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ABSTRACT

The Take Two Institutional Research Study was an ethnographic case study of the contributions
of Web 2.0 philosophy and technologies to museum practice and staff development at the
Museum of Life and Science in Durham, North Carolina. It used a naturalistic methodology to
investigate staff members’ relationships with each other and their publics as the Museum
developed and embraced a philosophy of Web 2.0 experimentation, shared authority, and co-
creation.

An important element in developing Web 2.0 culture at the Museum of Life and Science was
leadership that encouraged experimentation and risk-taking. As part of that supportive
leadership, a key position was the Director of Innovation and Digital Engagement, who was both
a source of technological knowledge and a leader in staff development. This individual also
worked to build a sense of community among Museum staff.

A core group of early Web 2.0 adopters expanded as other staff became deeply involved with
new experiments, and a larger community of practice emerged, encompassing both professional
and personal lives. While embraced by most staff, this overlap between professional and
personal lives created some tensions within some departments.

The Museum strove to create a culture of observation, documentation, and sharing by
acknowledging the wide range of people—staff, non-staff, and visitors—who had authority to
speak for and about the Museum. The criteria for the success of Web 2.0 experiments included
numbers served and whether adult audiences were engaged. Short-term planning for and
implementation of Web 2.0 experiments was constant and rather informal, but longer-range
planning was a challenge.

The model for Web 2.0 development at the Museum was as much about defining and developing
an organizational culture as it was about applying Web 2.0 technologies. A key characteristic of
this culture was the use of Web 2.0 technologies to listen rather than to promote a particular idea.
This required a willingness to give voice to others, to embrace widely shared authority, to
experiment, and, when necessary, to tolerate failure.

This study focused on a single institution. It did not compare the efficacy or advantages and
disadvantages of this particular approach with other models currently in existence.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overview of the Take Two project. Take Two was a multi-year study of the contributions of
Web 2.0 philosophy and technologies on museum learning and museum practice, funded by a
National Leadership Grant from the Institute of Museum and Library Services. As part of the
larger Take Two project, and under the direction of Dr. Kris Morrissey at Washington University,
the Take Two Institutional Research Study (TIRS) was a facilitated self-study of the contributions
that Web 2.0 philosophy and technologies made on museum practice and staff development at
the Museum of Life and Science (MLS) in Durham, North Carolina. This study reflected on
issues of institutional identity, sense of authority and authenticity, the co-creation of knowledge,
and the nature of relationships within MLS and between the Museum and its realized and
potential audiences.

Methodology and methods. 7/RS was an ethnographic case study of how MLS staff members’
relationships with each other and their publics evolved as the Museum embraced a philosophy of
experimentation, shared authority, and co-creation. A naturalistic methodology was used,
including triangulating qualitative and quantitative data from a variety of sources to develop a
thorough understanding of participants’ experiences. Data collection took place from early spring
2008 through late spring 2010 and included a site visit to MLS, several rounds of depth
interviews with MLS staff, and continuous monitoring and a final review of MLS online
initiatives.

Description of the Museum. Referred to during its early history as the “Children’s Museum,”
the Museum of Life and Science evolved to become an indoor and outdoor science and
technology museum that included an operating railroad and outdoor and indoor exhibits of live
animals. MLS’s mission was to “create a place of lifelong learning where people, from young
child to senior citizen, embrace science as a way of knowing about themselves, their community,
and their world.” Web 2.0 development focused on two aspects of the mission: lifelong learning,
and science as a way of knowing. Families with young children and museum members were both
important audiences at MLS, but the Museum was also reaching out to adult audiences to fulfill
its mission to support lifelong learning.

Overview of Web 2.0 at MLS. Web 2.0 development at MLS preceded the Take Two project,
with two blogs and a YouTube channel created during 2007. Shortly after the project began,
grant funds were used to partially fund a newly created position. The Director of Innovation and
Digital Engagement (DIDE) position was located within the Division of Innovation and
Learning, and proved to be a key part of the Take Two experiment at MLS. A major component
of the Web 2.0 culture at MLS was the incorporation of digital technologies into many aspects of
life at the Museum and beyond, using already existing and readily available platforms such as
Facebook, Twitter, Flickr, and YouTube. This took place on two fronts: one with the Museum’s
public, and one internally. Adult audiences were a major focus of Web 2.0 initiatives.

Experimentation and risk. A major non-technology component of developing a Web 2.0

culture at MLS included trying out new ideas, even when that entailed taking risks. Most Web
2.0 initiatives began as experiments whose risks were mitigated because staff had their leaders’
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permission to fail. MLS also limited overall risk by supporting experiments in areas that were not
critical to the organization’s operations, but that could become integral if proven effective.

Role of the DIDE. The creation of the Director of Innovation and Digital Engagement (DIDE)
position was central to the development of Web 2.0 at the Museum. This staff member served as
an important source of technological knowledge and creativity, but was not always the source of
the core ideas that were realized through Web 2.0 initiatives. For example, many initiatives often
started with low-tech or no-tech ideas developed by staff members who were closely engaged
with Museum visitors, and then were developed in partnership with the DIDE to bring the
initiatives online. An important contribution of the DIDE was the deliberate effort to create a
community of MLS staff, using a variety of innovative techniques and approaches. The DIDE
provided an important role-model for technical exploration and use in ways that developed both
individual staff and the Web 2.0 community of practice.

From core group to community of practice. A core group of early Web 2.0 adopters predated
the DIDE’s tenure. That core group expanded after the addition of the DIDE as other staff
members took an interest in and became deeply involved with developing and managing Web
2.0 initiatives such as blogs, Facebook postings, and tweets. Other staff members were part of a
larger community of practice that surrounded, supported, and was supported by the core group.
The community of practice also grew in ways that assimilated Web 2.0 into staff members’
outside-work lives, such as Friday afternoon gatherings at a local bar. This professional/personal
crossover was not considered something new, but rather an extension of an already-existing
museum culture.

Bridging the gap. An important consideration throughout the 7ake Two project was to
encourage members of the online communities to participate with the physical museum. To
bridge the gap between their online communities and the Museum’s exhibitions, selected
bloggers, Twitter followers, and Flickr subscribers were invited to special events at the Museum,
including the Dinosaur Trail opening and a special, adults-only event in Contraptions.

Shared authority and co-creation of knowledge. MLS strove to create a culture of observation,
documentation, and sharing by staff, Museum visitors, and users who participated online. This
approach embraced the wide range of people who spoke for and about the Museum, and
acknowledged challenges brought on by sharing authority in the context of Web 2.0. An
important aspect of the Web 2.0 culture at MLS was also the notion of co-creation of physical
and intellectual products, both in the Museum and online.

Judging success. MLS staff used a range of criteria to judge the success of Web 2.0 experiments
such as (a) how many users were engaged, (b) who was being served, (c) alignment with MLS’s
social participation goals, (d) staff-time requirement, (e) the development of staff competencies,
etc. MLS staff regularly reviewed what they were doing and sometimes dropped experiments
that seemed unsuccessful. Usage statistics were gathered and shared, and staff held informal one-
on-one discussions with the DIDE about experiments they were involved with.

Future plans. Short-term planning related to Take Two was constant and rather informal. When
MLS staff had an idea, it could move from the discussion phase to online experiment in a matter
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of days or weeks. Longer range planning was a challenge, in part because ideas had to be flexible
so they could adapt to the constantly changing Web 2.0 environment. Grant funding proved to be
critical for the continuing development of Web 2.0 at MLS, because the Take Two grant matched
about half of the DIDE position’s salary, and this position turned out to be crucial to achieving
the goals set forth in the Take Two project. A major key to the development of the Web 2.0
culture was the museum staff, so when new staff members were hired, consideration was given
to applicants’ potential for contributing to and embracing a Web 2.0 culture.

Lessons learned. A number of components proved to be critical to the successful development
of the Web 2.0 culture at MLS. These included: creating and hiring the Director of Innovation
and Digital Engagement (DIDE) position; focusing that position on innovation and learning
rather than marketing; embracing experimentation and risk-taking; using Web 2.0 to listen as
much as (or more than) for talking; using existing applications; providing adequate technical
support; focusing on adult visitors; cultivating institution-wide commitment, opportunities, and
participation; and ensuring adequate funding.
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INTRODUCTION

Overview of the Take Two Project

The Take Two project was a multi-year study that examined the relationship between Web 2.0
technologies and museum learning and practice, funded by a National Leadership Grant from the
Institute of Museum and Library Services. The Take Two project core team was composed of
fifteen individuals, identified by name on the inside front cover of this report. Begun in October
2007, the project ended September 2011.

The Take Two project had three major components: (a) a series of gatherings to discuss and
document the evolution of the core team’s thinking about and understanding of Web 2.0
technologies and the implication for research and practice; (b) a Michigan State University led
research study that used discourse analysis to examine user interaction, co-creation of
knowledge, and identity building within the Science Museum of Minnesota’s popular blog,
Science Buzz (Grabill, Pigg, & Wittenauer, 2009); and (c) the University of Washington led 7Take
Two Institutional Research Study, an examination of the contributions that the implementation
and adoption of Web 2.0 technologies made to museum practice and staff development at the
Museum of Life and Science in Durham, North Carolina. This report describes the Take Two
Institutional Research Study only.

Overview of the Take Two Institutional Research Study

The Take Two Institutional Research Study (TIRS) was envisioned and led by co-PI Dr. Kris
Morrissey at the University of Washington. It focused on interactions that took place within the
Museum of Life and Science in Durham, North Carolina (MLS) as it (a) installed a Science Buzz
kiosk (produced and run by the Science Museum of Minnesota) and (b) made a staff-wide
commitment to a philosophy and practice of Web 2.0. The Museum engaged in a facilitated self-
study of the impact of Web 2.0 technologies on staff and audience development and learning.
This study reflected on issues of institutional identity, sense of authority and authenticity, and the
nature of relationships within MLS and between MLS and its many realized and potential
audiences.

The initial research question was phrased as follows:
What is the impact of adopting Web 2.0 on museum practice at MLS? As the institution
changes its approach to authority over content and interactions with the public online,
how do practices on-site change?

Over the two-and-a-half year span of the research study, the question evolved to become:
In what ways and to what extent has the adoption of Web 2.0 technologies at the
Museum of Life and Science contributed to and helped shape the ongoing

evolution of the organization and its culture, institutional identity, ways of doing
business, and educational philosophies?
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This research study was an ethnographic case study of how MLS staff members’ relationships
with each other and their audiences evolved as the Museum embraced a philosophy of
experimentation, shared authority, and co-creation. It is important to note that this study’s
emphasis was on the development of Web 2.0 culture, not the use of Web 2.0 technologies. This
was an important guiding philosophy throughout the 77RS.
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METHODOLOGY AND METHODS

A research method is a technique for (or way of proceeding in) gathering
evidence...A methodology is a theory and analysis of how research does or should
proceed. (Harding, 1987, p. 2)

A naturalistic methodology was used for this study. Naturalistic inquiry uses a rigorous and
systematic approach for collecting and analyzing data in real-life settings. The goal of
naturalistic methodology is to provide a holistic understanding of participants’ experiences from
a variety of perspectives and using a variety of methods (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In this case, it
included collecting both qualitative and quantitative data from a variety of sources and
triangulating the data to develop a thorough understanding of the various participants’
experiences. One of the strengths of naturalistic evaluation is that unanticipated findings often
emerge from the data. A naturalistic methodology allowed the researchers to follow up on
threads and themes that characterized how respondents thought about their experiences.

Naturalistic inquiry is guided by a different set of criteria than experimental or positivistic
research. In judging the quality of a particular naturalistic study, constructs such as credibility,
transferability, dependability, and confirmability take the place of more familiar constructs such
as reliability, validity, and generalizability (Allen, Gutwill, Perry, Garibay, Ellenbogen,
Heimlich, et al., 2007). Every attempt was made to ensure this study adhered to the highest
standards for naturalistic evaluation. Any exceptions are described in the Limitations section
below.

Research Design

To guide this research, a detailed topical framework was developed and later revised as the needs
of the project evolved (see Appendix A). A topical framework is an outline of issues, or topics,
that the team wishes to explore. While every attempt was made to identify as many issues as
possible at the beginning of the study, the topical framework evolved during the project to
include new topics that emerged during the process of data collection.

Data collection

Data collection for this study included a site visit to MLS by one member of the research team,
several rounds of interviews with MLS staff, a review of existing documents, and a review of
MLS social media and online initiatives, including continuous monitoring of them throughout

study (see Appendix B).

The first phone interviews took place in 2008. The site visit took place on September 23 and 24,
2008, and included the second round of interviews, this time with groups of MLS staff selected
because they shared similar responsibilities or were working on a particular project. A mid-
project interview took place in spring 2009. The final round of phone interviews was completed
during March and April of 2010. Both MLS staff and 77RS researchers monitored the various
MLS social media and online initiatives from summer 2008 through winter 2010. A final review
of the social media and online initiatives and the written documents was completed spring 2010.
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Respondents

Because the goal of naturalistic inquiry is to describe a wide range of experiences, purposive
sampling was used in this study instead of the more familiar random sampling (Miles &
Huberman, 1994). In purposive sampling, respondents are deliberately picked because they are
deemed likely to have a unique or particularly interesting perspective or experience, i.e., one that
is different from previous respondents.

The goal of purposive sample is to ensure that a broad range of audience diversity

is included in the study, and that the interactions with any particular respondent
are extended and rich. (Allen et al., 2007, p. 238)

Respondents for 7/RS included 21 purposively selected staff members drawn from all levels of
the Museum’s hierarchy. Most, but not all, respondents were selected because they had been
active contributors to one or more of the many online initiatives at MLS. Others were selected
because they supervised the contributors, or because they had not yet participated in Web 2.0.

Two MLS staff members played a unique role in the Take Two project, serving as both
respondents and partners in the research. The Vice President for Innovation and Learning (VPIL)
at MLS was a partner on the project since its inception. He participated in many initial
discussions about the project, contributed to its ongoing evolution, and participated in most team
meetings, from the project’s inception onward. MLS’s Director for Innovation and Digital
Engagement (DIDE) was brought on after the project began, but then played a very active role in
its evolution. She gathered and analyzed most of the quantitative data examined during the 7/RS
project, continually reflected on her experiences both online and off, became the public face of
Web 2.0 at MLS, and participated in many of the team meetings. Both the VPIL and the DIDE
also served as respondents for this study, and reviewed a draft version of this report.

Because this study focused on the experiences and perceptions of MLS staff, no visitors or online
users were interviewed.

Methods

In accordance with standards for conducting naturalistic evaluation, a number of data collection
methods were used in this research study. Each strategy is briefly described below. (For an
overview of all data sources, see Appendix B.)

Depth interviews

Depth interviews were an important source of data for this study (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The
depth interviews were open-ended interviews conducted with respondents. Depth interviews
began with a protocol, or general outline of issues to be explored, but during the course of the
interview unexpected twists and turns were sometimes taken and unanticipated leads were
followed up. These interviews often felt more like conversations than inquiries and lasted for as
long as both the researcher and respondent desired. Interviews ranged from 15 minutes to over an
hour in length.
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The advantage of depth interviews is that a strong rapport and trust is often built between the
researcher and each respondent, resulting in a rich and intimate understanding of respondent
experiences that is difficult to achieve with other more structured interview protocols. Depth
interviews also allow unanticipated findings to emerge, helping to ensure that the findings
accurately reflect the complexities and subtle nuances of a respondent’s experiences. A
disadvantage of depth interviews is that they require prolonged engagement and consequently
take a long time to conduct.

In this study a total of eleven depth interviews were conducted for a total of 13.5 contact hours.
Some interviews were extended through follow-up emails. Contact hours included only the time
actually spent with the respondent. They did not include time spent in follow-up emails, or
writing debriefs (see Data analysis section below).

Group interviews

During the site visit to the Museum, group interviews were used to gather data about the
experiences of MLS staff. Similar to one-on-one depth interviews, the group interviews were
open-ended and structured more like conversations than formal interviews. The group interviews
also began with a general protocol and followed unanticipated leads when they arose.

An advantage of group interviews was that the researchers gained an understanding of the
dynamics within groups of staff with similar responsibilities or who were collaborating on the
same project. Also, respondents had the opportunity to hear what their colleagues shared about
their experiences and thus reflect in different ways on their own experiences. A disadvantage
was that some staff may have been less apt to participate fully in the conversation and some may
have been less willing to share certain types of experiences in front of their colleagues.

Four group interviews were conducted, with key administrative staff, educators, Animal
Department staff, and an inter-departmental team working on an exhibition. Group size varied
from three to seven individuals, with a total of 21 staff participating. (A few individuals
participated in more than one interview.)

On-site observations

During September 2008, site visit researchers viewed and photographed the facilities and
exhibitions at the Museum (see Appendix C). These observations helped researchers develop
their understanding of the context within which MLS’s Web 2.0 initiatives developed.

Monitoring and review of online initiatives

Both MLS staff and 7IRS researchers monitored the various online initiatives, following Twitter,
Facebook, and blog posts, and other online initiatives more-or-less as they happened. In addition,
MLS staff often e-mailed the researchers to call attention to particularly interesting postings and
events. MLS staff also collected and analyzed usage statistics for the online initiatives. This is
discussed in more detail later in the report.
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In preparation for writing this report, researchers conducted a final review of online initiatives
during spring 2010. A narrative description of the Web 2.0 and related online initiatives is
included as Appendix D. A chart with links and other data about the major initiatives is available
in Appendix E and Appendix F provides screenshots of major public initiatives.

Review of documents

As the researchers attempted to develop as complete a picture as possible, review of additional
documents became an important component of the data set. In this study, documents that were
reviewed included a wide variety of written and illustrated materials, including both printed and
electronic documents (such as PDFs and SlideShare presentations) created by MLS staff.

Data analysis

Data analysis for this study was an on-going process using a modified inductive constant
comparison approach whereby each unit of data was systematically compared with all previous
units of data (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Immediately following each interview, researchers wrote
debriefs fleshing out their notes, reflecting on and analyzing their findings, comparing the
interview data with data from previous data collection sessions, and developing preliminary
conclusions. Analysis continued as data and findings were compared among the researchers and
among data types. Researchers also held group debriefing sessions to triangulate findings and
resolve any contradictions.

Although a variety of data collection strategies were employed, in accordance with standards for
naturalistic inquiry these data were not treated separately but were integrated to develop a
comprehensive and multi-faceted understanding of different issues from a variety of angles. The
reader of this report won’t find, for example, the results of document reviews or a summary of
interview findings. Rather, the report discusses findings on a range of topics as spelled out in the
topical framework, integrating all the data relevant to each topic into subsections of the report.
The findings reported in this study are synthesized results that emerged from interviews, reviews
of online sources and documents, and observations.

Presentation of findings

This study is a naturalistic case study. One of the strengths of this type of study is that it presents
a narrative description of findings. In accordance with standards for naturalistic inquiry, the
reader will find few tables, charts, graphs, or numerical statistics. All quotes are in respondents’
exact words, except when indicated otherwise by square brackets.

Ethical treatment of respondents

The Take Two Institutional Research Study (TIRS) was conducted under the direction of Dr. Kris
Morrissey at the University of Washington. As such, it was subject not only to the ethical
standards that guide all Selinda Research Associates studies but also to review and approval by
the university’s Institutional Review Board (IRB). One of the primary functions of the IRB is to
protect human subjects—in this case, the staff at MLS who were interviewed and contributed in
other ways to this research.
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As such, the researchers were obligated to write this report in a way that would protect
respondents from any negative consequences of their participation, and that would, ideally,
produce some benefit for them. This was explained to respondents in e-mails and during
interviews. On the issue of confidentiality, respondents were promised that everything they said
during interviews would be kept in confidence, accessible only to the researchers (excluding
MLS staff). On the issue of possible benefits, respondents were told that indirect benefits might
include having a chance to reflect upon their work and contribute to the wider museum field’s
understanding of how we can use Web 2.0 tools and culture to communicate with visitors and
each other.

This report needed to preserve respondent confidentiality in a Web 2.0 world, when people
voluntarily go public with much of their lives. This set up a dilemma: How can researchers
protect respondents’ privacy yet still give credit to the creative people on staff at MLS? Given
this dilemma, the following strategies were used in the writing of this report:

* Names of respondents were not used in this report. When MLS staff members were referred
to by name, it was because they were more than respondents; they were also partners in the
research and co-authors of this report.

* Although two key MLS staff were partners in most of the research, only Selinda Research
Associates staff had access to recordings and transcripts of individual depth interviews and to
the correspondence surrounding these interviews.

* Every incident or idea was included in this report because there was evidence of it from more
than one source. The findings were triangulated with several conversations and/or online and
written sources. No findings were attributed to a single individual because no single person
was solely responsible for them.

* Similarly, when quotes and paraphrases were used in the report, they were not attributed to a
particular source. These words were chosen because they illustrated or clearly expressed a
general point, not because they represented the feelings of a particular individual.

* Key staff at MLS reviewed the draft report and were free to veto any text that they felt
compromised MLS staff confidentiality or put them or their colleagues at risk.

As far as recognizing the creative efforts of MLS staff, Appendix E includes links to most of the
online initiatives developed over the past few years, including blog and other postings where
staff have reflected on their Web 2.0 participation. By following those links, readers can “meet”
many of these staff, learn more about what they’ve accomplished, and find out how they feel
about it.

Limitations

It’s important to note that this study is really a progress report on the development of Web 2.0
culture at the Museum. Definitive conclusions were not reached about many of the initiatives or
approaches described in this report because they continue to develop and change. As this report
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was written, some initiatives were expanding and becoming institutionalized and new initiatives
were being developed and implemented. Some initiatives will doubtless be dropped before the
report reaches a broad audience. Also, much of what was written about staff participation in Web
2.0 initiatives was from a time-limited perspective, since staff members continued to develop
new interests and take on new responsibilities even as this report was being written. Therefore,
lessons learned fo date are described at the end of the report rather than trying to nail down the
last word on the subject.

In this report, a number of links to online initiatives and resources have been included so that
examples can be readily viewed. While all links worked as of May 2010, because this report is
about the ever-evolving Web 2.0 the reader is advised that some of them may no longer be
functional.

This study was necessarily limited in scope, due to the resources available. When conducting a
research study using naturalistic methodologies, it is standard practice to continue collecting data
until a state of redundancy is reached. Redundancy is the point at which no new information is
gleaned, despite repeated attempts to elicit additional findings. In this study, redundancy was
achieved for many of the issues listed in the topical framework. However, in some areas of the
study researchers were unable to explore the issue in enough depth to reach redundancy. Issues
that could not be resolved satisfactorily were either not included in the final report or were
identified where appropriate.
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FINDINGS: An Overview of the Museum of Life and Science

Our mission is to create a place of lifelong learning where people, from young child to
senior citizen, embrace science as a way of knowing about themselves, their community,
and their world.'

The Museum of Life and Science is located in Durham, North Carolina. Durham, along with the
nearby cities of Raleigh and Chapel Hill, is part of North Carolina’s Research Triangle, so
named because this area is home to three major research universities: Duke University,
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and North Carolina State University. The Museum
of Life and Science has developed partnerships with all three universities and with other
education- and science-oriented institutions within the Research Triangle and beyond.

The Museum was founded in 1946 as a small trailside nature center. During its early history it
was called the “Children’s Museum,” but it has evolved over the years to become a science and
technology museum for all ages. In part, this was because the Museum accumulated scientific
collections of dinosaur fossils and minerals as well as technological artifacts, like the Mercury
Redstone rocket that sits in front of the Museum’s current home (Fig. C-1). The Museum
adopted the name “North Carolina Museum of Life and Science” during the 1970s, as it
developed into an indoor and outdoor museum that included an operating railroad and outdoor
exhibits of large animals. Significant expansions occurred in the 1980s and 1990s, including
adding an indoor nature center with live animals and a Science and Technology Wing.

A strategic plan implemented over the past decade included development of the two-phase
BioQuest project.” Phase One included opening the Magic Wings Butterfly House (Fig. C-2), a
three-story conservatory with tropical butterflies and plants, learning labs, and an Insectarium.
Phase Two opened three major outdoor exhibitions on a 10-acre site within the Museum’s
overall 84-acre campus: Explore the Wild (Figs. C-3 though F-6), Catch the Wind (Fig. C-7), and
the redeveloped Dinosaur Trail (Fig. C-8), a two-acre outdoor space that includes life-sized
models of Cretaceous-age dinosaurs and a fossil dig site where visitors find and take home their
own small fossils. A new large indoor exhibition, Contraptions, was under development during
this study, moving from prototype (Fig. C-9) to public opening over the final year and a half of
the study.

It should be noted that the mission statement quoted above was demonstrated to be an integral
part of the Museum. Most respondents related and justified nearly all their job activities, and all
the things they saw visitors doing at the Museum, back to the mission. The aspects of the mission
that were mentioned most often in relation to 7ake Two were (a) lifelong learning, and (b)
science as a way of knowing. These two concepts are referenced repeatedly in the rest of this
report.

! Retrieved from the Museum’s website, March, 2010.
* The ASTC ExhibitFiles website has a case study of this project at http://www.exhibitfiles.org/bioquest_woods
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Staff Roles and Organizational Structure

At the time of this study, the Museum of Life and Science employed approximately 70 full-time
staff. As seen in the simplified organizational chart (developed by the TIRS researchers and
included in Appendix G), the Museum included four major divisions, each supervised by a vice
president. Directors for the various departments reported to the vice presidents, and the titles of
the staff members who reported to the various directors varied according to their areas of
responsibility.

Three of the titles for the vice presidents will be familiar to most museum professionals, but the
fourth, the Vice President for Innovation and Learning, is one rarely encountered in the museum
world. At MLS, this position was particularly influential in the envisioning and development of
the Web 2.0 culture. It was interesting to note that while some museums consolidate their
educational functions within a single division, the Family and School Experiences staff at MLS
reported to the Vice President for Innovation and Learning, and the Learning
Communities/Educational Resources staff reported to the Vice President for
Administration/CFO. As can be seen in the chart in Appendix G, the Vice President for Exhibits
and Planning supervised both the staff who developed and maintained the indoor and outdoor
museum exhibits, and the staff who cared for living animals and plants in what amounted to a
small zoo and conservatory.

The key position for Web 2.0 development at MLS was the Director of Innovation and Digital
Engagement (DIDE). As of the writing of this report, this position reported to the Vice President
for Innovation and Learning (VPIL). The responsibilities for these two positions are discussed in
depth in later sections of the report. It is important to note that the staff with whom the DIDE
worked on Web 2.0 initiatives—i.e., the staff members who produced and managed content for
Web 2.0 (those positions marked by asterisks in Appendix G)—were scattered throughout the
organizational chart. For example, the staff members who wrote blogs for the Museum worked in
Guest Relations, the Science Education Resource Center (SERC), and the Animal Department,
not directly for the VPIL.

Several additional Web 2.0 initiatives were inspired by and/or run by staff in Exhibits and
Planning, and by the Director of Membership Advancement. The Director of Marketing was also
an important player throughout the project. In short, Web 2.0 at MLS was (and continued to be
as this report was written) an organization-wide phenomenon, with indications that it would
continue to be so for some time to come, with additional staff members becoming increasingly
active participants.

Museum Audiences

During the time of this study, the staff at the Museum of Life and Science focused their efforts
on three audience segments: families with young children, museum members, and adults.
Families with young children comprised the largest segment of MLS visitors. Perhaps this should
not be surprising, given that MLS was originally a children’s museum, and most modern science
museums primarily serve this audience.

N
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The Museum also had a strong focus on serving museum members. Shortly before this study
began, MLS had developed a Membership Model. It described members as the Museum’s
primary customers because, as repeat visitors, members were most apt to achieve the Museum’s
goals for lifelong learners. Perhaps because of this focus, when this study began, membership
and membership-related revenues had been growing for several years.

It should be noted that these first two audiences overlapped substantially because most of the
members were families with young children or grandchildren.

Although it was widely accepted that most visitors to the museum came with young children, the
Museum also was committed to fulfilling its mission of providing life-long learning
opportunities by reaching out to adult audiences. Staff indicated that meeting this challenge
required developing programs especially for adults, not just “watered down versions of things
that were developed for children and their families.” One of the more successful efforts was an
adult-centered café-style science lecture and discussion series, called Periodic Tables. As
explained on the Periodic Tables website (in 2010):

Periodic Tables is a monthly gathering where curious adults can meet in a casual setting
to discuss the latest science in plain English. At Periodic Tables, you will chat with your
neighbors and local experts about interesting and relevant science happenings right here
in the Triangle and beyond. No lengthy PowerPoint presentations, no drawn-out
seminars, no confusing jargon. Simply smart and relevant science in a relaxed
atmosphere. Eating and drinking are encouraged, and there is no such thing as a stupid
question.

In part because of the difficulty of attracting adults to the Museum, the adult audience was a
major focus of Web 2.0 initiatives.

Origins and Evolution of MLS’s Web 2.0 Initiative

The origins of Take Two at the Museum of Life and Science really can be traced back to 2004
when a new President and CEO took charge at the Museum. He began shaping the Museum’s
culture in ways that led ultimately to the MLS Web 2.0 development model, which stressed
experimenting with new ideas and new approaches to engaging with the public. A key step in
this process was the reorganization of the Museum’s hierarchy (Appendix G) and the hiring of a
Vice President for Innovation and Learning—a position not found in most museums.

Within this context of re-inventing the Museum, MLS staff developed an interest in Web 2.0
applications more than a year before this study began. (See Appendix H for a timeline of major
Web 2.0 events at MLS, and Appendix D for descriptions of Web 2.0 and related initiatives at
MLS.) During the winter of 2007, an interdepartmental team of MLS staff brainstormed ideas for
Web 2.0 applications at the Museum and decided that an MLS blog would be a good way to
start. They asked for volunteers and found Animal Department staff interested and willing to

? For more information about this program, see http:/www.ncmls.org/periodictables. Web 2.0 aspects of this
program are discussed in a later section of this report.
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give the idea a try. After a six-month trial period, during which the blog was written only for
fellow Animal Department staff and eventually other MLS staff, the blog went public in October
2007. Additionally, during the summer of 2007, MLS opened its YouTube account and posted its
first YouTube videos. A second blog, Greg Dodge Journal, began publishing in spring 2008.

In addition to these early discussions and forays into Web 2.0 technologies, during 2006 and
2007 MLS staff began talking with Science Museum of Minnesota (SMM) staff about potential
cooperative projects, including SMM’s popular Science Buzz blog-centered website and series of
exhibits about current science.” Preliminary plans were made to install two Science Buzz kiosks
in MLS exhibits: one centered on health in the Museum’s Investigate Health exhibition and a
second kiosk focused on energy and the environment. At the same time, the larger Take Two
project was in the planning stages and was looking for a museum that could serve as a case study
of Web 2.0 adoption. MLS became part of the grant proposal to the Institute of Museum and
Library Services and was chosen as the subject for this study.

At the beginning of the Take Two project, a Science Buzz kiosk was installed in Investigate
Health in January 2008, with unexpected results. Although no formal evaluation of the kiosk was
undertaken, MLS staff who regularly watched visitors use the kiosk noted that many visitors
would sit down for a few seconds and click a story but not really read it. Instead, visitors were
most often seen using a feature that allowed them to take a picture of themselves and send it as a
postcard. Although adult visitors sometimes were observed talking about the health stories as
they read them, there were indications that most visitors did not realize that Science Buzz also
served as a forum where they could participate in online discussions. MLS staff felt that the use
of the Science Buzz kiosk did not engage visitors as expected at least partly because it was “not
in a great location,” i.e., it was in a place where people waited for others in their group to use the
Investigate Health Lab or a restroom.

Perhaps most important from the viewpoint of MLS staff, the Science Buzz kiosk, as it was
installed and used at MLS, seemed static, unlike the approach to digital engagement the Museum
aspired to. They contrasted the kiosk with what they saw as the more active, ever-changing
approach they were beginning to take with Web 2.0, as described in the next section of this
report. During this time, MLS staff described the Science Buzz model as fixed-format, closed,
and proprietary, and requiring “technical, spiritual, and emotional” care beyond the initial
monetary cost. It began to appear that Science Buzz would serve as a source of inspiration for
MLS staff by showing them a path they did not want to follow.’

The path MLS wound up following was greatly influenced by the funding provided as part of the
Take Two project. Those funds were used, in part, to create a staff position dedicated to Web
technologies at the Museum. The creation of this position was a deliberate experiment, and was

* The Science Buzz website can be accessed here: http://www.sciencebuzz.org/

For an ExhibitFiles case study of Science Buzz, go here: http://www.exhibitfiles.org/science_buzz

Go here to read more about the Science Buzz kiosk installed at several museums around the United States:
http://exhibits.smm.org/wiki/display/buzz/Home

> As this report was being written, a single Science Buzz kiosk was still installed in Investigate Health. Visitors used
it to view current news stories about health-related issues, but it was not a major player in MLS’s Web 2.0
initiatives.
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initially titled the Director of Web Experience. It was filled in July 2008 by an individual who
was specifically chosen for her leadership qualities and knowledge of Web 2.0 technologies and
culture.

The MLS approach to Web 2.0 really began to take shape after this Director of Web Experience
was hired. An important component of this approach included the decision to use already
existing, free, social media platforms. The Museum’s initial foray into Web 2.0 (the Animal
Department Blog) required the use of a third-party platform because the technical know-how was
not available in-house. After the new Director of Web Experience came on board, based in part
on the Museum’s initial experiences with the Science Buzz kiosk, and in part on internal
discussions among MLS staff, a philosophical decision was made to continue to use already
existing, free, social media platforms, as that approach seemed the best way for a non-profit
organization like MLS to “get any scale in Web 2.0.”

Shortly after the Director of Web Experience came on board, the title for the position was
changed to Director for Innovation and Digital Engagement (DIDE) as a more accurate
description of the job’s responsibilities. The DIDE described her role at MLS as “an agent for
institutional change using Web technology,” and explained that her position gave her a mandate
to innovate. The old “Web Experience” title seemed too broad in some ways, and too limiting in
others.

Many projects [that don’t fall under this position, for example] redesign a birthday
party site, help us figure out ways to sell online tickets, etc., fit into “experience”
and are certainly “web.” We use the words “innovation” and “engagement” to focus
on experimentation and learning and the word “digital” to branch out from the
concept of just a website, but also [include] digital exhibit componentry and mobile
device use.

An Overview of Web 2.0 Initiatives

During the time of this 77RS study, the major Web 2.0 undertakings consisted of both public and
internal initiatives. Major public initiatives included the Museum’s three blogs—the Animal
Department Blog, Greg Dodge Journal, and The Science Education Blog—and social media
accounts on Facebook and Twitter. MLS staff also developed initiatives on the photo-sharing
website Flickr; posted online videos, mostly on YouTube; and bookmarked Web links using
Delicious and FriendFeed. Access to these public initiatives was through the Museum’s website,
which was redesigned to highlight Web 2.0 initiatives.

To integrate these initiatives with visitors’ museum experiences, staff developed a range of
online initiatives related to two new exhibitions: Dinosaur Trail and Contraptions. In addition,
the adult program, Periodic Tables, was supported by a complex of Web and social media
applications. To bridge the gap between their online communities and the Museum’s exhibitions,
selected bloggers, Twitter followers, and Flickr subscribers were invited to special events at the
Museum, including the Dinosaur Trail opening and a special, adults-only event in Contraptions.
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In addition to Web 2.0 initiatives designed specifically for the public, MLS staff developed
online initiatives for their own use. Some of these were also made available to other museum
professionals. For instance, useum was a blog on Tumblr, where the DIDE posted thoughts and
comments on her work at the Museum, as well as links to online content produced by other MLS
staff. The MLS Exhibits Department used Flickr to post photos of both newly opened exhibitions
and exhibits under development. Other online initiatives were password-protected and available
only to MLS staff, including a Museum intranet; IdeaScale, an online forum that allowed
Museum staff to post ideas and suggestions for new initiatives; and Yammer, a microblog where
staff posted work-related updates, comments, and announcements. With the DIDE’s guidance,
MLS staff developed online tools to facilitate their own work. Staff used information-sharing
tools to work collaboratively on grants and developed their own websites to provide support and
guidance to departmental volunteer staff.

The array of Web 2.0 initiatives at MLS is described in more detail in Appendix D. In addition,

Appendix E includes data and links for all the initiatives in tabular form. Appendix F includes
screenshots from many of the initiatives.
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FINDINGS: The Museum’s Overall Approach to Web 2.0

In embarking on this Web 2.0 project, two important components appeared to be critical: (a) the
cultivation of a culture of experimentation and risk-taking, and (b) the creation of a full-time
position dedicated to the project.

Experimenting, Taking Risks, and Permission to Fail

In collecting data for this study, it became clear that MLS leadership was firmly committed to
cultivating a culture conducive to experimentation and risk-taking. Staff at the core of Web 2.0 at
MLS described the organizational culture they were trying to cultivate as one that encouraged
experimenting with new ideas even if that entailed taking risks. To encourage this development,
the leadership at MLS worked to convince staff that they did, indeed, have permission to fail.

It was, however, important to note that not everything done at MLS was an experiment. MLS
leaders emphasized that non-profits need to experiment in ways summarized by an IMLS
(Institute of Museum and Library Services) phrase: “Chasing the edge and maintaining the core.”
That meant that non-profits, because they don’t have large research and development budgets
and staff, have a responsibility to participate in experiments in areas that are not on the
organization’s critical path to delivering their mission, but which could become part of the
museum’s core if proven effective. In other words, there appeared to be a commitment to the
idea that science museums in general need to try things that might fail but “in ways that won’t
sink them.” Science museums need to continue to try new experiments, prove which initiatives
are something they want to pull into the core of the organization, and find ways to fund them. At
MLS, Web 2.0 was seen as an example of that kind of experimentation, risk-taking, and
ultimately, change.

Sometimes in organizations, a new philosophy of risk-taking and experimentation is not
perceived by the staff as possible when it comes to daily operations and individual accountability
—even though leadership strives to be committed to organizational change. Staff at all levels of
the MLS organizational hierarchy emphasized the roles of permission and trust in the Web 2.0
experimentation process, saying they felt their leaders gave them permission to do “little
experiments,” to take risks, and to trust their judgment on which directions to move next. They
described that permission as coming from the top of the organization. We also heard this process
called “entrepreneurship” instead of experimentation, but the overall approach seemed the same:
Start s,6ma11, try it out using an iterative process, and improve as needed to see if the idea can
work.

Indeed, as can be seen by the sheer number of online initiatives described in Appendix D, there
were so many of them in part because Museum staff wanted to experiment with lots of new ideas
and then, as one staff member put it, “see what sticks.”

% Note that some staff used the term “experiments” for the same MLS Web 2.0 activities referred to in this report as
“Initiatives” and “projects.” However, since Name That Zoom and other Web 2.0 activities eventually moved
beyond the experimental phase, the more generic terms (“initiatives” and “projects”) are favored in this report.

N
Selinda Research Associates, Inc. 15



Role of the Director of Innovation and Digital Engagement

It was clear that an institution-wide culture and philosophy of experimentation and risk-taking
was essential to the successful implementation of Web 2.0 at MLS. At the same time, however,
this was not enough. The initiative also needed someone to take the reins and lead the endeavor.
There were many indications that the Director of Innovation and Digital Engagement (DIDE)
was central to the development of Web 2.0 at the Museum.

First, the DIDE was a source of technological knowledge and creativity. In the many initiatives
described in Appendices D and E, she provided the inventiveness and expertise evident in the
finished products. However, the DIDE was not always the source of the core ideas that were
realized through Web 2.0 initiatives. In fact, initiatives often started with low-tech—or even no-
tech—ideas developed by staff who were close to the Museum visitor. The DIDE position
evolved into a kind of “safe pe