband letcurrent and newsers knowts availablity for use
Collectively, ive out of the seven respondeimtplied that thedriving force behindhe
applicationwasthe patron or useMWhetherthe incentivevasfor sharing content with
currentpatrons because they requestedlititing participation from patrons with help in
describing collectionsor wanting to use some of the emerging web tools that their
currentpatronswereengaged in and using, the data suggests that respondents are
thinking about their patrons/users when considering the use of a Web 2.0 applistion.
onerespondentommented
éwe did hear a | ot of feedback from peo
they wanted the ability to add comments, share informdtiand we certainly are
very attentive to that most of our photographic images come to us with little or
no descriptive information, and although there are different types of descriptive
information,we wanted an open system that gave and encouraged people to add

comments to images and share information so that the next user would have more
available information.

Planning and Timeframe for Application Implementation

On the whole, there wadistle planningwhendetermining which Web 2.0
applicatiorgs) to implementForty-three percentd3%)of the respondents indicated that
little planning was done, and in fact, thessentialyi j ust | mpl en2®%dfed it o
therespondents stated trdgtermiring which application(s) to implement requirsaime
planning and the remaining 28% stated thate a bitplanning was don€eThe data
suggests that the primary reagonthe additional time foplanning the implementation
of a Web 2.0 applicatiowasdue tothe applicatiorbeingpart of a greater digitization
projector initiative, thusrequiringthe support oand direction from thébrary

administration. This directly correlates to the timeframe of the actual implementation of
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the tool. Againthe respondents who indicated a medium (3 to 5 years) tetéomg
timeframe (more than 5 yeansgre those repositories involved in a larger digitization
projector initiative, while the remaining 7% of the respondentsot involved in a larger
projectimplemented the application in less thaagear One respondent had not been

employedongin his/herposition and therefor@as unable to answer the question

Additional Web 2.0 Applications

Eighty-six percent (8%) of the respondenteplied thathey were considering

the use oadditional Web 2.0 applications on their repository web$ipes of

applications included a ratingmdreview systemblogs,Second Lif®*, wikis, and a
profile on Facebook. Wikis welgy farthe most popular application, with 67% of the
participants considerinigs usein the near future. Although | did not ask respondents the
reason why they were considering additional Web 2.0 applicagemsraresponderst
inferred that thesgy/pes of apfications weresomething thatisersn generahow expect

on a websiteOne respondemtffirmedthis view byasserting

Now wedve been given the technology to
point of trying to take our servicesup anotchant sor exampl e, weodr e
lot of younger peer groups that have certain expectations that want something,

when they want it, interact with what we devhy write a letter and why go

through a bunch of red tape? Why not have a blog where they can comment?
Webre going to have to do more and mor e
stakeholders and less of a technology thing, although the technology is part of

making the paradigm [shift] happen.

11 second Life is an online-@imensional virtual world which enabils users, calledResident to interact wih each
other throughavatarsthus providing a level of social network serviceombined with general aspects of a
fimetaverse .
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The Pros and Cons of Implementing the Web 2.0 Application

Tables 2 and Bvealwhat the respondents felt were pros and cons of
implementing the Web 2.0 applicati@hon their repository website. For a majority of
the respondent$7%), increased promotion for both their department and the resources
held in therepository were unquestionably the most posisispectSeverakitedthat
they received recognition within their institution and from their peers not ontiadar
effortsand success in implementing new technology, but also support and reinforcement
from their peers that it fAwas the right thi
encouragement from peers seemed very important to several of the respondents,

particularly in giving them the motivation to continue their efforts in trying to be

Positive Reasons Number of Respondents Percentage of Total
Respondents

Increased promotion for 4 57%

department and resources

Meeting needs of patrons 2 29%

Potential increase in 2 29%

number/types of users

It was esy to implement 2 29%

Table 2. Pros ofImplementation

innovative andcexperimenting withdifferenttechnologies
The amount of timaecessary tmaintan the applicatior(see Table 3 below)
speci fically as itimefrom traditiorasarchival diticseaktien g away
dominanttheme amongt the respondentshen speaking to the drawbacks of
implementationA greater parof therespondentacknowledgedhat extra time was
needed to keep the information in these applications current (for example, posting entries

to a blog postirg new digital objects to a community websted adding ample metadata
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for searching digital objedtsand thastrivingto balance these responsibilities with
everything else thakquiredtheir attention waslifficult. However, thiobstacledid not
appear to deter any of the respondents from continuing the use of their particular Web 2.0
applicatiorgs) or ther plans to implemeradditionalWeb 2.0 applications in the future
In fact, one respondeseemed to conciseummarize what many of the respondents
thoughtabout thigparticularbarrier.
You have to decide whether you are really serious about doing this and then need
to find the time to do it. At times tec
committingtor t and saying this is what we wani
of your mission.
In addition to the concern of time, another interesting retsadrtwoof
respondentsffered as a downside tmplementation was the ladt consistency with
descriptive standards. As patrons are adding comments to blogs and digital images or as
repositories are uploading digital images to community siteéven to their own
homegrown content management systems, respondents are not only struggling with
determning how to capture and integrate patayeated descriptions into theiwn
system, but alswith determining which and how much structured metadata to include on

an external Web 2.0 application, particularly if the application does not support

professiomal metadata standards.

NegativeReasons Number of Respondents Percentage of Total
Respondents

Time 5 71%

Lack of consistency with 2 29%

descriptive standards

Lack of control over conten 1 14%

Lack of technical expertise 1 14%

Creation ofsophisticated 1 14%

metadata

Table 3. Cons of Implementation
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Implementation Challenges

A majority of the respondents felt thaketle were nanajorchallenges in the
actual implementation of the Web 2.0 application. In fat¥ of the respondents felt
that frombotha technicabnd timestandpoint, the applications wesdativelyi e a sy 0 t o
set up although upon further examination, it appears that the level of technical expertise
required depends on the type of applicatiomdpeémplementedFor content management
systemsuch as ONTENTdm, the intellectual work behind creatidgtailedmetadata
and organizing large amounts of matenasnot only challenging, budlsovery time
consuming. The respondents suggest that ldogperhaps the least technically
challenging application to implement primarily because the greater library system has

previously implemented blogs and the programmatic aspects already exist.

The Greatest Benefit To Implementation

As shownbelow in Table 4, the two closely interrelataaswerof promotion of
repository collectionand increased use of materials by patappeaedto bethe most
significantbenefitsto the respondentSeveral of the respondents wepimisticabout
the idea of taking content outto theWebenvironments and tootkat people use, and as
one respondent mentioned, #Ait helps cast,
progressive and forward thinkingevenwhemwc ol | ect hi stori c mat e
vein, a fair percentage of the respondents saw a noticeable increageests for the use
of photographs and other digital images. It is interesting to notsdha otthese
requests were not only online rexgiis but onsite visits to see the original matexi&ne
respondent noted that Anow when we have cl

traditional archi val resources, but we sho
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used because of thanot onlyuse in digital assets, but it brings them in to see the

original .o

Greatest Benefits Number of Percentage of Total
Respondents Respondents

Promotion of our collections 4 57%
Increased use of materials by 3 43%
patrons
Increased management of 2 29%
digital objects
Improved skill set of our staff 2 29%
Increased donations from 1 14%
patrons

Table 4. Benefits to Implementation

Another intersting aspect of using these different applicatioas been the
benefit to the archival or special collections staff, not only by helping to increase the skill
set of the staffthese includ@otonly technical skills, bualsoin two casa, the
professional skill$o take on aewdigital project and maage it well), but also in how
the unit manages its digital objects. Several respondents indicated that they have seen
better control and organization of their digital objemshe welby implementingsome

of thesenewe technologes

Feedback FrorRatrons

While a majority of the respondents (7 1&6sweredhat feedback from their
patrons has been positive, thisultis somewhasuspectFirst, none of the respondents
have a formal feedback mechanism in place for tracking use, thus the feedback is
primarily anecdotal. Consequenfly her e real ly i s no fAhard evi
like/dislike or findthe Web 2.0 applicationsefulor not useful Several citd receiving

some positive comments on blogs and photographic images, but this datbasmgot
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formally tracked Additionally, 71% of the respondesindicated that while feedback was

positive, itwasreally still too early to tell if patrons regularly usine Web 2.0

application. The speculation for this insufficient feedback daaraong espondents

ranging from patrons not being familiar with the technology (i.e. not accustomed to

adding comments a blog or photographij¢d having the application up long enough to

warrant responses (as amspondentemarkedthe comments are justt ar t i ng t o it
i no) . Whdithateheré was sommanadldegree of disappointment amongst some

of the respondents that they had not received the level of response asali@ptared

confident that this would chang@ne respondentreported n si der i ng ft weaks
systemo to increase patron interaction, ot
the application(s) on their repository webswile four respondentaeremerelytaking

a Away and seed0 approach.

Support for théApplication

Nearly all the respondents (86%) indicated thal had thesupportand
encouragement to pursue these types of implementafiiheughsome of the
respondents had the freedom to experiment with different applications without having to
get he nod from library administration (the umiaisfairly autonomous)others hadhad
to underga more formal process of gaining support from the library administration
Regardless of the processierallsupport for these types of implementatarere

noticeably enthusiastic.

RespondentExperience
All of the respondent§100%) stated that the implementation of the Web 2.0
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application has beenpositive experiencelable 5 illustrates the myriad of reasdos

why this has been a positive experientemany cases, the implementation and use of

the Web 2.0 application has not only transformed the types of services being offered to

their patrons, but has benefited tlepositoryunit as wellin the form of additional staff

and externally funded projectogaining new technical and professional skilewever,

the data again suggests that the most significant experience for the respondents has been

the promotion of their respective collections

Respondent Experience

Great way of promoting our

collections

Has transformed how we do

certain things
Low impact in
establishing/maintaining

Have developed additional
externally funded projects

Hired additional staff

Significant for our profession
Have learned new things

Number of

Respondents

Table 5. Respondents Experience

Encouraging Others to Adopt Web 2.0 Applications

3

2

2

=

Percentage ofTotal
Respondents
43%
29%
29%
14%
14%

14%
14%

Respondents were enthusiastic about encouraging others in their profession to

adopt the newest

generation of web

Their reasons for encouragement are summarized in Tables éterestingo note

applica

thatalthough there was a high level of enthusiasm for the Web 2.0 applications, many of

the respondents cautionght with the adoption of any new technology one has

to understand not only the limitations of the application(s), but also their own limitations

and

comfort

evel

Wi

t h

i mpl ementing

somet h
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Reasons for Encouragement Number of Percentage of Total
Respondents Respondents

Helps us be ready to take on 3 43%

new directions

Can help us meet the needs ¢ 3 43%

our patrons

Take advantage of new 3 43%

technology

Can reach notraditional users 2 29%

Another means to tell people 2 29%

why archives/collections are

relevant

Table 6. Reasons for Encouragement

kind of have to know your limitatioriswhether its financial or technicalthere are so
many areas where | could bite off too much
want to have a couple of thingaedenstanding you ¢
the repository mission and how this new technology supports this mission &ppésars
to becritical. As another respondeabservedit was their mission to be more of a
Aistorehouse of knowledged andewhdreéorieows
be out front o mperagotheranstitutionstith diffgrendmissiona n

Regardless of these caveditge respondentshared the sentiment of one of the
respondents whooncludedfif you can manage the changes, then people sldmakie

thatjumm step out of your comfort zone, and wu

Discussion
The results of this exploratory study suggest thanhyarchival professionalare

embracing Web 2.0 to promote their digital content and reelgfeir relationship with
their patronsThe promotion of their digital materials was a consistent theme arising from
the interviewsAlthough a formal feedback mechanism for measuringdidisiot

necessarily existnany respondentganted to reach a wider audience becausefdiey
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theyhad materials of value thatere notnecessarilgxposedn the WebThey
suggested thaheploying these tds couldgive them the ability to dpust that

While there was not much conclusive evidence on whethearitiesers of these
applicationssee them as being positive or negative, based on anecdotal feedback, the
respondentgelt that patrongoundthemto beuseful. Theanecdotatlata suggests that
althoughthere is not yet clear evidence thfase blogs, community sites and rating and
review systems are experiencing a high level of traffic, the unexpected side benefit seems
to be an increase in use of the materials in the collections. Resposylgkasf spikes in
patron requests for scans of digital objects, patrons donating materials to their collections,
and an increase of patrons wanting to see the original mat&sadschival repositories
continue to navigate their way through and sortigaies associated with digital
collections and Web 2.0 technologies, perhaps these added benefits are something that
will spur the archival profession forwardfiather adopt Web 2.0 tools

Time is of a concern to these respondents, who acknowledgbaelggrapple
with balancing the more traditional archival duties such as managing and processing
newly acquired and existing collections with maintaining and staying current with these
web applications. Indeed it is a strugtiiat is to continue; as theigntity of records
archivistsd need to appraise, accession an
expectations of being able to access and interact with content on the World Wide Web.
However,it was my impression thawoneof theinterviewrespondentsvere deterredoy
this future and seesdready to address it head diostrecognizedhat their users will
have different expectations when it comes to interacting with the arckinse (Usersot

going to write a letter requesting materialsymore aswo respondentpointed ou}, and
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they areproactivelytakingstepsto meet those expectations. As one respondent

concluded:
€ you really have to stay current and p
technol ogy. Il t hi nk tdraatiohs buvprobably mojeu st f

importantly, the future researchers that are going to use our collectiohse y 6 r e
millennials onfmeaning the generations after the millenialsil they expect us to
be on the web, easily accessible, interactive, mudtdiai t hey 6r e j ust nof
going to use our collections i f theyore
convenience is really | mpordseerthngst o t hem
digitized with key word searches in multiple formats of the same réclotfuink
that now you have to make this a main thing that you tth@re is so much
competition for information out there.

Limitations

Content Analysis

As previouslycorveyed a manifestontent analysis methodology was selected
because it providea systematic, reliable means of surveying tle®sites. However,
several limitations to this selected method may have brdahghtalidity of this
methodologyinto question The greatest limitation to the content analygisthe
identification of the repositoridsr inclusionin the sampleasl may havenissedan
archival or special collections repositaryhe name of the repository did not match the
second criteain(wor ds fAarchiveso or fispecial )coll ec
For example, a historical society may identigelf as either archives or special
collections, but not have adlse words in ittame.Consequently, | could have possibly
overlookedan archivarepositorythat wasusing an innovativeWeb 2.0 applicatiorin
addition,| grappled withseverab f my def i ni ti ons, i ndheuding
Ahostingo of a digital collection.ylt is r
consider digital exhibitions equivalent to digital collections and stchild have been

countedashaving a digital collection. The definition of hosting was perhaps the most
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tenuous as éxcludedhose repositories participating in a consortasri felt it would be
difficult to identify the owner/decision makérand thus potential participants for the
interview process were the digital collection employing a Web 2.0 application. Any

ambiguity with these definitions could have impacted theliglof my sample.

Oneon-One Interviews

Interviews also have both advantages and disadvantages in terms of validity and
reliability. Although this type of methodology offata greater depth of understanding
than surveys, thus making them a valuabte &3 far as validitytherewere several
limitations to conductingheinterviews This included:

1 Fairly low participationrate. Although every attemptasmade to contact
individuals for the interview, themgerenonrespondents. This couskew he
data results as waschallengingo draw conclusions on a limited sample.

1 Sampleanaynot adequately represent the populati@his applies both to the
sampling technique and the response rate. There is the possibility that the sample
sizewas toosmall and therefore, it was oftehallengingo draw conclusions
about the results of the studerhaps more importantly, there is a chance of a
selfselection bias. Individuals who are more positive about use of Web 2.0 are
much more likely to voluntedo participate in the study and therefore may affirm
thatthe use ofhese web applications more positive thait actually is

1 Identification of participantsl felt thatwhile | was partially successful in
identifying theindividual responsible for thimplementation of the Web 2.10is

possiblethatseveral of them were incorrectly identified therefore negatively
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impacting the participation rate.

1 Contacting the ParticipaniThree of the initial emails were sent to a general
reference email and then followed up with a phone call to the general reference
number Asthese generic inboxesceive large amounts of email, the invitation
email mayhave beemgnored or overlookedn addition, | simply ran out of time.

Two of the respondents contacted me on the last day | was conducting interviews
and therefore, | did not have the luxury of scheduling interviews into subsequent
weeks.

1 Telephone interview versus fateface The primay disadvantage of not being
able to interview fac¢o-facewasthelack of visual cues (or interactive

component) thathay have providedn additional source of data.

Conclusionand Future Research

The scarcity of information in the professional literature on the extent to which
archivalprofessionalemploy Web 2.0 applications with respect to their digital
collections is regrettable as it is evident thatWb is moving towards a shared
environmet. The literature reveathe need for archivists to embrace technoliogyrder
to remain vital and essenti@al current and future usersthe digital eraand this
exploratory study suggests tlemhumber ofirchivalprofessionals ammoving inthis
direction It is crucial for archivaprofessional$o give thegreatest possible accets
their materials thus conveying a greater sense of worth and vitality to the community it
serves. As such, it is critical to continue to explotédfarchivalprofession isnaking an
effort to meet thechangingneeds ofts userghrough implementation of the latest web

technology. There appears to be some interest in the archival community about Web 2.0
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applications and how these applications could potentighefitboth thearchival

community and its useess evidenced by the handful of blogs and wikis addressing the
topic. As such, the results from this study could continue to fuel this interest and create
greater discussion in the archival commun@gntiruing research is crucial as the
profession continues to explore its relationship with technodoglyits userduture

studies could include:

1 Exploringthe definition of Web 2.0it appears that there are many different
interpretations to this definitioand what it really means the profession.

1 Examiningarchival or special collection repositories with digital collections
thathave noimplemented a Web 2.0 application to gain an understamding
thebarriers tamplementation

1 Examining attitudes towds web technologies and whether these applications
have a place in the archival profession.

1 Exploring whether theize/budget/staffingf the repositorympacts the
implementation of new technologies.

1 Collecting user data (and not just relying on the @gtion of archivists) to

determine whether these types web applications are useful to patrons.
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Appendix A

Example of Repository Website with Digital Collect®n

l Font Size
A
THe BB A\ I | ES SmartSearch|  |Go|
LIBRARIES

OF lOWA lowa Women's Archives _ Hours | = Site Search | - Ask a Librarian

Ul Libraries Resources Services Aboutlowa Women's Archives Mujeres Latinas Location & Hours Contact Us

The lowa Women's Archives holds more than 900 manuscript
collections that chronicle the lives and work of lowa women,
their families, and their communities. These personal papers
and organizational records date from the nineteenth century
to the present. Together with oral histories, they document
the activities of lowa women throughout the state and beyond
its borders. The lowa Women's Archives is open to the
public.

About the images

Resources Services About IWA Mujeres Latinas Location & Hours Contact Us

Collections Email Reference History & Mission About the Project Hours Staff Directory
Offsite Users Form WA Timeline En Espafiol Directions & Maps Gifts & Donations
InfoHawk Catalog Reproduction Fees News & Events Collections Email Us
Special Collections Reading Room Policies Exhibitions
University Archives Copyright Information Books & Notecards
lowa Digital Library Useful Links
® The University of lows 2008. All rights reserved
The homepage of t he (hitpgd/wwav.liBN@oweeedudveacleartyc hi v e s
showsthe presence dfigital collections (seethe outliné®i gi t al Col |l ecti on:

Resources)Selecting the link brings the user to the digital collectiwab page (see
below) thus confirming its content.


http://www.lib.uiowa.edu/iwa
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The digital collections of the | owa Womenbs Ar



