
November 17, 2013 

Subject: Using Web 2.0 Tools to Promote Archival Collections 

 

Dear Archivist, 

On behalf of the Society of American Archivists Technology Task Force, we invite you to 

participate in a research survey on how Web 2.0 is used by archival institutions to both promote their 

collections and to better serve their patrons.  

Web2.0 tools are characterized by the shift away from static content on web pages to dynamic or 

user-generated content, such as found on social networking sites. Examples of some of the tools that 

archives may employ as part of their online presence include: organization pages on social media sites, 

user tagging/rating/commenting, blogs, wikis, user-added description or indexing of archival material, 

and virtual worlds.  

You have been selected at random from among the professional archivists at the Northwest 

Digital Archives, the Rocky Mountain Online Archive, and the Online Archive of California. This is a 

short online survey that should take no more than 20 minutes to complete. Please know that your 

responses are strictly confidential and that only the aggregate data will be reported. Your individual 

responses will never be published or identified.  

You can access the survey by clicking this link: 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/SAAWebTwoPointZero 

If you would like more information on this survey, please contact [group member name omitted], 

[group member email omitted], one of the principal investigators of this study. Once again, thank you for 

your help and cooperation. 

 

Sincerely, 

SAA Technology Task Force 

  



Using Web 2.0 Tools to Promote Archival Collections 

Web2.0 tools are characterized by the shift away from static content on web pages to dynamic or user-
generated content, such as found on social networking sites. Examples of some of the tools that archives 
may employ as part of their online presence include: organization pages on social media sites, user 
tagging/rating/commenting, blogs, wikis, user-added description or indexing of archival material, and 
virtual worlds.  

The following eight questions are intended to help reveal how archives are using Web2.0 tools and their 
impact on the organization and on their user community. Please answer each question as thoroughly and 
with as much detail as you can.  

 

How long has your archive been using interactive or Web2.0 tools? What was the first one used? (Please 
remember that static web content such as finding aids and the posting of general information are not 
considered Web 2.0 tools. 

 

What were some of the initial attitudes within your organization toward the use of Web2.0 tools? Have 
those attitudes changed? 

 

What were some of your organization’s challenges (technological or otherwise) in the implementation 
and maintenance of Web 2.0 tools? 

 

What are your organizational objectives for using Web2.0 tools today--what do you hope to gain? 

 

What do you perceive as being the top three most important or most successful Web 2.0 tool that your 
organization uses? How do you define that success? 

 

How do you know which of your interactive tools are most successful? Surveys, user feedback, user 
stats.... 

 

Please describe any impact (positive or negative) that Web 2.0 tools have had on your archive and your 
user community.  

 

What new tools/capabilities are you in the process of implementing or are planning on adding in the 
future? 

  



Group 1 Survey Design Process 

 Group 1 consisted of Group Member A, Kristen Cook (Member B), and Member C. The group 

met four times in Collaborate and after some initial brainstorming around the project, divided the work up 

into assignment areas. Member A developed the cover letter, Lauren drafted the questions, and Kristen 

tracked the process, wrote the summary, and did the final edit of the document. The entire group 

discussed and reviewed all assignment areas. The approach and logic of the group is outlined in the 

following summary. 

 During our first meeting we simply brainstormed around all of the possible ways that archives 

can and do use Web 2.0 tools. The unit of analysis is the individual archive. We listed all the various 

platforms that we are collectively familiar with, thinking that our questions would likely center around the 

platforms and their functionality. The first variable in this case was Platform, and the list of platforms 

(Facebook, Twitter, etc.) comprised the possible attributes. We developed another list that was about the 

variable Functionality, which might be common to many of the platforms, but which the archive may or 

may not use. We would want the survey respondent to specify which features they used, regardless of 

platform. The attributes here would be things like blog, live chat, wiki, etc. Lastly we made a list of the 

possible Objectives (third variable) that an archive might have in using these tools. The attributes 

consisted of “expanding user base”, “education”, “reaching underserved users”, etc. Our plan was to 

expand these basic areas with our questions, and then also ask about the organization’s perceptions of 

what was the most effective and why, and how and whether they measured that effectiveness.  

 When we combined all of those issues, and also asked some basic identification questions (such 

as ”how large is your collection?”, “who are your primary users?”, it appeared that we were going to 

greatly exceed the limitation of 8 questions. Even if we combined questions by making them open-ended 

(“do you use Web 2.0 tools? If yes, please specify:”) we still had too many questions. 



 By the second meeting, though, we realized that as researchers, we would have the identities of 

all of the archives available to us, so many of our key questions would be answerable just by looking at 

their organizations’ websites, using content analysis. Combining content analysis with the survey would 

free the questionnaire up to focus more on the internal organizational issues that would not be visible 

from looking at their websites. This approach was confirmed by recent literature about the topic, “What Is 

the Meaning of Archives 2.0” by Kate Theimer (2011), and “Embracing Web 2.0: Archives and the 

Newest Generation of Web Applications”, by Mary Samouelian. These two articles also helped us avoid 

including Web 1.0 functionality in our survey, which we had inadvertently started to do. For example, we 

were going to ask about static content to promote the archive, such as booking appointments, online 

search indexes, etc.—things which would definitely support user access, but are not characteristic of Web 

2.0 and are therefore outside the scope of the project. Features such as these are not dynamic and do not 

embrace “collective intelligence and participation” (Samouelian, p.43).  

 The decision to analyze respondents’ web sites allowed us to scale back the scope of the survey. 

The article “Embracing Web 2.0” in particular, also confirmed that our questions about organizational 

objectives were going in the right direction and we might consider our proposed study as a repeat or 

revisiting of the subject two years after Samouelian’s initial research. The sampling frame for our study is 

different than Samouelian’s however—she surveyed college and university repository websites. Despite 

this difference, we could assume that many of the same issues would apply to our sample, which no doubt 

would include many academic archives. Our questions cover some of the same ground about early 

implementation, but a few of our questions also drive at how attitudes, challenges and objectives have 

since changed.  

The organization of our survey questions follows a chronological perspective of the 

organization’s use of Web 2.0 tools. The first questions are retrospective, the middle questions are about 

current use, and the last question is about future plans. Below are the variables reflected in each of the 

questions and their rationale. The questions are open-ended and will be coded later for analysis. We chose 



open-ended questions rather than multiple-choice or a Likert scale structure in order to case as wide a net 

of responses as possible. 

How long has your archive been using interactive web-based (Web2.0) tools? What was the first one 

used? (Please remember that static web content such as finding aids and general information are not 

considered Web 2.0 tools. 

Variable: length of time the organization has been actively using Web 2.0 tools. This will provide 

information about how the archive has kept pace with emerging technologies and possibly also 

something about their commitment to using them. The coding scale of this question is a ratio 

measure of the variable; most likely years, although full detail of each response will be recorded. 

What were some of the initial attitudes within your organization toward the use of Web 2.0 tools? Have 

those attitudes changed? 

Variable: level of resistance to the use of new technology. Answers to this question will reveal 

the organizations’ general supportiveness and willingness to try new strategies. This variable, 

once coded, will be mapped to an ordinal scale. This question would have lent itself to a series of 

Likert scale questions about various aspects of attitudes and how they might have changed over 

time, but that line of questioning in itself could have used all eight questions. 

What were some of your organization’s challenges (technological or otherwise) in the implementation 

and maintenance of Web2.0 tools? 

Variable: obstacles to implementation. This is similar to the previous question, but might prompt 

a variety of other reasons why implementation or sustaining the effective use of the tools has been 

difficult. This variable will yield nominal attributes, which will most likely be able to be grouped 

during analysis. 

What are your organizational objectives for using Web2.0 tools today--what do you hope to gain? 



Variable: reasons for implementation. An organization might have very specific goals or they 

might try using a social media tool just because it’s relatively cheap (in some cases). This 

variable will also lead to nominal attributes. 

What do you perceive as being the top three most important or most successful Web 2.0 tool that your 

organization uses? How do you define that success? 

Variable: importance of tools. This will give insight into what organizations are finding most 

helpful for meeting their stated objectives.  It may also show which tools are most widely used 

among archives. The measure will be achieved through ranking (by the respondent) of the 

nominal attributes. Coding and analysis will need to resolve the individual response attributes and 

rank order to an overall rank order. 

How do you know which of your interactive tools are most successful? Surveys, user feedback, user 

stats.... 

Variable: The attributes are nominal, i.e. the use of metrics or other gauges of user interaction. 

How an organization answers this question, when combined with the content analysis will reflect 

how sophisticated is the organizations’ use of Web 2.0, and whether they are truly involved in a 

two-way communication with their users or if they are merely using Web 2.0 tools in a Web 1.0 

way (for example, using Facebook to announce events, but not inviting dialogue). 

Please describe any impact (positive or negative) that Web 2.0 tools have had on your archive and your 

user community.  

Variable: impact to organization. The rationale is that if the social media tools have been used 

successfully, they would have produced a change in how the organization “thinks” about its users, 

and/or the way it operates. There may have been hidden benefits or costs to even the smallest of 

forays into Web 2.0. Though the responses could be categorized as nominal (“We like the 



attention from our users, but we don’t have time….”) but could also be measured by ranking the 

coded responses (large negative impact, zero impact, large positive impact). 

What new tools/capabilities are you in the process of implementing or are planning on adding in the 

future? 

 Variable: plans for expansion. This question points to possible new directions that archives are 

taking these new opportunities, and new the discovery of new touch points with the community. Again, 

nominal responses could generate ordinal data (no plans vs. detailed plans). 
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