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A. Use-cases 
This research project was primarily exploratory. Consequently, there were no targeted 
use-cases. Throughout the course of the study, however, specific use-cases were introduced 
via one-on-one interviews with Webrecorder users. The self-described job titles of the 9 
interviewees from this project, along with their use-cases, are summarized below.  

1. "Artist / Teacher / Designer"  

This interviewee had three main goals of using Webrecorder: archiving his personal websites; 
archiving websites that were interesting to him in terms of their representation of popular, 
French, web culture; and helping build a web-based project that would teach students about 
innovative web design. The point of the last goal was to expose students to "radical" points of 
view in the context of web design. For his aforementioned project, he designed an online 
identity that was different from his own. In general, this user aimed to give websites the status of 
objects of study, such as books and film.  

2. "Librarian" 

This interviewee was joined by another librarian with whom she worked for the duration of her 
interview. These two team of two librarians were using Webrecorder as an augmentation tool for 
their Archive-it collections. Specifically, they were using Webrecorder to capture born-digital 
ephemera related to the Venice Biennales. They felt that Webrecorder was more suited to 
capture the born-digital Biennale ephemera than Archive-it due to Webrecorder's excellence at 
capturing Flash, video, and other dynamic media.  

3. "College Professor, Feminist Activist" 

This interviewee was using Webrecorder for a few things. She was using the tool to capture the 
born-digital media surrounding a particular, annual event she was planning. Additionally, she 
was using Webrecorder to perform what she termed "feminist archival interventions." These 
were moments when an archivist (or other information worker) fought to preserve born-digital, 
feminist ephemera from what she termed "iteration and remediation." This last phrase refers to 
when these media disappeared from the web due to technological obsolescence or when their 
interfaces changed due to platform migrations. Last, this interviewee was using Webrecorder in 
an effort to learn more about it. She noted that she planned to write an article about her use of 
Webrecorder and its pros and cons. This would likely take the form of a software review, if it was 
not integrated into an article regarding her aforementioned feminist archival intervention-related 
work. This interviewee was also attempting to preserve her digital footprint with other tools, such 
as Google Drive, Evernote, and Wordpress. 
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4. "Design Researcher, Human-Centered Design Consultant" 

This user was using Webrecorder in a similar way to the first: he wanted to capture born-digital 
content that was intimately shaped by its creator(s). He embarked on this project after realizing 
that the web was getting more and more standardized by things like frameworks and 
WYSIWYGs.. To him, this had been causing more digital ephemera to look the same. He was 
specifically interested in using Webrecorder to capture websites that reflected "local" things and 
the personalities of their developers. Of particular interest to me was his use of the term local. It 
seemed that he meant this in the context of geographic location (e.g. he would specifically try to 
capture websites containing content related to where he lived) and in terms of intimacy (i.e. he 
captured websites because they reflected the situated context between the creator and 
his/her/their website). Last, this interviewee also used Webrecorder to capture websites 
specifically related to local start-ups in France and Switzerland.  

5. "Web Developer" 

This interviewee used Webrecorder as a tool to aid his fiancee in her dissertation research that 
focused on the aesthetic evolution of newspaper websites over time. They came to use 
Webrecorder after having trouble fetching snapshots of their targeted newspapers (10 in total) 
from the Internet Archive's Wayback Machine. (When they tried to gather the snapshots via a 
homemade script, they experienced timeout errors.) Consequently, they were unable to get 
comprehensive data. Therefore, they developed a JavaScript program with Webrecorder 
developer Ilya Kreymer that allowed them to use Webrecorder to download the WARCs they 
needed. They used this script to get approximately 1,200 captures for their dataset. They then 
extracted the information they wanted from these WARCs, put that information into CSVs files, 
and analyzed the data. Of note was that they discovered Webrecorder simply by conducting a 
Google search for web archiving tools. They were specifically interested in engaging with the 
"impact of the [aesthetic] changes" and "the gestalt of the[se] changes" within their targeted 
newspaper sites. 

6. "Librarian (with a focus in digital collections)" 

This interviewee used Webrecorder as a tool to capture the lifecycle of fake news. While she 
identified as a librarian, she used Webrecorder extracurricularly. She noted that the format of 
the "Thanks, Obama" Webrecorder archive would have been ideal for her project. This 
interviewee also introduced Webrecorder to her workplace as a potential tool for capturing 
born-digital student work on the storytelling: Twine. She was specifically interested in 
Webrecorder because it enabled her to actively promote free access to born-digital web 
ephemera and to construct a narrative of this data for users. 
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7. "Conservator and restorer of Cultural Heritage" 

This interviewee was part of a two-woman team that focused on capturing born-digital, 
extra-linguistic web culture. They specifically used Webrecorder to capture things like memes 
and GIFs that were created around specific events, such as the American election of President 
Trump. Of note was that they found out about Webrecorder through a presentation they 
attended at a conference in Bologna, Italy. Additionally, they had co-opted Rhizome's term of 
"digital social memory" as a stand-in for the focus of their digital conservation practice. 

8. "Student/Artist" 

This interviewee used Webrecorder as a tool to capture a born-digital project wherein she 
posted interview questions to public forums, such as Yahoo Answers. These interview questions 
were geared towards artist-colleagues of hers, although the general public could answer them 
as well. She used Webrecorder in order to "preserve [the questions] . . . in their original form." 
She also used Webrecorder as a way to give her project flexibility for the future in terms of 
presentation structure. At the time of her project, she did not know whether she would publish 
her findings in an analog article or present the born-digital content directly to her audience. With 
her Webrecorder collection, she could do either.  

9. "Webdeveloper, sci. assistant in design research institute" 

This interviewee used Webrecorder as a tool to archive what he called "the context" of websites. 
In the past, he had used tools like Pocket and Evernote to capture websites he found 
interesting. With these tools, though, he felt that he was unable to capture the entire context of a 
website because they focus on capturing the content, and he believed that there was much 
more to a website than its front-end. He also used Webrecorder as a tool to give him control 
over the websites he put into his archive. At the time of our interview, he did not yet know what 
he would use his archived websites for, but the idea that they were preserved for his personal 
use at a later date was powerful for him. Further, he noted that he was interested in the Internet 
as a nexus of the world's public, shared memory. For this reason, he also used Webrecorder to 
archive sites in order to create a record of the site in case it went down in the future (e.g. 
Wikipedia.org). 

B. Editorial findings 

1. Vocabulary 

Generally, the interviewees were split evenly between finding Webrecorder's terminology clear 
and finding Webrecorder's terminology confusing.  
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One interviewee noted that "bookmarks" seemed like "snapshots" to him. Another noted that the 
terminology seemed geared towards people who were generally comfortable using 
archives-related language. A final interviewee said that, as someone who spoke Spanish, her 
concentration was on the functionality of the tools to which Webrecorder's vocabulary was 
attached, rather than on these words'  meanings. For this reason, critiquing the confusion or 
clarity of these terms did not occur to her.  

1.1 "Replay" 

In general, the term "replay" was the most confusing term for the interviewees, many of 
whom did not speak English as their first language. This had to do with the different 
interpretations of the word. Numerous interviewees expected the replay function to act 
as a screen-recording of a user's interactions with a site or thought its functionality would 
be like an "instant replay."  

 
There were also comments, however, that connoted a semantic understanding of replay. 
One interviewee thought that it implied an earlier version of a site, which made sense to 
him. Another noted that the functionality aided him in remembering which pages he had 
yet to archive, because non-archived pages would display the not-in-archive message 
during replay.  

 
Of note was that one interviewee said that replay connoted passivity to her. She said 
that it seemed like the functionality "w[ould] just happen to you." This was in contrast to 
"recording," which she interpreted as a generally-known, archival term. This interviewee 
also suggested the implementation of an instant-replay-esque feature, so that users 
could see their own (or others') movements through a site. 

1.2 "Record" 

The term "record" was clearer to the interviewees than replay. Similar to the 
aforementioned sentiment that replay connoted passivity, a different interviewee noted 
that record was an "active, participatory word" and, therefore, represented well the user's 
relationship with the content they were archiving.  
 
One point of confusion that did arise, though, was that the term was seen as similar to 
"screen recording." This, for some, connoted that the function would record the user's 
interactions with the site. This echoed how others felt about the term replay above.  

C. Interface design findings   

1. User Interface (UI) 

Overall, the comments on Webrecorder's UI varied. Some found it accessible, while others 
found it too developer-focused.  
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While many users noted that it was too easy to delete recordings and collections, one 
interviewee noted that he liked the interface specifically because it showcased all the buttons on 
the same level. For him, this translated to transparency.  
 
For some, the bookmarks list was too busy, aesthetically, and there was a bit too much white 
space. Others would have liked to see individual pages have more of an overview, which could 
aid with top-level analysis.  
 
Something that aesthetically worked well was the red, flashing light that runs during a user's 
recording session. Semantically, this aesthetic feature matched the record functionality and 
increased the user's understandings of the "record" mode.  

2. Wishlist 

The interviewees involved in this project had a lengthy wish list of features for Webrecorder to 
implemen:  
 

● Ability to delete bookmarks 
● Chrome extension to aid in spontaneous capture 
● Buttons in UI grouped by functionality (e.g. all buttons having to do with recording in one 

section of the UI, etc.)   1

● Visual representation of recordings  
● Ability to move bookmarks around after recording session 
● Dynamic or hierarchical view of recordings to represent individual pages of a site  
● Automatic crawls 
● Ability to tell how much of a website is left to archive 
● Ability to browse others' public collections 
● More obvious ways to share 
● Search functionality 
● Bookmarks to reflect order in which they were visited/created 
● Ability for users to create collections with the "Thanks, Obama" layout 
● Folder and subfolder organization capabilities 
● Ability to add keywords and/or tags to collections 

 
From this list, most interviewees wanted to have the bookmarks list more contextualized 
(visually or otherwise); to be able to assign tags to collections, so that single recordings could 
be in multiple archives; a way for users to tell how much of a site was left to archive.  
 

1 A graphic depicting this issue is in section G.2.2. 
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D. Functionality findings 

1. Interoperability 

Many interviewees used Webrecorder as a complementary tool to other web archiving software 
and/or content management systems, so interoperability was a primary concern.  
 
One interviewee noted that it would be ideal if there were an API that allowed Wordpress to 
house Webrecorder collections. Another expressed a desire to be able to add metadata to her 
Webrecorder collections, such as users can in Archive-it. This would allow her to load her 
collections into her library's online catalog easily for discoverability.  
 
Last, one interviewee said that he appreciated the WARC format in terms of its interoperability. 
He noted that having a single file format for a particular digital medium made dealing with web 
archives from different sources easy.  

3. Technology 
On the one hand, interviewees noted that they had problems at times capturing Twitter 
(specifically capturing embedded images), YouTube, Facebook (specifically discussions), and 
Google Docs. On the other hand, some interviewees also mentioned successfully capturing 
Twitter and Instagram.  
 
After attempting to recreate the failed recordings myself, I was unable to find the bugs they were 
reporting. This lead me to believe that these were temporary bugs that had since been 
remedied.  
 
One interviewee mentioned that the recording process itself was a bit slow. 

4. Automation 
Multiple interviewees expressed a desire for Webrecorder to incorporate some automatic 
functionality. A couple of different interviewees said that a nice way to incorporate automatic 
crawls in Webrecorder would be through a browser extension.  

E. Conceptual findings 

1. Boundaries 
Generally, boundaries were not something the interviewees in this project thought about before 
our interviews.  
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Many interviewees noted that boundaries in web archives were always morphing and 
subjective. On the boundaries of Webrecorder collections specifically (rather than of web 
archives generally), one interviewee said that he would "probably never have just one static 
collection that [would] exist like this forever." Another interviewee said that, because web 
boundaries were never set in stone, she kept revisiting sites she already archived. More 
cerebrally, one interviewee observed that he often found it very difficult to stop archiving web 
pages when he thought about how, unless he captured it, they might not be there in the future. 
Last, another user noted that she did not know how to confirm whether or not she captured all of 
a website "for sure."  

2.1 Data 

One boundary an interviewee spoke of was data usage. This interviewee felt constrained  
by the physical amount of data he was collecting with each recording. 

2.2 Structural 

Another interviewee noted that boundaries arose around web structures. For instance,  
sometimes this user would only want to capture particular parts of pages, such as the 
HTML background and/or the JavaScript.  

2.3 Content 

The boundaries related to content were the ones on which most interviewees touched.  
 
One user noted that she stopped archiving pages when she began seeing the same 
content again and again. Another similarly noted that she stopped archiving websites 
when their content stabilized (meaning that it stopped changing).  
 
Other times, as a different interviewees noted, boundaries were created simply when a 
user lost interest in a site after browsing a few pages.  

 
The team of two librarians whom I interviewed said that, for them, boundaries were 
event-driven. This meant that they would only archive content related to a specific event. 
They noted that sometimes these boundaries were flexible. An example of an exception 
would be if there were global events happening at the time of an event that they thought 
would be beneficial for a viewer to see in the future. A specific global happening that fit 
this criterion was the Guggenheim protests during the 2015 Venice Biennale.  

 
Other interviewees noted that they had pre-defined boundaries that were outside of their 
control, such as those mandated by academic projects around an assigned theme. 

2.4 Time 

As most interviewees used Webrecorder in their free time, many were constrained 
simply by the amount of time they could dedicate to building their archives. Others, such 
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as those interviewees in school, were constrained by time-related boundaries like firm 
project deadlines. 

3. Epistemology of Webrecorder 
Here, I am defining epistemology of Webrecorder as the ways in which users gained, created, 
and/or maintained knowledge of Webrecorder. Within this project's interviewee pool, there 
seemed to be a split between users who were randomly exposed to, or randomly came upon, 
Webrecorder and users who have known about Webrecorder since its inception and were 
deeply invested in its development.  
 
The people who came upon Webrecorder serendipitously did so through general Internet 
searches. Those were who randomly exposed to Webrecorder were either attendees at 
conferences where presentations were made about the tool or were part of a workplace in which 
Webrecorder was introduced.  
 
More than one interviewee knew about Webrecorder from the beginning of the project and 
highly anticipated its public roll-out in August 2016. 
 
In addition to the ways in which users found out about Webrecorder, an interesting nuance of 
this particular axis of analysis was also how users built their knowledge about Webrecorder. 
Many interviewees signed up for Webrecorder without knowing how to use it and tinkered with 
the software as an experiment in self-teaching.  
 
A final point of interest within this category was how users moved forward with and changed 
their perceptions of Webrecorder through prolonged use. One interviewee said that he was 
previously unaware of WARC files and viewed them (and tools like Webrecorder) as belonging 
to the librarian sphere. To him, this translated into them being inaccessible. After becoming 
familiar with Webrecorder, however, his perception of the tool changed, and he became part of 
its community. 

4. Ontology of the Internet 
Here, I am defining the ontology of the Internet as the ways in which people conceived of the 
Internet as an object. The level of thinking regarding the Internet's ontology was very high and 
profound.  
 
One interviewee in particular noted that he thought of the Internet as a "memory device" that 
was an entirely unique medium of social expression. He also called it a space of "public, shared 
memory" that he described as so-much-more than simply the text on a website. For him, the 
power of web archiving came from how it allowed users to capture the extra-textual context of 
born-digital media. 
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4.1 Ephemerally 

Interviewees also conceived of the Internet as an inherently ephemeral thing that was 
never "necessarily finished" or bounded.  
 
Some noted that the Internet was an artifact of society at a particular time. In this 
context, one interviewee promoted the importance of revisiting a site that no longer 
existed (i.e. the URL redirects to a 404 error, etc.), because its absence was a presence 
in and of itself.  

4.2 Socially 

Many interviewees saw the Internet at something that was socially-created. One 
interviewee noted that the thing that kept born-digital content alive was someone actively 
interacting with it.  
 
The social rules of the Internet were something interviewees thought about as well. 
Some believed that it was impossible to own parts of the Internet. Others similarly 
defined the Internet as a democratic medium, a view which they noted Webrecorder 
helped extend in practice. As one interviewee said, being able to directly curate an 
archive of the Internet promoted her belief that everything on the Internet was equally 
worthy of being preserved. 

5. Ontology of web archiving 
While web archiving is a practice, not a physical thing, many interviewees expressed views 
related to how they defined web archiving as a self-contained (non-physical) object. Essentially, 
most interviewees viewed web archiving as a way in which to control born-digital ephemera for 
later use. 

5.1 Culturally 

The majority of this project's interviewees saw web archiving as an integral part of 
creating and sustaining born-digital web culture.  
 
Some viewed web archiving as a way to imbue born-digital ephemera with object-like 
status, which might, in turn, lead to scholars taking the medium more seriously.  
 
Others saw web archiving as a mandate to preserve born-digital content that might later 
be deleted for political reasons. Along these lines, one interviewee said that web 
archiving created a public good for those who might be in search of digital content that 
was no longer on the live web.  
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Another interviewee noted that web archiving, with Webrecorder specifically, 
represented the nature of the Internet as a tool that was inherently accessible by anyone 
who could get online.  
 
A librarian noted that, for her, the practice of web archiving was deeply tied to 
storytelling. For that reason, she saw web archives as a type of narrative medium that 
could tell others about certain moments in history. 

5.2 Professionally 

Professionally, the team of two librarians that were interviewed for this project noted that 
web archiving had become an extension of their professional collection-development 
mandates. Because they normally collected ephemera related to specific events in 
accordance with their library's mission statement, web archiving became not only a 
practice that allowed them to collect a non-traditional medium, but it also standard best 
practice in their collection-workflows.  

5.3 Technologically 

In terms of web archiving as a technical practice, interviewees saw web archiving as a 
technical action they could take to ensure the preservation of born-digital material. 
Additionally, some saw web archiving as a defensive tool against technological and/or 
aesthetic changes a site might undergo without its creator's permission. In this instance, 
web archiving was seen as a practice that could ensure sites built on unstable platforms 
would remain extant for later use. 

5.4 Personally  

In terms of personal implications, some interviewees saw the practice of web archiving 
as one that could preserve their personal, digital footprint. With a tool like Webrecorder, 
users were able to build a personal library of their digital history for reference and for 
personal posterity.  

8. Ownership 
Most Webrecorder users felt some type of ownership, authorship, or curatorial agency when it 
came to their collections. There was a strong correlation between those who felt ownership over 
their archives and those who felt ownership over their archives because they felt personally 
attached to the content inside them. 

8.1 Yes, I do feel ownership/authorship/curatorial agency... 

As stated above, many Webrecorder users felt protective of their collections in some way 
because they felt that their collections revealed something about them personally. One 
user said that this was because she was the one who chose which pages to put into her 
archive. Another user said he related to his archive in an intimate way because it 
reflected his personal experience of the sites.  
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An interviewee who identified herself as a student and an artist said that her personal 
relationship to her collections stemmed from Webrecorder's customizability. She felt that 
the collections she created with the tool contained only things that she felt were worthy 
of archiving. Other archives, she noted, could be subject to public scrutiny or to 
institutional mandates  that could impose value-judgements on digital ephemera as 
being worthy or unworthy to be archived.  

 
Of note was that one interviewee said that he distinguished between ownership and 
curatorship, although he conceded that he felt both towards his Webrecorder collections. 
We were unable to go deeply into this topic during our interview, but it seemed that, for 
him, ownership amounted to control (e.g. he could make his collection private whenever 
he felt like it), while curatorship pertained more to the list of bookmarks in Webrecorder: 
something designed and representative of a user's experience.  

 
Another interviewee stated that, even if her Webrecorder collections were public, she 
would still feel a sense of privacy over them, as if someone were looking at something 
personal to her. 

8.2 No, I do not feel ownership/authorship/curatorial agency... 

Similar to the aforementioned interviewee who differentiated between ownership and 
curatorship, a different interviewee said that he did not feel ownership over his 
collections because he simply curated a list of already-existing websites. This did not 
seem personal to him because he saw himself as simply performing an organizational 
task. 
 
Others did not extend the idea of ownership, authorship, or curatorship over their 
collections at all because they believed that the Internet was an inherently public space 
that could not be owned. This reflected a similar opinion to those regarding the ontology 
of the Internet (E.4).  

 
Some interviewees similarly did not feel ownership over their archives because others 
could have the same archive: just because these users recorded [x] site with 
Webrecorder did not mean that they were the only ones with [x] site in Webrecorder.  
 
Others simply felt that Webrecorder was more a "tool in the toolbox" and, subsequently, 
did not fit within the language of ownership. 

8.3 Other 

Some answers were more nuanced. The team of librarian interviewees said that they 
more associated responsibility with their collections than ownership. They felt 
responsible for the sites chosen to be in their collections and how they were displayed. 
This team also stated that they saw their collections as a type of justification for how 
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much work they put into building them; they did not own them per se, but the collections 
reflected their personal labor.  

 
Another interviewee said that he felt control, rather than ownership, over his collections 
because he could use them however he wanted and could control who sees them.  

F. User findings 

1. Users' behaviors 
The general behavioral data I gathered during the interview process varied widely.  
 
Regarding the technology of Webrecorder, some users were intimidated by the tool while others 
were not. Within both of these groups, the interviewees considered themselves technologically 
literate.  
 
A common thread between interviewees was that they were interested and motivated to find out 
more about the software. One interviewee, when he encountered a bug, reached out to 
Webrecorder developer Ilya Kreyer directly in order to try to find a solution. Others inquired as to 
what the other use cases in this study were.  
 
Regarding his attitude towards his collections, one user said that he kept his experimental 
collections private while his finished collections he shared. From this, it seemed to me as though 
there were a self-consciousness attached to unfinished collections and a pride attached to 
finished ones.  
 
The team of two librarians relayed to me that Webrecorder already had a big following in their 
field. As a fellow librarian, I can corroborate this observation. These librarians also seemed to 
have a good grasp on the practice of web archiving. They noted that, when using web archiving 
software like Webrecorder to capture event-specific ephemera, they already knew they would 
be unable to capture everything. This approach to web archiving seemed only to be present in 
users who were very digitally-literate.  
 
One interviewee noted that her primary motivation to archive parts of the web was to encourage 
user engagement with born-digital resources.  

1.1 What users value 

This project's interviewees attached different values to Webrecorder-related ephemera.  
 
For some, a site was more worthy of being archived if it was unique, and if it required a 
lot of effort on the part of its creator to make.  
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In terms of collections, the web's ephemeral nature was conceptually attached to that 
site's value. One interviewee said that he found more value in recordings of sites that no 
longer existed.  
 
For another interviewee, she felt more attachment to her collections that featured content 
related to her personal work and/or her professional activities. She noted that she placed 
value on these web artifacts because, if they were inaccessible in the future, she would 
be very disappointed, personally.  

1.2 Users' plans for their collections 

Throughout these interviews, two interviewees specifically mentioned their future plans 
for their collections. One interviewee planned to document her experience with 
Webrecorder in an academic article. Another planned to use his collections as a public 
failsafe for when particular sites disappeared. While this latter plan might seem obvious, 
this interviewee specifically tried to archive sites made by local businesses in his town 
whose websites were not as likely to survive or be maintained as those controlled by 
vested individuals or large corporations. He and I spoke about how he would approach 
these organizations in the event that their sites went offline. He answered that he 
planned to work this out in the future.  

2. Tools 
The majority of the interviewees used other tools to archive digital content in addition to 
Webrecorder. The ones specifically mentioned were: Archive-it, Pocket, Omeka, Evernote, 
Wordpress, and Google Drive. One interviewee also stated that she used screenshots as a 
failsafes. 

3. Confusion 
There were two points of confusion that were mentioned specifically by interviewees.  
 
Two interviewees were unclear on the patching process. I walked them through the use-cases 
for patching during our interview, and this seemed to clear things up for them.  
 
Another interviewee did not know how to share a collection. I did the same thing with her, and 
the confusion was settled.  
 
A final interviewee noted that she was initially confused by the tool in general, even though she 
considered herself very technologically-literate. 

4. Privacy 
There was one interviewee who spoke a lot about her privacy concerns regarding Webrecorder. 
For this user, her main privacy concern involved Webrecorder's storage. She wanted to know if 
her collections were encrypted and who had access to her collections. Since she was planning 
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on archiving content related to students, she said it was extremely important that she be able to 
guarantee these students' personal information was secure (even from Webrecorder 
employees). She also noted a personal dilemma regarding her ethics of web archiving: one 
thing she wanted to do with the tool was archive a Slack channel related to an event she was 
organizing. She did not know if it would be a privacy violation to archive this channel because, 
while it was public, it was only public to the attendees of this particular event. She noted that 
she might still archive Slack channels for her personal use and future accountability, but that her 
lack of knowledge about Webrecorder's database protocols made her uneasy even of this 
option. 
 
No other interviewee noted privacy-related issues. 

5. Environment 
Two interviewees mentioned the environments in which they used Webrecorder. The team of 
two librarians noted that their library revolved around "kitchen-table technology." I found this 
phrasing to be simple, but very representative of the types of environments in which most 
individuals doing web archiving find themselves, especially those who choose to use 
Webrecorder.  
 
Another interviewee, also a librarian, relayed that at her library, they did not usually record 
born-digital student work. However, once she found out about Webrecorder, she did a pilot 
project with the tool and captured student work created on the platform Twine. She reported that 
they had trouble capturing this platform, but that Webrecorder was now a known tool they could 
use to capture a simpler platform later. 

6. Users' goals of web archiving with Webrecorder 

6.1 Tracking/Comparing 

Many interviewees decided to start web archiving because they wanted to track changes 
within born-digital media over time. Some wanted to track the evolution of their personal 
oeuvre; others wanted to track the aesthetic changes of a single resource; and still 
others wanted to track the changes of multiple, related sources. 

6.2 Preservation 

Preservation of born-digital ephemera was a primary goal of web archiving for these 
interviewees. One interviewee noted that he wanted to preserve a moment in time to 
look back on in the future. Another interviewee said that he wanted to capture sites, so 
that he could showcase them to others in the future, when they go down. A different 
interviewee noted that he wanted to use his recordings as pedagogical tools to show 
students examples of web design.  
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Three separate interviewees told me that they wanted to use Webrecorder because they 
wanted to capture ephemeral web culture. This idea of the web having a culture all its 
own was pervasive throughout all of my interviews.  
 
Last, an interviewee who was using Webrecorder to create a collection of fake news 
websites said that she made her collection for the public's future study, so that scholars 
might understand how fake news arose and developed over time. 

6.3 Other 

One interviewee noted that he wanted to use Webrecorder as a storage tool, so that he 
could move sites off of his personal server. 

7. Users' reasons for choosing Webrecorder  
While the above section outlines what users wanted to do with Webrecorder, this section 
outlines why users chose to use, and continue to use, Webrecorder specifically.  
 
One interviewee said that he chose Webrecorder because he believed it represented a true 
conception of access. For him, access was something that was given actively. With 
Webrecorder, he could capture, preserve, and showcase born-digital ephemera in a way that he 
felt furthered people's access to born-digital media. Another interviewee noted that she chose 
Webrecorder because it was a vital tool for preserving "digital social memory" (a Rhizome term) 
and for creating a narrative. A finally interviewee told me that he chose Webrecorder because 
he felt that the tool was actively purpose-oriented.  

7.1 Tech 

Technologically, many users noted that they chose to use Webrecorder when they 
encountered media that they knew could not be captured with other web archiving 
software. Software that was specifically named in this context was Archive-it, Pocket, 
and Evernote. Some users also noted that they chose Webrecorder when they were 
planning on capturing social media and/or time-based media. 

7.2 Flexibility 

Interviewees also noted that they used Webrecorder because of the flexibility it allowed 
them: they could create one collection and meet multiple archives-oriented goals, such 
as creating a personal archive and a public archive.  

7.3 Control 

Content-control was a major factor in users choosing Webrecorder.  
 
One interviewee noted that she chose Webrecorder because it filled her desire to 
archive, protect, and control content that she did not have "100% control over." Another 
interviewee echoed her sentiments, saying that he chose Webrecorder because it 
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translated into a feeling of security because he knew the content would not be lost in the 
future.  
 
There were also control-related comments that were more personal. One interviewee 
noted that she liked using Webrecorder because the only stakeholder involved was 
herself. She could capture anything she wanted without having to answer to anyone.  
 
Finally, two different interviewees commented on the customizability of Webrecorder in 
the context of allowing them more control. These two interviewees noted that 
Webrecorder gave them a way to curate their collections more than they could with other 
software (e.g. Archive-it). This made their Webrecorder experience more personal.  

7.4 User experience 

In terms of user experience, the majority of interviewees chose Webrecorder because it 
focused on the user.  
 
One interviewee noted that he used Webrecorder because he had to actively think about 
what he was capturing. The idea of the user having to actively participate in 
Webrecorder to create a collection was a pro to others using the tool as well. Another 
interviewee said that he used Webrecorder specifically "when not [all of a site's] pages 
[were] interesting" to him personally. Similarly, the team of two librarians categorized 
their experience using Webrecorder as creating a "hand-crafted harvest."  

 
A different interviewee said that he used Webrecorder because it reflected his 
experience through a website. This interviewee also noted that he enjoyed the 
spontaneity he felt when archiving with Webrecorder.  

 
The experience of being able to curate an archived web collection translated to a 
profound feeling of empowerment for one interviewee. She related that she felt 
empowered by having the ability to archive whatever she wanted. She said that the 
feeling of "just being able to really feel like [you] can . . . do it for yourself" was why she 
used Webrecorder.  

 
Finally, another interviewee noted that she chose Webrecorder specifically because of 
its storytelling-power. She mentioned that, because Webrecorder's interface was not 
"repository-like," its structure lent itself well to creating narratives. She also said that 
Webrecorder allowed her to create more "knowledge in the future" by making born-digital 
resources available to audiences who might not have otherwise had access to them. 

7.5 Interests 

A couple of interviewees also noted how their use of Webrecorder specifically tied to 
their web archiving-related interests more generally. One interviewee related that she 
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chose to use Webrecorder because she wanted to study "the language of [the] Internet" 
and "Internet heritage." 

8. Assumptions 
There were two explicit assumptions about how web archiving works mentioned by users.  
 
When I asked one interviewee (who was working on a project to capture different digital 
newspaper websites over a period of years) whether or not he used Webrecorder's emulation 
tool for the older sites, he answered "no," because he assumed that websites accounted for 
different browsers across time.  
 
Conversely, the team of two librarians explained that they do not usually use Webrecorder to 
capture newspaper websites because they know the papers have in-house protocols for that.  
 
While the last assumption is likely true, both indicate assumptions about how websites work that 
the Webrecorder team could demythologize through user documentation.  

9. Webrecorder's future 
All of the interviewees involved with this project were demonstrably dedicated to Webrecorder's 
future and aware of its financial constraints.  
 
Two interviewees stated that they would be happy to pay for the service, if it came to that, and 
almost all of the interviewees inquired as to what the tool's future looked like in terms of 
sustainability.  

9.1 Trust 

A unique thread among the interviewees' concerns for the longevity of Webrecorder was 
the issue of trust. One interviewee noted that, if Webrecorder provided its users with an 
outlined sustainability plan, they would have more confidence in using the tool. Another 
interviewee noted a similar feeling, saying that he was uncertain about Webrecorder's 
reliability without more transparency from the development team, especially if it was the 
only storehouse for now-lost media. 

10. User methods for web archiving 
Of particular interest was how each user went about capturing URLs and organizing their 
collections with Webrecorder.  
 
Multiple interviewees used what I have termed the "targeted approach." This is when users 
record a set of predetermined, specific URLs. One user noted that she felt forced to use this 
method due to Webrecorder's lack of flexibility post-capture (e.g. a user cannot erase 
bookmarks). When asked if she would change her approach if she could do things like erase 
bookmarks post-capture, she answered that she would likely never abandon it, but could see 
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trying it in combination with a browsing approach. This echoed sentiments mentioned in section 
F.7.3 regarding users choosing Webrecorder because it gave them control. 
 
Regarding analysis methods, some interviewees noted that they analyzed their WARC files 
directly, while others noted that they analyzed their recordings structurally (e.g. all of the 
embedded images in their captures).  

11. Documentation 
While the need for user documentation is known by the Webrecorder team, three interviewees 
explicitly stated that they would have liked to see documentation catered towards new users.  
 
One of these interviewees also stated that he would have liked to see a variety of model 
collections, so that he could get a better sense of how others were creating their collections.  

12. Organization 

There was not a common way users organized their collections. Some users organized their 
collections based on difference (e.g. country of origin), and some users organized their 
collections based on similarity (e.g. themes, events, etc.). One interviewee pointed out that 
Webrecorder's organizational restrictions forced users to make profound decisions about their 
archived content. For example, should one organize his/her/their archive by collections, 
recordings, websites, or web pages? A different interviewee noted that he would have liked to 
have been able to organize his collections by keywords or tags, so that he could have created 
dynamic networks of content. He said that, for him, this ability would be more representative of 
his relationship to the web content than the options available within Webrecorder currently.  

13. Miscellaneous user feedback 
Notably, two different interviewees mentioned their confusion as to the relationship between 
Rhizome, Webrecorder, and public faces of the project, such as Dragan Espenschied.  

G. Recommendations 

1. Documentation 
The following are recommendations for the Webrecorder team to include in their user 
documentation. 

1.1 Create a tool matrix  

Of note during this process was that many interviewees used other web archiving tools 
in addition to Webrecorder. It would be beneficial for the Webrecorder team to build a 
matrix representing how Webrecorder can work with, and compares to, these other tools 
(listed in section F.2).  
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1.2 Show users example collections 

Users suggested that it would be have been helpful to see model collections to use as  
guides when first starting out with the tool. 

1.3 Write public privacy statement  

Some Webrecorder users were concerned about the privacy of their digital collections.  
The Webrecorder team should publish a formal privacy policy, so that users can rest 
assured that their data are safe. 

1.4 Explain relationship between Rhizome and Webrecorder 

Many interviewees noted their confusion as to how Rhizome and Webrecorder were  
related. A statement (or graphic) explaining Rhizome, Webrecorder, the New Museum, 
and New Inc. would be helpful for them. 

1.5 Share sustainability plan with users 

Many users inquired about Webrecorder's future stability. While the tool has a dedicated  
user base, some are hesitant to really invest in Webrecorder because they know that its 
future might be financially unstable. If the Webrecorder team were to outline their plans 
to maintain the tool in the future, even if they somehow use funding (i.e. would another 
institution take over its maintenance?), users would be more comfortable continuing to 
use the tool and recommending it to others. 

2. User Interface 
The following are recommendations for the Webrecorder team to implement within their user 
interface. 

2.1 Rely on imagery, rather than text, for button labels 

Many Webrecorder users are not born in the United States. As such, many of them do  
not speak English as their first language. When pressed on their opinions of 
Webrecorder terminology, most did not find it confusing. Throughout the process of this 
project, though, it became clear that this was because they were relying more on 
buttons' functionalities than their textual labels. Replacing the "record" and "replay" 
text-buttons, for instance, with icons that represent their functions would be more 
semantically coherent for most Webrecorder users. 
 
An example of the "record" button with simply a record icon could look like the following:  
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In fact, the current imagery used in the replay interface is a perfect example of how 
users would like to see all of the buttons represented: 
 

 
  
 

2.2 Group buttons by similar function 

One interviewee noted that buttons that related to certain steps in the recording process  
were dispersed throughout Webrecorder's interface. The image below shows how 
buttons with similar functionalities are not grouped together. Aligning these functions 
together would aid usability. This image was created and given to me by this 
interviewee. 
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2.3 Create a visual representation of recordings 

This could be through a tile format with thumbnails to represent each recording or  
perhaps through a hierarchical tree representing each website's captured pages and 
their relationships to one another. 

2.4 Provide more organization options 

Many interviewees noted different ways in which they would like to organize their  
Webrecorder collections. Among those that were mentioned most often were the ability  
to add tags and keywords to recordings. Some interviewees also mentioned that being 
able to create folders and subfolders would be ideal. 

3. Technological Features 
The following outlines recommendations for the Webrecorder team related to the tool's 
technological functionalities. 

3.1 Create instant-replay functionality 

Some interviewees initially thought that "replay" would display their movements through  
a website. While they soon realized this was not the case, some noted that this  
functionality could be useful to see how others navigate sites throughout the recording 
process. 

3.2 Make deleting collections more difficult  

Some interviewees noted that deleting collections was too easy. A possible solution to  
this is to create a trash folder that houses deleted collections that could be recovered for 
a set period of time.  
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3.3 Allow users to delete/move bookmarks  

Many interviewees mentioned their frustration at being unable to modify bookmarks after  
creating a recording. This lead to many users employing the targeted approach wherein 
they simply input a single URL into Webrecorder, instead of using the tool to browse the 
web. Browsing behavior would likely increase if users were able to delete unwanted 
bookmarks. 

3.4 Build a Chrome extension 

This would allow for spontaneous recording. I received consistent feedback from  
interviewees that it was cumbersome to have to go into the Webrecorder interface and 
input a URL that they had come upon serendipitously while browsing. 

3.5 Allow automation 

While the experiential aspect of Webrecorder is the backbone of the software, some  
interviewees mentioned that it would be helpful in expediting their workflows if they could 
set Webrecorder to automatically crawl specific websites at certain times. 

3.6 Show users how much of a site is left to archive 

It would be ideal for multi-day workflows if users were able to tell how much of a site was  
left to archive and when a site was fully archived. 

3.7 Create a public repository for users' recordings 

Webrecorder users are extremely invested in the tool and interested in what others are  
doing with it. Many noted that it would be nice (and helpful) to be able to browse others' 
collections in a central location. 

3.8 Integrate search capabilities 

Full-text searching of recordings would aid users in analyzing their recordings' contents. 

3.9 Show users how to create collections in a similar fashion to "Thanks, Obama" 

Many users expressed admiration for the "Thanks, Obama" collection and very much  
want to replicate its structure in their own collections. 

3.10 Create an API to integrate Webrecorder collections into content management systems 

Some users said that it would be ideal if Webrecorder were able to integrate seamlessly  
with CMSs, such as Wordpress. For librarians, it would also be ideal if Webrecorder 
were able to integrate with their online catalogs. An API for interoperability between 
Webrecorder and other repositories like these would be helpful.  

3.11 Create built-in analysis tools  

Some scholarly Webrecorder users would have liked Webrecorder to provide some  
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analysis tools as part of its suite. Perhaps a tool that could analyze parts of a website  
through the recorded WARCs (e.g. headers, embedded videos, etc.) or a tool that could 
analyze the syntax of certain sites' contents would be helpful. 

3.12 Allow user to exclude media during crawls 

While this last recommendation is likely very technologically challenging, one user  
mentioned that it would be ideal if he could use Webrecorder to archive a site while 
excluding media in which he was not interested (e.g. embedded images).  

H. Areas for further development  

1. Host a Hack/Doc 
As this report shows, documentation for Webrecorder is wanted by users. The structure of a 
hack/doc would lend itself well to creating robust documentation in a short amount of time while 
utilizing skills from the entire Webrecorder team. Hosting a hack/doc could also be a good 
networking opportunity for local Webrecorder users to help move the project forward while 
meeting others interested in web archiving.  

2. Do more research! 
The data gathered throughout this project is just a starting point for wider user studies. Of 
particular interest would be a project exploring how current users came to learn about 
Webrecorder. This would give the Webrecorder team insights into what types of outreach have 
been successful in addition to inspiration for more innovative ways to engage new audiences. 

3. Create a decentralized Webrecorder community  
More than any other takeaway, I learned through this project that Webrecorder users are unique 
in their dedication to the tool and interest in engaging others involved in the project. I believe 
that if the Webrecorder team were to create an online community for Webrecorder users to 
share successes, failures, stories, and troubleshooting tips, the community would grow 
exponentially. Something as simple as a Google Group could work well for this. 

H. Appendix A: Summary of previous findings 

1. Overview of users 
This section outlines high-level information on the 38 users who participated in the first part of 
this study, which was a public survey. They are analyzed according to the axes of self-identified 
occupation; skill level using Webrecorder; in which part of their lives they use Webrecorder 
(professional or personal practice;, and why they are using Webrecorder.  
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1.1 Occupation  

In descending order of how many 
users identified as a certain type of 
professional, the largest groups of 
Webrecorder users are 
librarians/archivists, designers/artists, 
and students/academics. These 
categories were artificially mapped 
onto the survey answers and 
consolidate similar professions into 
more general divisions. Many of 
Webrecorder's users could fall into 
multiple categories. 

1.2 Skill Level 

Generally, the majority of 
Webrecorder users are 
intermediate in their skill 
level (i.e. they answered: 
"I know a lot, but am still 
unclear on some things"). 
Absolute beginners made 
up the second-largest 
Webrecorder user group, 
followed by expert users.  

 
To provide a more 
nuanced analysis of this 

axis, the following explains how skill-level interacts with occupation: 
 

● Among Designers/Artists, the majority of users ranked themselves as 
intermediate. 

● Among Librarians/Archivists, the majority of users also rated themselves 
intermediate, but there was not a single user who identified 
him/herself/themselves as a beginner. 

● Among Students/Academics, the majority of users identified as novices, 
followed by intermediates and then experts. 

● Among Developers, the majority of users identified as novices with no one 
identifying as an expert.  

● Among Researchers, the majority of users identified as intermediate 
users.  
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● Among those categorized as Other, the majority of users were beginners, 
with no one identifying as intermediate. 

1.3 Practice:  

The majority of Webrecorder 
users (58%) said that they use 
the tool in both their 
professional and personal 
lives. Outside of this category, 
10 users (26%) marked that 
they used the tool in their 
professional practice, and 6 
(16%) users answered that 
they use the tool in their 
personal practice.  

1.4 Why users use Webrecorder:  

The largest concern of Webrecorder 
users was preserving websites that may 
be lost in the future 
("Ephemerality/Sustainability/Archiving" 
category). A surprising insight was that 
many users use Webrecorder as a file 
management system ("Organizational 
Control" category). The breakdown of all 
categories is to the left. 
 
 

2. Overview of survey answers 
The following is an overview of each question on the survey and how the participants answered 
them. The answers to these questions were qualitatively coded. For each question there were 
various answers that could not be summed up in a generalized code, so they were left uncoded.  
 
The codes that were produced were grouped into thematic buckets to make producing a general 
summary easier. When percentages are mentioned, these refer to the amount of codes 
generated from a set of answers. These do not necessarily correspond to the number of 
answers. For instance, an in-depth answer might touch on multiple concepts and, therefore, 
necessitate the application of multiple codes. On the other hand, applying only a single code to 
an entire answer might be most appropriate for simpler content.  
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Codes were analyzed as an entire dataset and as thematically-categorized datasets. For 
instance, when taken as an entire dataset, 5% of codes might indicate that a user likes dogs. 
When taken as a thematically-categorized dataset, that code that indicated users who like dogs 
might fall into a thematic bucket of "users who like animals," which itself might account for 13% 
of all codes. When possible, these analytical differences are highlighted.  

2.1 What guides your navigation through the web when archiving with Webrecorder? 

Out of 43 codes, 2 answers remaining uncoded. The majority of codes (30%) indicated 
that participants use Webrecorder to archive specific sites, followed by specific hashtags 
and events (16%). The 2 uncoded answers are in their entirety below:  

 
● "IDK" 
● "Often a single page otherwise I prefer using a scripted crawler"  

 
A summary of the coded answers is as follows: 

2.1.1  Targeted approach (30%) 

This approach included methods where users plug specific URLs into  
Webrecorder when making their recordings. Some survey participants answered 
that they target specific websites, while others specified that the specific websites 
they targeted were sites with which they have a personal connection (e.g. 
through work). One participant also noted that he had used the targeted 
approach to capture a specific born-digital project.  

2.1.2 Thematic (16%)  

Many participants also said that they used Webrecorder to capture specific 
themes across websites. The most common ephemera to capture were hashtags 
and events. This was followed by thematic research areas (e.g. academic 
research). Users also noted that they were guided through the web by capturing 
particular Twitter hashtags; general themes independent of medium (e.g. a user 
would capture social media, videos, and blog posts related to the Presidential 
election); or media related to a particular story. 

2.1.3 Boundaries (4.6%) 

Some participants answered that their navigation through the web while archiving 
born-digital media was driven by the boundaries of the artifacts they were 
recording. One user noted that he would archive a specific site and its external 
links, if he found them relevant. A different user noted that he would archive 
particular sites, but not any external links found within them.  

2.1.4 Structural (4.6%) 

Sometimes navigation was guided by a site's structure. One user answered that 
she would track a specific level of a site, while another participant said that he 
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would only archive those structural parts of a site that he deemed the most 
important.  

2.1.5  Other (11.6%) 

There were a couple of participants who said that they would use Webrecorder to  
navigate the web while archiving specifically when other web archiving tools 
would fail. Another user said that she would usually only capture specific sites 
once, but, if social media were present on the site, she might archive that site at 
regular intervals to keep up-to-date. There was only one user who noted that 
he/she/they liked to browse the web using Webrecorder. Finally, one participant 
noted that he specifically tried to capture social media related to art. 

2.2 What kinds of websites do you archive? 

Out of 46 codes, 6 answers remained uncoded. The codes for this question and their 
frequencies are as follows: 

 
 
 

The 6 uncoded answers are in their entirety below: 
 

● "Informational" 
● "Google Drive" 
● "Primarily companies/startups" 
● "Aesthetic pleasing websites with good content (aka, important to me)." 

Never any news sites, they have their own reliable archives" 
● "I archived public forums with message boards or places to post and 

respond to questions" 
● "So far i have only tried once, it is an audio soundboard made with 

javascript" 
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2.3 How do you use, or plan to use, your collections? 

Out of 38 codes, 7 answers remained uncoded. There was an even split between what 
the most codes indicated: 11% of codes showed that users planned to use their 
Webrecorder collections for personal storage, and 11% of codes showed that users 
planned to use their Webrecorder collections to archive unstable websites. This was 
followed by 7% of codes indicating that users planned to use their collections to capture 
the state of a site, in order to reference it in the future; while another 7% of codes 
indicated that participants were using Webrecorder to create thematic collections around 
a topic or event. 
 
The 7 uncoded answers are in their entirety below: 
 

● "To study" 
● "I would LIKE to be able to parse out the webrecorder collection" 
● "Presenting-preserving-appropriating-enforcing association" 
● "Usually just download zip to save as an archive" 
● "For archival purposes" 
● "Not completely certain. Perhaps a combination of which is based on 

calendar years and by projects" 
● "It doesn't seem to have recorded my interaction with the website :(" 

 
A summary of the coded answers is as follows: 

2.3.1 Time-based (13.2%) 

Codes in this category were applied to answers that related to looking at a site 
over a period of time. One user indicated that she used her collections to track 
changes in born-digital media over time; another user said that he/she/they used 
their collections to track grading history; and three users' answers indicated that 
they used their collections to capture the state of a site, in order to reference it in 
the future.  

2.3.2 Research (13.2%) 

Many users stated that they use, or plan to use, their collections for research  
(academic or otherwise). One user stated that the specific research she was 
interested in using her collections for was to study how people communicate on 
the web.  

2.3.3 Sustainability  (13.2%) 

Sustainability-related ways of using Webrecorder collections were common.  
Many participants answered that they planned to use their collections for 
archiving unstable sites, and one user answered that he used his collection for 
sustainability, control, and to gather more detail on a topic. 
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2.3.4 Discovery  (10.5%) 

Some participants stated that they used or planned to use their collections for  
discovery-related actions. One stated that he planned to use his collections to 
incorporate web archives into his institution's repository. Two others stated that 
they planned to use their Webrecorder collections to increase accessibility to 
their institution's collections.  

2.3.5 Design (10.5%) 

Interestingly, some users were using or planned to use their collections for  
design-related initiatives. Two participants answered that they planned to use 
their collections as pedagogical tools for digital designers. Another participant 
said that he used his collections as an evaluative tool for his company's in-house 
web archiving tools; and a final user noted that he used or planned to use his 
collections as an analysis tool for born-digital design.  

2.3.6 Archive.org-related (10.5%)  

The Internet Archive was a name mentioned by participants in conjunction with  
Webrecorder often. Two participants answered that they used or planned to use 
their collections to upload/donate WARCs to the Internet Archive; and two 
participants noted that they used or planned to use their collections as 
complementary augmentations for their Archive-it collections.  

2.3.7 Event-based (10.5%) 

Three users answered that they used or planned to use their Webrecorder  
collections to create thematic web archives based around certain events, while 1  
participant used or planned to use his collections to analyze social phenomena 
(e.g. shootings) over different sites. 

2.3.8 Other (18.4%) 

Codes that I categorized into the thematic bucket "Other" accounted for the  
majority of the codes applied to answers to this question. While the uncoded 
answers mentioned in this section's summary above defied coding, other 
answers lent themselves well to codes. However, these codes subsequently did 
not lend themselves well to fitting into a larger thematic category, like those 
explicated above.  

 
Therefore, within the "Other" category, four participants answered that they used  
or planned to use their Webrecorder collections as personal storage, to store 
things such as research work and personal websites. One user simply said that 
he wanted to try out the software. Another participant stated that he used or 
planned to use his collections for organizing of his born-digital assets, and a final 
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user noted that she used or planned to use her collections to be in accordance 
with best practices for born-digital production workflows. 

2.4 How do you like to organize your collections? 

Webrecorder users organize their collections in all manner of ways. Among 46 codes, 2  
answers were left uncoded. Surprisingly, the majority of codes (11%) indicated that 
participants do not organize their collections because they are too new to the software. 
9% of codes indicated that Webrecorder users organize their collections by project. The 
2 uncoded answers are in their entirety below: 
 

● "Non-list modes" 
● "In collections" 

 
A summary of the coded answers is as follows: 

2.4.1 No organization (17.4%) 

3 participants answered that they had no organization to their collections. 5  
participants, however, noted that that they had no organization to their collection 
because they were too new to using the software (these answers' codes account 
for the aforementioned 11%).  

2.4.2 Website-related (15.2%)  

Many users organized their archives by website-related features. These included  
website title, domain name, website genre/context, web host, and website in 
general.  

2.4.3 Date-related (13%) 

Many users also organized their Webrecorder collections by date-related criteria.  
The following list are the codes applied to answers within this thematic bucket. 
Each code was applied only once. 

 
● Date and descriptive file name 
● Date and author 
● Date and time 
● Date of web page publication 
● Topic, then date  
● Topic and date 

2.4.4 Tag-related (8.7%) 

Tags were frequently mentioned by users as organizational tools. These answers  
were somewhat confusing because Webrecorder does not allow users to attach 
tags to their collection. Two possibilities include: users' answers were about how 
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the would ideally like to organize their collections, or users added tags into the 
bookmark headings, which are editable.  
 
Additionally, some users mentioned using tags specifically in semantic 
("meaningful") structures, while others mentioned using tags in combination with 
markdown.  

2.4.5  Folder-related (4.3%) 

Folder structures were also popular methods of organization for Webrecorder  
users. While some people simply answered that they use folders, others 
specified that they use folders on their machines' desktops. 

2.4.6 Events (4.3%) 

Users also organized their collection by events. Codes in this category included  
simply "event," and, more specifically "event type."  

2.4.7 Other (37%) 

Answers that did not fit well into generalized, thematic buckets, but were general  
enough to warrant the application of a code fell into the "Other" category. Some 
users were unsure about their organizational methods or did not answer the 
question. Others organized their collections by very specific methods, such as: by 
project, by hashtag, by topic, by archive record group, by file type, by extracted 
name entities, by affiliated department, by genre, and by recordings' HTML 
descriptions. 

2.5 What can we do to make Webrecorder easier to use for you? 

The answers to this question generate the most codes: 59. There were 5 answers that 
went uncoded:  
 

● "Make it more popular!" 
● "A way to download with more compatible softwares" 
● "Archive website option" 
● "I don't know yet" 
● "Make offline use (with WARCplayer?) simpler. Change the 

default bootstrap style to something a bit nicer on a 22" monitor 
(or at least ironic fun)" 

 
A summary of the coded answers is as follows: 

2.5.1 Tech (42.3%) 

There were many great ideas for technological ways to make Webrecorder  
better, although the majority of technology-related codes (8%) indicated that 
users were unsure how to improve Webrecorder. This was followed by 7% codes 
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indicating that users wanted a browser extension. In total, the technological 
suggestions for improvement included:  

 
● Browser extension  
● More automation  
● Archive-it integration  
● HTML/CSV download/export functionality  
● Search capabilities 
● Ability to add metadata  
● API for headless use  
● Export API  
● Consistent URLs  
● Programmability  
● Don't create collections automatically  
● Tags  
● Batch-archiving ability  
● Share w/o making public  
● Discovery functionality  

2.5.2 Directions (10.2%) 

Many Webrecorder users thought that directions for using Webrecorder would be  
helpful. In addition to the tutorial video that is already on Webrecorder.io, users 
indicated that they wanted examples of collections, so that they could see their 
structural and editorial options. They also mentioned wanting a tutorial for how to 
use Webrecorder and robust user documentation to reference.  

2.5.3 Bookmarks-related (6.8%) 

Bookmarks were a source of frustration for some users. Mainly, users wanted to  
be able to edit bookmarks after recording sites. They wanted to be able to view 
the size information of their bookmarks.  

2.5.4 Progress (6.8%) 

Survey participants indicated that they wanted a way to track their archiving 
progress through a website. This would help in performing quality assurance on 
recordings and avoid deduplication. Users suggested a preview mode that would 
show them how much data they had used and/or a general way to see what was 
left to archive within a website. 

2.5.5 User interface (6.8%) 

Regarding Webrecorder's interface, users had helpful suggestions for  
improvement. They were:  

 
● Cleaner layout 
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● Thumbnails for recordings 
● Visual representation of recording (e.g. sitemap)  
● Subfolders functionality  

2.5.6 Other (27.1%) 

As in other sections, the majority of codes applied to answers to this question did  
not fit well into generalized, thematic buckets. Users' answers with the code 
"Other" indicated that Webrecorder was already very easy to use (17%); that they 
were unsure how to improve Webrecorder (8.5%); and that they wanted to know 
how Webrecorder data was used, stored, and encrypted for security reasons.  

3. Overview of email answers 
The users I did not select to interview were sent a single question to answer via email. This 
question was: "Could you please share with me a link to your favorite Webrecorder collection 
and a few lines about why you collected it and what you're doing with it?" I sent this question to 
29 survey participants and received 11 responses, all of which were able to be coded. I came 
up with 25 codes that were subsequently grouped into the thematic buckets below.  

3.1 Planned or current uses (36%)  

There were many planned and current uses of Webrecorder collections mentioned by  
the participants. There was one user who used Webrecorder for a sentiment analysis. 
He did this in conjunction with Webrecorder developer Ilya Kreymer at Archives 
Unleashed 3.0 Datathon. This user also used Webrecorder as a complement to 
Archive-it collections.  
 
Another participant planned on using Webrecorder to capture his Facebook albums and, 
eventually, crowd-source such collections.  
 
Another Facebook-related planned use was using Webrecorder to create an archive of a 
person's art and exhibitions that were displayed on Facebook.  
 
Finally, one user mentioned that she used Webrecorder to archive a site she had made 
for her dissertation before taking the site offline. Incidentally, this was the collection she 
said was her favorite. 

3.2 Users (20%) 

Some interesting observations about Webrecorder users could be pulled out from these  
participants' answers. For example, the aforementioned user who worked with Kreymer 
is clearly integrated into the Webrecorder community and likely has a vested interest in 
the tool's continued success. Another user's answer to this email question indicated that, 
after using Webrecorder for the first time, she was inspired with innovative ways to use 
the tool in her research going forward.  
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3.3 Functions (20%) 

There were some negative experiences with Webrecorder indicated by some users'  
answers. One user stated that he stopped using the tool because it missed certain 
dynamic elements of sites and took too much manual effort. Another user said that he 
stopped using the tool because it lacked the extensibility he needed for his project, such 
as a data mining functionality.  

3.4 Preservation (12%) 

Many participants noted that Webrecorder was an important tool to them because of its  
preservation abilities. One user noted that using Webrecorder boosted his 
self-confidence that he could preserve born-digital content. Another user said that his 
chief concern with born-digital content was maintaining its accessibility and that 
Webrecorder allowed him to do that. A final participant answered that Webrecorder 
allowed her to preserve born-digital content, so that a copy could even if the live link 
broke in the future. 

3.5 Relationship to collections (boundaries, ownership, etc.) (12%) 

Finally, some users' answers were related to how they feel towards their collections.  
These were some of the more interesting data points within this set.  
 
One user explained that she had captured the digital presences of some artists, but had 
kept these Webrecorder collections private, because she did not have these artists' 
permission to make them public. This represents how some users think about copyright 
and intellectual property in the context of web archiving. This user, for instance, believed 
she needed a creator's permission to make accessible archived web content related to 
her/him/them.  
 
Another user noted that it was important to him and the people with whom he worked to 
maintain the public's accessibility to their born-digital content, even after they had 
perhaps lost control and ownership over that content. This user also noted that he felt 
nostalgia towards his collections.  

4. Overview of unsolicited feedback received  
We received unsolicited feedback from a couple survey participants over the course of this 
project. This feedback provided some more helpful insights into Webrecorder users' 
experiences using the tool. For this dataset, I came up with 8 codes, all of which were used 
once. No feedback went uncoded. The thematic buckets are below. 

4.1 Features (38%) 

These users indicated a few features they would like to see in future iterations of  
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Webrecorder. They were: a browser extension, the ability to do full-text searches, and 
crawl settings which a user could configure to exclude particular media (e.g. videos).  

4.2 User Interface (38%) 

Regarding Webrecorder's interface, these users indicated that the following would make  
their experience using the tool better:  

 
● The ability to move bookmarks around 
● The ability to split up a recording how a user saw fit 
● The ability to move particular websites into different collections 

4.3 Patching (25%) 

There were two comments related to Webrecorder's patching functionality. One user 
was  

generally unclear on the process, and another user expressed a desire for a patch to be 
incorporated into the original recording, instead of generating a new one.  

 

I. Appendix B: Project overview and methods 
This project consisted of four datasets: survey answers, interview transcripts, answers to the 
single email question, and unsolicited feedback. All datasets can be found in the following 
appendices except the survey answers. These were collated in a spreadsheet that has been 
shared with the Webrecorder team separately. 
 
The first step in this project was to create a survey (Appendix C) to be publicly displayed on the 
Webrecorder homepage and advertised on Rhizome’s and Webrecorder’s Twitter feeds. In total, 
we received 49 responses. We disqualified 11 users for trolling. To build and disseminate this 
survey, I used Google Forms. This worked well for collaboration with Rhizome staff. Google 
Forms also made it easy to collate the survey responses in a Google spreadsheet. After this 
survey was publicly accessible for a period of 2 weeks, it was taken offline, and I started a brief 
analysis of the responses (Appendix A). 
 
The second step in this project was to choose 10 interviewees from the survey pool (only those 
who volunteered to be contacted were eligible) with which to do in-depth interviews lasting 
20-30 minutes. This second step also involved putting together a structured set of questions 
(Appendix D) to ask the interviewees in addition to specific questions relating to their unique 
survey answers. I only ended up interviewing 9 survey participants, as 1 had a scheduling 
conflict. After a failed attempt to set up interviews with two follow-up survey participants in lieu of 
the aforementioned interviewee, the interviewee number stayed at 9. 
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The interview process was difficult, as many of the interviewees lived abroad. This made 
scheduling during normal business hours in New York City a bit hard. Additionally, the vast 
majority of the interviewees were born abroad and, thus, did not speak English as their first 
language. Consequently, at times, the interview process was slow-going. The subsequent 
transcription process was also a bit cumbersome, as thicker accents sometimes inhibited my 
efforts at accurate transcription.  
 
The third step in this project was to email the remaining participants (29) a structured question 
and gather their responses. The structured question was: “Could you please share with me a 
link to your favorite Webrecorder collection and a few lines about why you collected it and what 
you're doing with it?” I received 11 responses.  
 
Throughout these processes, we also received unsolicited feedback via email from 2 survey 
participants. 
 
After the creation of these datasets (survey responses, interview transcriptions, the email-only 
question, and the unsolicited feedback), I began assigning qualitative codes to them to the 
answers within them. I treated each dataset independently, as I did not have the time or help to 
draw relationships across the datasets. Methodologically, since I was working on this project 
alone, I attempted to establish an approximation of inter-coder agreement. To do this, I sent a 
colleague an interview transcript to read over. I then unitized and coded this transcript on my 
own, due to scheduling challenges on her end. We then went over my codes together in order to 
confirm their appropriateness. Establishing inter-coder reliability was not possible in this project. 
 
After attempting to establish inter-coder agreement to the best of my ability, I began coding 
each dataset. After assigning my codes, in order to prepare these datasets for analysis, I 
grouped the codes into thematic buckets. For all the datasets, other than the interview 
transcriptions, I calculated percentages of code occurrences to give the Webrecorder team a 
rough presentation of their user base (e.g. 35% of codes indicated that users want more 
automation). Some data in these datasets went un-coded, when they were too unique to 
describe generally. These answers are presented when appropriate. 
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J. Appendix C: Survey  
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K. Appendix D: Structured interview questions 
● Tell me a little bit more about why you use Webrecorder? 
● Can you walk me through your favorite Webrecorder collection? 
● Do you feel ownership of your collection? 
● When adding sources to a Webrecorder collection, how do you know when to 

stop? 
● How do you picture Webrecorder "recording" and "replaying" the web? Do these 

terms help you use the tool?  

L. Appendix E: Additional interviewee analysis 
The following analysis is meant to provide deeper insight into this project's interviewees. I 
wanted to evaluate whether particular interviewees provided more or less information about 
specific areas of analysis, as this might be related to their identified job titles and/or their specific 
uses for Webrecorder. There are many more cross-sectional analyses that would work well with 
this data; this is just one. Subscription-based software, such as Atlas.ti, would allow faster and 
more diverse analyses.  

1. Interviewee #1 ("Artist / Teacher / Designer")  
From this interviewee's answers to my questions, I was able to generate 29 codes. These 
accounted for approximately 11.5% of all the codes created (252 codes). The majority of 
interviewee #1's total codes were related to preservation of born-digital ephemera.  
 
He did not contribute information related to: 
 

● Automation 
● Ontology of the Internet 
● Methodology 
● Assumptions 
● Tech 

 
Of all the codes in the thematic buckets, interviewee #1's made up the majority of: 
  

● Documentation 
● Ontology of Web Archiving, Pedagogically 

2. Interviewee #2 ("Librarian")  
Interviewee #2's interview included a team of librarians, although only 1 answered the initial 
survey. From these interviewees' answers, I was able to generate 35 codes. These made up 
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approximately 14% of the total codes generated (252). The majority of interviewee #2s' total 
codes were related to the technological reasons they choose to use Webrecorder. 
 
They did not contribute information related to:  
 

● Automation 
● Epistemology of webrecorder 
● Ontology of the Internet 
● Goals of using Webrecorder 
● Assumptions 
● Future of Webrecorder 

 
Of all the codes in the following thematic buckets, interviewee #2s' made up the majority of: 
 

● General miscellany 
● Methodology 
● Technological reasons for using Webrecorder 
● Alternative views of one's ownership or authorship over their Webrecorder 

collections 

3. Interviewee #3 ("College Professor, Feminist Activist")  
From this interview, I was able to create 35 codes (14% of the total codes for the interviews). 
The majority of interviewee #3's codes related to Webrecorder's digital privacy (or lack 
thereof).  
 
Interviewee #3 did not contribute information related to:  
 

● Vocabulary 
● Automation 
● Boundaries 
● Ontology of the Internet 
● Goals of using Webrecorder 
● Organization 
● Documentation 

 
Of all the codes in the following thematic buckets, interviewee #3's made up the majority of: 
 

● The future of Webrecorder 
● Privacy 
● Users tools 
● Cultural ontology of web archiving 
● Design miscellany 
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4. Interviewee #4 ("Design Researcher, Human-Centered Design Consultant")  
This interviewee's answers to my questions allowed me to generate 28 codes. These codes 
accounted for approximately 11% of the total codes. The majority of interviewee #4's codes 
were related to reasons for using Webrecorder in terms of user experience.  
 
Interviewee #4 did not contribute information related to:  
 

● Automation 
● Epistemology of Webrecorder 
● Ontology of the Internet 
● Ontology of Webrecorder 
● Organization 
● Methodology 
● Assumptions 
● Future 
● Documentation 

 
Of all the codes in the following thematic buckets, interviewee #3's only made up the majority of 
reasons for using Webrecorder in terms of user experience.  

5. Interviewee #5 ("Web Developer")  
Among the total 252 codes I created during the course of this project's interviews, this 
interviewee's answers accounted for 26 of them, or approximately 10.3%. The majority of 
these codes were related to Webrecorder's design in the context of its user interface. 
 
Interviewee #5 did not contribute information related to:  
 

● Ontology of web archiving 
● Ontology of the Internet 
● Documentation 
● General miscellany 
● Tech 

 
Of all the codes in the following thematic buckets, interviewee #3's made up the majority of: 
 

● Goals of using Webrecorder in the context of tracking/comparing born-digital 
ephemera 

● Epistemology of Webrecorder 
● Webrecorder's design in the context of its user interface 
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6. Interviewee #6 ("Librarian (with a focus in digital collections)")  
From this interview, I created 24 codes. These accounted for 9.5% of the total codes, which 
amounted to 252. The majority of this interviewee's codes were related to design features 
she would like to see implemented in Webrecorder in the future. 
 
This interviewee's responses were not related to:  
 

● Interoperability 
● Automation 
● Ontology of web archiving 
● Ontology of the Internet 
● Ontology of Webrecorder 
● Organization 
● Assumptions 
● Future 
● Documentation 
● Tech 

 
Of all the codes in the thematic buckets, this interviewee's codes only made up the majority of 
design features users wanted to see implemented in Webrecorder in the future. 

7. Interviewee #7 ("Conservator and restorer of Cultural Heritage")  
Interviewee #7's interview yielded 14 codes, or about ~5.6% of the total codes generated from 
this project's interviews (252). Interviewee #7 contributed the highest number of codes 
related to her goals with using Webrecorder in the context of digital preservation.  
 
Interviewee #7 did not contribute responses related to:  
 

● Interoperability 
● Automation 
● Ontology of web archiving 
● Ontology of the Internet 
● Ownership 
● User behavior 
● Methodology 
● Assumptions 
● Future 
● Documentation 

 
Interviewee #7 contributed the majority of the codes in the thematic bucket of individual user 
interests in the context of reasons-for-choosing-Webrecorder (e.g. studying meme culture, etc.).  
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8. Interviewee #8 ("Student/Artist")  
Of 252 codes, 32 codes were generated from interviewee #8's interview. These codes 
accounted for approximately 12.7% of the total codes for the interview portion of this project. 
The majority of codes from interviewee #8's interview were related to Webrecorder's use 
of the word "replay."  
 
Interviewee #8 did not provide information related to:  
 

● Interoperability 
● Goals 
● Organization 
● Assumptions 
● Future 
● Documentation 
● Tech 

 
Within the various thematic buckets the codes for these interviews were sorted into, interviewee 
#8 contributed the highest number of codes to: 
 

● Reasons for use, control  
● Ontology of the Internet, socially 
● Ontology of the Internet, ephemerally 
● Vocabulary, replay 

9. Interviewee #9 ("Webdeveloper, sci. assistant in design research institute")  
I created 29 total codes from interviewee #9's interview. These codes contributed to 
approximately 11.5% of the total codes for the interview stage of this project, which amounted to 
252. The majority of interviewee #9's codes were related to the ontology of the Internet. 
 
Interviewee #9 did not touch on:  

 
● Interoperability 
● Automation 
● Epistemology of Webrecorder 
● Goals 
● Methodology 
● Assumptions 
● Future 
● Documentation 
● General miscellany 
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Of all the codes in the following thematic buckets, interviewee #9's made up the majority of: 
 

● User behavior 
● Ontology of the Internet 
● Ontology of web archiving 

10. General trends 
Caveat: the data set with which I am working is extremely small (9 interviews). Therefore, the 
general trends outlined below are applicable to this population, but may not be extensible to the 
entire Webrecorder community. 

10.1 Users involved in academic areas think ontologically  

Generally speaking, the interviewees that self-identified as students, researchers, and  
college professors (#8, #9, and #3, respectively) contributed the most information about 
the ontology of the Internet and the ontology of web archiving as a practice.  

10.2 Information workers think technically and are action-oriented 

In general, those interviewees who identified as librarians and consultants (#2, #6, and 
#4, respectively) understood Webrecorder based on its technology and how it worked. 
These users spoke the most about design features, user experience, Webrecorder's 
technological specifications, and their methods while using Webrecorder. 

10. 3  Pedagogically-motivated Webrecorder users are interested in building their 
knowledge  

Those interviewees who identified as teachers, cultural-heritage-thinkers, and web 
developers* (#1, #7, and #5, respectively), primarily used Webrecorder for its ability to 
help them build, sustain, and continue knowledge. These users spoke the most about 
Webrecorder and its power to preserve born-digital media for the future. They also spoke 
about the epistemology of Webrecorder, or how they go about acquiring knowledge 
about Webrecorder. These users were primarily interested in pedagogy, tracking and 
comparing born-digital ephemera over time, and "studying the language of the Internet" 
(- Interviewee #7).  

 
*The web developer in question, interviewee #5, explained that his use of Webrecorder 
came about as he was helping his fiancee with her dissertation research. Therefore, I am 
counting him in the category of those interviewees who are pedagogically-motivated. 

11. Takeaways and suggestions 
Earlier research documented in this report (section H1.1) shows that "librarians/archivists" make 
up the majority of Webrecorder's user base. Within this larger category fall interviewees #2 and 
#6. As shown in the General trends section above (10.2, specifically), these interviewees think 
technically and are action-oriented. Therefore, it would be wise for the Webrecorder team to 
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engage this population with technology-focused documentation, webinars, and examples that 
map out ways in which users can incorporate the tool in their daily, technical workflows. 
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