“User-centered innovation systems involving free revealing can sometimes supplant product development carried out by manufacturers. This outcome seems reasonable when manufacturers can obtain field-tested user designs at no cost.” (Von Hippel, 2005) page 125
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I wish to talk today about the tension between museums which present information as unitary authority figures on the one hand and the desire of other museums to accommodate the voices of many on the other. In many ways it is the same topic that museums have been struggling with throughout the years. The significant difference between then and now is the internet with its profound and revolutionary consequences.  Most especially it is the access to information and voluntary interactive cooperation known as social networking or web 2.0 that interests me.  
“The new Web is a very different thing. It's a tool for bringing together the small contributions of millions of people and making them matter. Silicon Valley consultants call it Web 2.0, as if it were a new version of some old software. But it's really a revolution.”(Grossman, 2006)
Web 2.0 comprises social web sites “… that emphasize online collaboration and sharing among users.”(Wikipedia, 2007) These sites in creating layers of networks between friends, new acquaintances and strangers, have made it easy to generate, store, and pass on information quickly by-passing authorized channels.  As a consequence, those organizations (governments, not-for-profit organizations and corporations) -- long in command of information – can no longer direct it. And without that control, institutions will have to alter their very ways of operating.
  

Museums are among those institutions that are affected by this new wide-spread information sharing and will, I believe, have to shift from the intellectually-controlling institutions they currently are to becoming service providers of shared content in the future. In fact we are already seeing inklings of such practices within the more nimble museums around the world. 

You might think this paper is about museums in virtual space; their websites, online exhibitions or digitized collections. It is not. I am proposing to change the fundamentals of the physical museum site, where actual people congregate.  As I wrote the paper, I asked myself: “Will museums be willing to respond to the new internet reality in order to remain important civic spaces, or will their inherently conservative natures prevail rendering them marginal or even extraneous in the future?” 

I believe that use of the internet is changing the fundamental way we are processing information.  It is, if you will, changing “habits of mind”.  This new habit is the belief that information is available 24/7 based on personalized desire.  
"It should now be clear why a "fact-based" approach will make even less sense in the future.  One can never attain a disciplined mind simply by mastering facts...Moreover, in the future, desired facts, definitions, lists, and details will literally be one's fingertips:  Either one will be able to type out a brief command on a handheld computer or one may even be able simply to blurt aloud, "What is the capital of Estonia?" (Gardner, 1999) p. 126

There is an understanding that the internet information can be cumulative, created by many peaceable, though not always polite, self-anointed individuals. It is a fundamental change in the power equation between the so-called authority figures and the public.  It is, as some say, the democratizing of power. 
I am reminded of a conversation I have had many times over the years with each of my five children (and now my seven grandchildren) in which I assert that the relationship between parent and child is a constant renegotiation of inherent power inequality. Power in the beginning of the relationship favors the parent and gradually becomes more equal as the child matures until the balance is upended as the child becomes the authority figure during the parent’s end of life process. In the beginning, it is the parent’s responsibility to provide for the protection and safety of the child in overt and subtle ways which trumps all other wishes and desires asserted by the child. During the course of the life trajectory there is a continuous recalibration between parent and child trying to achieve the appropriate authority ratio between the two.
As we think about the collection of civic institutions to which the museum community belongs, this analogy is not misplaced.  Museums have taken on an authoritative position with diligence and benevolence, believing their position of intellectual control was also in the best interests of a stable, cultured and literate society.  Museums often believed that their patrons, or some portion of them, were like children needing to be guided to be kept safe.  This belief comes from a historical time when trustworthy institutions were expected to be the conduit between a “better” culture which they had access to and those who were enmeshed in an inferior one.  Some writers asserted that this mostly one way knowledge transfer would foster better citizenship and a more peaceable society. 
Museums were not alone in this position. Schools, libraries, organized religion and government also felt that same responsibility. Many still do. Like the parent /child relationship, the tension between accommodating to the wishes of the “people” and the role of the authoritative institution has been at the heart of a debate that has lasted nearly 100 years.  
However I contend because of the internet, all these institutions must recalibrate their relationship with their “client.” Because the technology of the internet now allows for constant input, availability and sharing of information between users, all using compatible methodology and interoperability, the power direction from the institution to the people is being upended. More striking, the institutions affected cannot slow or prevent this from happening. It is the very nature of the internet revolution that the “rabble” can determine the standards and the methods for knowledge transfer one to another. Everyone can essentially talk to everyone else on any subject and whenever they wish.  Museums and other civil institutions, I would content, must either accommodate to that new reality or be rendered irrelevant.  Some museums are trying to understand this very new landscape.
Let us look at a few common examples that illustrate the changing expectations of internet users.

· Newspapers on the net have set up formats that print photos and eyewitness accounts of any emergency. This assumes that eyewitnesses have, by virtue of being on the scene, an unimpeachable veracity that cannot be mimicked by reporters who are not there. Because many people carry cell phones that are also video, photo and e-mail delivery systems, the information can be sent in real time.  And it appears on screen almost as fast as it is sent. 

· Our TV and internet weather and traffic broadcasts use data inputted by local eyewitnesses who call into the central collating authority. The weather broadcaster becomes a synthesizer and educator using the content of others rather than being the creator of the original data. 

· Any informational story asserted by an authority can be contradicted within hours by an alternative view published on YouTube, witness the speed in which the unauthorized version of the hanging of Saddam Hussein sent to YouTube replaced the authorized governmental tape.  
· All candidates running for the nomination of the US Presidency have sites on Facebook, My Space and YouTube, understanding that the visitation of these social network sites leads them directly to a constituency that is difficult to reach any other way.
· Before traveling to a new location, I use Tripadvisor.com which is a travel site that integrates commercial input of vendors, reviews of travel writers and opinions of individuals all on the same webpage.   
· I trade my home for homes I wish to stay in lieu of hotels by using trading sites which have no controlling authoritative figure at all.  The operator creates format, useful information and etiquette but no trading content.
In my daily life I rely on the advice of experts and unseen and unknown “ordinary people” to accumulate knowledge and I make many decisions based on the information I gather.  A recent Pew Survey (Rainie, 2006)
 suggests that people make many serious decisions including submitting to health procedures and the purchase of automobiles by finding and then using information they find on the net. 
What has that got to do with museums? Museums are only one of panoply of authoritative information dispensing institutions that are affected. These include but are not limited to schools, newspapers, advertising for the distribution of commercial products, and governments. Many of these entities are already accommodating to this new reality. For example: electronic newspapers link not only to eye-witnesses already mentioned but to bloggers, resources such as maps and statistics and previous articles in their own and others newspapers. While newspapers are trying hard to marry their authority figures with space for the self-selected, many other affected institutions are trying to use the technology involved while maintaining their own authority full stop.  These institutions, for example, use YouTube to put content controlled movies on the web and then they are surprised to find that unknown others have also introduced movies about the same museum events but without authorization. 
Museums share this need to accommodate to multiple voices with other institutions. They are not unique in that and many other characteristics. I have come to believe that museums have little or no special distinctiveness that is not also shared by some abutting institution. There are other organizations that collect and take care of things, display three dimensional materials, create and promote scholarship and there are many that assist in both formal and informal education. Even though museums have no entirely unique characteristics, it does not render them irrelevant. The similarity they share with their intellectual neighbors might take away their self-proclaimed special status but might offer more potential intellectual cross-fertilization if they were eager to work together.  
While the technology divide still exists and remains troubling especially in locations where infrastructure is still missing, it is, nevertheless, shrinking worldwide. Access to the internet is no longer computer dependent and the hardware needed for communication is declining in costs.  Emerging countries are bi-passing the costly cable-based infrastructure long necessary for communication and are instead constructing satellite based wifi systems that are increasingly broadly available. And as the technology divide shrinks, more and more people will expect information from multiple sources in real time. 
Furthermore people are getting used to being the creators of information as well as the recipients.

“Indeed, as open source software projects clearly show, horizontal innovation communities consisting entirely of users can develop, diffuse, maintain, and consume software and other information products by and for themselves—no manufacturer is required.”(Von Hippel, 2005) chapter 7 page 126
That said, I think those museums and their colleagues – libraries, archives, schools, etc., -- remain essential pillars of public stability. In fact I believe museums are part of a system of civic peacefulness and have never sufficiently exploited their importance in that regard.  But I would content that the definition of peaceability is not the deliverance of canonized information but rather the access to safe public space filled with information that serves individual’s curiosity.  
The competitive advantages that museums and their colleague institutions have over the virtual world are two.  They have access to tangible evidence of some kind and they are places where unfamiliar strangers can co-occupy real space in real time.  It is a physical setting, a place to voyage out of one’s neighborhood or comfort zone.  
In a world where one can increasingly customize one’s reality and can choose to voluntarily limit access only to those sources who reassure one’s already held opinions, the museum can become a “safe space for unsafe ideas”
 without demanding overt evidence of commitment of any public kind.  It can be the first step toward making the unfamiliar familiar and it can also be the space to broaden an already self-selected interest into unknown but adjacent intellectual neighborhoods.
These advantages are important but often understated. To make institutions into safe places in a seemingly troubled world is subtle and multi-varied. So let me enumerate a list of small and large things that must operate in order for museums to exploit (as in take fully advantage of) their competitive advantage and aid in creating a peaceable society with a small p. 

Museums enjoy public trust for delivering sound information and that needs to be preserved but the definition of trustworthiness needs to be expanded.  It is not difficult for museums to make reliable information available from multiple even conflicting sources. Examples abound on the net.  

To aid in presenting their tangible evidence in an accessible way, the museum will have to:
· Think about installation techniques that make objects in storage visible and useful for study without the "quester" identifying him or herself or asking for special permission (i.e. the concept behind visible storage)
· Create or adapt a useable search engine to easily search among the data.

· Agree on using finding aids that are both repeatable within the institution and transferable across institutions.
· Expand access to data created by others who are both known and respected and unknown and nevertheless sensible.

· Include systems where commenting is possible and cumulative (i.e. blogging, Wikipedia, and tagging.)

· Continue to create focused and opinion-based exhibitions so that novices can enjoy a predigested point of view while simultaneously allowing for access to an intuitive data base within the same exhibition to allow visitors to get answers to seemingly unrelated queries.
· Allow for others (even unannounced outsiders) to superimpose an alternative electronic-based interpretation on the presentation without visibly disrupting the original installation. (I.e. unauthorized IPod tours).

· Accommodate ceremony, spirituality and performance arts to flourish and augment the objects and put them in a more multi-sensory and interpretative context.

· Allow for multiple world-views to coexist within the same data base and presentation. 

· Offer levels of engagement that allow for reading levels and levels of interest and experience (i.e. layering)

· Include multiple learning modalities in display techniques.
· Employ strategies that foster interaction between family members and strangers.
· Make multiple languages available as a useful service. 

To foster peaceable congregant behavior among diverse citizens, the museum will need to:

· Make the entry experience as neutral and anonymous as possible (i.e. free admission).
· Provide multiple amenities to offer comfort and alternative reasons for entering (i.e. seating, toilets, food service, retail, performance, school, day care, library, etc.).
· Make way-finding transparent and intuitive.
· Offer a special aesthetic place which while welcoming and even intimate is unlike home.
· Remain open during hours that reflect the needs of various groups of people.
· Be accessible through public transportation. 

· Include inside/outside experiences wherever possible so that the institution is seen as an all-year-round amenity.
· Offer the use of the facility for other civic groups so that the building’s usefulness is seen as broad, multi-economic and multi-cultural. 

· Create areas of intimacy for private study as well and areas for communal interaction.
Let me summarize by using parts of my keynote paper for the ICOM Triennial in Vienna in 2007 called “The Blue Ocean”.
“Museums, like many other institutions, have tried to remain basically unaffected (by technology) in order to preserve their traditional method of delivery of services and their important traditional role. While many museums have websites, museums mostly use them as a new technological pipeline for the same old information posted in other formats. If asked, I believe that most museums would say that their presentation of reliable information in an important ingredient that ensures quality and their trustworthiness. And they would have a point.  Quality control is indeed an issue, one being struggled with all over the net.  The accommodation however must not be the exclusion of other sources, but rather some way to differentiate between the organization’s material and those suggested by others. 

I predict that, even in the short run, more museums will:

· Broaden their delivery systems so that information authored by others appears within their physical sites.  

· Move more quickly to integrate their collections records and images with others into broadly-held sites, given the general academic trend toward open-source materials.  

· Include audience generated keywords (tagging) so that finding aids become more intuitive and linked to more emotional and fictional categories.  There is evidence that some of this is already happening.

· Make blogging visible so that comment, and possibly refutation by credentialed, non-credentialed, and anonymous others can be seen and responded to within their walls in the same fashion as the web news media have already done. 

· Facilitate the creation of “unendorsed” trails created by strangers for others to follow.  

· Institute visible access to their collections, with each item associated with downloadable content so that individuals can pursue specialized interests without prior permission. 

If they don’t quickly do these things, I believe museums will become even more the underused and irrelevant mausoleums our detractors have long suggested they already are.
On the other hand, if museums transform themselves and are seen as trustworthy knowledge brokers rather than unitary authorities, I suggest that the museum’s place will be enhanced. 

If one believes that accepting contrarian information in one’s midst and participating in the ensuing dialogue is at the heart of democracy
, then a new, slightly chaotic, democracy can be nurtured within the walls of museums. In this new configuration, museums will rightfully become a useful forum for peaceable conversation.”(Gurian, 2007)
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� The almost immediate introduction of the unauthorized version of the hanging of Saddam Hussein into refuting the authorized government version is an important example.


� http://www.pewinternet.org/PPF/r/213/report_display.asp


� I have been credited with this quote in a speech for the Australia Museum Conference sometime in the 1990’s but there is no evidence that I actually used these words though I did speak about congregant space and its importance as a safe space for discussion. The phrase is however often quoted in Australia and New Zealand and attributed to me. I am grateful because I like the phrase and hope I said it. 


� Interestingly the first pronouncement of the newly democratically elected government of Turgekkistan was to open internet cafes.
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