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Teaching Museum Digital Practice in
2019

he Master of Arts in Museum Studies program at The George Washington
University responds to the evolving museum profession by combining
hands-on training with future-focused theoretical engagement. Students
who enrol in the program gain foundational knowledge about the state of
museum work today, practical skills and the ability to critically engage with
developments in the field.

In Museums and Digital Technology, these goals are met in the form of a syllabus that
concurrently gives a broad overview into the issues related to technology in
museums today; a deep engagement with a topic of personal or professional interest
through a research project; experience in a collaborative creative environment
through the peer review process; and practical skills in Markdown language. At the
end of the semester, each student has a published piece to share with peers,
colleagues and friends.

Each student is responsible for defining and researching their topic and writing their
paper. Dr Suse Anderson, Assistant Professor in Museum Studies, working closely
with Greg Albers, Digital Publication Manager at the Getty, was responsible for
compiling the final book.

This project, which is intended to run annually, was designed by Dr Anderson,
informed by her experience co-editing several digitally-informed publishing projects,
including CODE | WORDS Technology and Theory in the Museum, which brought together
leading museum thinkers and practitioners to explore the impact of digital
technology on the nature of museums, and Humanizing the Digital: Unproceedings
from the 2018 MCN Confererence, which responded to the MCN annual conference.
Produced in less than four months, Humanizing the Digital contains 17 reflections,
case studies, conversations, essays, and an experimental in-book zine, from 34


https://corcoran.gwu.edu/museum-studies
https://medium.com/code-words-technology-and-theory-in-the-museum
https://ad-hoc-museum-collective.github.io/humanizing-the-digital/
https://ad-hoc-museum-collective.github.io/humanizing-the-digital/
http://mcn.edu/

different contributors. It also marks a specific moment in time. Likewise, it is intended
that each book in the The State of Museum Digital Practice series will stand as a marker
of each cohort of students and their concerns and interests in a specific timeframe.

We hope you enjoy this publication, produced by the fall class of 2019.



Empathy + Technology: Digital
Testimony in Holocaust Museums

Jonathan Edelman

In the 21st century museum, technology seems to reign supreme as a tool intended
to enhance the visitors experience. Museums are looking to mobile applications,
virtual reality, augmented reality, and countless other forms of technology to create a
more immersive experience. Bruce Wyman attributes this to a “trend towards
personal interactivity.” ! Visitors want to take a more active role in the learning
environment. But often, it seems that technology is being used more as a shiny
object to get people through the door, as much as a tool to assist in opportunities for
learning. All museums must be careful to utilize new technology only when it
enhances learning, not simply because it is new. Holocaust museums have to get
over the additional hurtle of utilizing technology that elicits empathy in their visitors.
The interactive oral history experience, Dimensions in Testimony, which offers visitors
the opportunity to “ask” questions of a lifelike digital avatar of a Holocaust survivor,
is an ideal case study to unpack the complexities of this issue.

Brief History of Oral History

Before exploring the specifics of this new format of testimony, it is helpful to give a
brief history of oral history. The perception of oral history as a source in academia
has greatly shifted over the years. The scholar Steven High has written extensively on
the subject, revealing the criticism, skepticism, and overall hesitation by historians in
seeing the value of oral histories as a legitimate source. Much of this uneasiness



comes from the claim that unlike much historical documentation, oral history is not
objective. It is susceptible to what High refers to as the “problem” of memory. 2
Recall can -at any point- be skewed, but as time passes, events and experiences in life
can affect how memories are recalled. Of course, the same argument could be made
for other historical documents, which can often be just as subjective. After all, as
Churchill famously said, history is written by the victors.

Oral history’s highly subjective nature may just be its greatest strength. It has the
potential to reveal something much deeper, much more human than many other
kinds of documentation. Yes, the passing of time allows memory to create errors, but
it also allows the individual to create perspective on their lived experience. 3
Furthermore, seeing and hearing a person’s testimony- every hesitation, intonation,
and body movement can tell us things the written word cannot.

High makes an important distinction between testimony and life story. Testimonies
are eye-witness accounts of an event or moment in time, whereas life stories, in
widening the lens out on a person’s whole life, “finds meaning in the context of a life
lived.”* What happened before and after the event is important in better
understanding the event itself and how and why the person remembers it as they do.
Oral histories related to the Holocaust are typically recorded in this life story format.
Interviews with survivors, witnesses, and liberators do not begin in 1933 or end in
1945, but rather entail their whole life lived up until the moment of recording. So, by
High's definition, this technology should really be called ‘Dimensions in Life Stories.’
However, the ‘lingua franca’ in the world of Holocaust scholarship is to use
testimony, so I will do so for the remainder of this piece.

One organization that has been a leader in recording and preserving oral histories on
a monumental scale is the Shoah Foundation (SFI) at the University of Southern
California. After directing Schindler’s List, Steven Spielberg felt the need to have a
permanent record of the lives of survivors of the Holocaust. Since he founded the
Shoah Foundation in 1994, the organization has amassed more than 55,000 video
testimonies from 65 countries, recorded in 43 Ianguages.5 Though initially founded to
record survivors of the Holocaust, SFI has expanded their work and recorded
thousands of testimonies of survivors of other genocides.

Dimensions in Testimony

In 2010, Heather Maio approached SFI with the desire to create an interactive
exhibition where people could simply walk up and talk to a Holocaust survivor. Maio
is the director of Conscience Display, a company that creates exhibitions around
Holocaust survivors. SFI began a partnership with Maio and the USC Institute for
Creative Technologies that led to the development of Dimensions in Testimony.
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A tech team, content team, and exhibition team worked together to create an
interactive exhibit that would make Holocaust testimony more accessible to museum
visitors. DIT began as a research and development project, only recording its first
testimony some four years after its founding. According to SFI, an advisory
committee of three Holocaust survivors also played a role in the process. 6

The average length of a standard testimony in the SFI collection is 2.5 hours.” The
survivor usually sits for anywhere from 2-8 hours, typically in their home, and
answers about 200 questions. DIT is a much more significant undertaking. To create
what SFI Director Stephen Smith dubbed the “interactive video biography,” the team
had to build a recording space comprised of 116 cameras and over 6,000 LED lights
that envelope the survivor. An average DIT testimony takes 15 hours and the survivor
is asked to answer between one and two thousand questions. 8

Though it is recorded with 360 camera technology, early formats of DIT were
displayed on a standard 2-D screen. SFI says they used this technology so that these
recordings could be displayed on other future technologies- including those not yet
available. ? Some of the latest versions of DIT are being displayed in a hologram-like
format.

The final product has thus looked different in its many versions to date, but it
essentially boils down to a video that responds to human voice commands. Rather
than watching a traditional linear testimony from start to finish, the testimony is
broken up into short clips that are unlocked by the user’s questions and active
participation. A visitor can speak a question into a microphone placed across from
the display, prompting a prerecorded response from the virtual survivor. Using a
natural-language-processing software, visitors can ask questions in any way they
would naturally speak, similar to Apple’s Siri or Amazon’s Alexa."® The software is
constantly learning and improving based on visitor language use. In beta testing at
various Holocaust institutions around the U.S., DIT was accompanied by docents who
went through three days of training to help facilitate user interaction. "’ Today,
docents still assist visitors in using the technology to varying degrees.

Who Will Use This Tech?

As stated above, most standard-format testimonies are between two and eight hours
long, so it would be rare to find one in its entirety in an exhibition. Curators and
museum staff know that visitors will not sit (or more likely stand) for six hours
straight to hear these stories. In the past, curators have created much shorter clips of
testimony and brought them into the exhibitions in order for visitors to make contact
with this source material.

The permanent exhibition at USHMM offers visitors two opportunities to hear
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testimony. First, audio of Auschwitz survivor testimony plays on a loop in a glass
room adjacent to an exhibit on concentration camps. Second, at the end of the
permanent exhibition, 79 minutes of video testimony excerpts from multiple
survivors and liberators plays in a small theater. Narration between clips further
contextualizes the stories being told.

In my two years working and giving tours at USHMM, the testimony theater was
always the place visitors wanted to stop for the longest amount of time. Yes, it could
have something to do with the fact that after walking through three floors of
concrete exhibition space, the seat was a nice break, but I also believe that after all
the photographs, documents, text panels, and artifacts, the human connection made
the greatest impact.

Yet, visitor interaction with recorded testimony usually begins and ends here.
Typically, researchers and scholars are the ones watching the full testimonies. They
are often only accessible in a museum'’s library or resource center, not the main floor
or exhibition spaces. So, it seems that DIT has the potential to make testimony more
accessible to the average museum visitor, both by being interactive and broken down
into shorter, more accessible clips, visitors can hear part of a survivor's testimony. It
still will not allow the average visitor to experience a full testimony, as that would
require the user to ask the digital survivor all 2,000 questions. However, in making it
easier for the visitor to experience this testimony, DIT risks dramatically shifting
agency away from the survivor, to the user.

Survivor Agency and Decontextualization

In 2017, SFI's annual international conference was centered around digital
approaches to genocide studies. One of the panelists, Dr. Noah Shenker of Monash
University, expressed deep concerns about DIT as it relates to survivor agency. “The
experience,” Shenker said, “now focused on the user - the agency of the survivor was
moved to user-driven imperatives."12 He explained that the survivor no longer
speaks to listeners from start to finish. Instead, the user must ask questions to
trigger sporadic narratives. Often times, that user comes in with agency that is
decontextualized.'® In a standard video testimony, a trained interviewer has
researched the individual's story and asks questions to help guide a conversation
that contextualizes the survivor’s life. With DIT, users would not automatically come
prepared with that context and may not know what questions to ask in order to learn
that survivors' story.

The Illinois Holocaust Museum and Education Center (IHMEC) is among the first
institutions to make DIT a permanent feature of their exhibition, set in a theater-like
space. In an attempt to provide context to their users, IHMEC begins the experience
with a seven-minute documentary about the Holocaust survivor that will be featured.
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During Howard Reich’s visit for the Chicago Tribune, the virtual survivor presented
was Fritzie Fritzshall. In this opening video Fritzshall speaks about her family’s arrest,
the harsh conditions of the ghetto, the terrifying boxcar ride and the experiences of
the concentration camps. At the end of the video, the house lights come up, and the
hologram Holocaust survivor appears out of thin air with the opening line, “I have so
much to tell you. So please, ask me questions."14 Although the opening documentary
may provide some context, interactions with DIT will vary immensely in a way that
allows for the possibility of multiple narratives. While this has potential benefits for
users, and aligns with movements in museum storytelling towards nonlinear and
personalized experiences, it deprivileges the survivor’s capacity to define their own
story.

Furthermore, as I watched videos of people using DIT for my research, something
began to feel oddly familiar to me in a way I couldn’t quite place. Then, one visitor
began each of her questions by stating the survivors name: “Pinchas, when were you
born?” “Pinchas, do you remember liberation?” “Pinchas, do you have a family
today It hit me, she was talking to this technology -this Holocaust survivor- like it
was a home smartspeaker. A question is asked, there is a brief delay, then an answer
is generated. In Wyman's Digital Storytelling in Museums, he speaks about how,
because the iPhone made touch-screen technology so commonplace, museums can
assume visitors would walk up to a screen and automatically know to use two fingers
to zoom in and out without being instructed. '® This may just be how visitors will
approach DIT. With our daily use of Siri and Alexa, will it feel natural to verbally ask a
piece of technology a question and expect to receive a human-like answer, even
when that question is about ghettos and concentration camps?

5u15

At the same SFI conference, a scholar in attendance asked about the “vulnerability of
this virtual agent."17 Often times, people like to play with Siri or Alexa by asking them
trick or even inappropriate questions. Like Siri and Alexa, the DIT survivor does not
have the agency to defend themselves. Dir. Smith had two interesting responses to
this criticism. First, he said that in all the testing at conferences, in museums, and at
tech shows, the only people who have tried to fool the system are “historians and
techies.”'® He went on to explain that in all their testing, they had not seen any
misuse by teenagers. He attributed that respect to the setting of the museum and
the structured environment the students were in. Second, Smith said he consulted
with survivors extensively on the possibility of being asked inappropriate questions
through the system. Survivors told him that they put themselves in front of the public
eye every day in real life and run that same risk."®

Visitor Interaction

So, what has actual visitor interaction looked like? In a blogpost for SFI, former
USHMM staff member Elissa Frankle reflected on the experience of running the team
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that beta tested DIT at the museum in 2016. Frankle wrote that going into it, the staff
assumed all visitors would want to ask a question. In reality, visitors who sat in the
back and listened told evaluators they felt they had just as powerful an experience as
those actively participating.20

This earlier version of DIT was displayed in 2-D on a flat screen. Frankle attributed
visitors’ comfort with this technology to its similarities to Skype or FaceTime. “The
idea of asking questions of a face displayed on a flat screen, and having them
answered in real time, is pretty natural for a number of our visitors.”?' That comfort
may have allowed the content to triumph over the content. But what of the new
holograms being used today? Is that technology also able to fade into the
background or is a distraction, a game, a form of entertainment and wonder?

In another article published by SFI in 2016, the institution touted the sophistication of
the technology by pointing out how surprised one teenager was when the virtual
survivor gave a proper greeting response after the teen “sarcastically asked
’whazup?'"22 Herein lies part of my unease. Would that same teen have been so
sarcastic and silly if she were face-to-face with a real Holocaust survivor? Would she
ask ‘whazup’ and then follow up with ‘so, did any of your family survivor the
Auschwitz?’ Once again, the virtual agent does not have the ability to defend itself.

There is a trend among museums towards both non-linear storytelling and visitor
agency. I will be among the first to step up and advocate for giving the voice of the
visitor more importance in the museum space. However, one key does not unlock
every door. There will still be times where the visitor’s role must be more passive, as
a listener or observer. For Holocaust testimony, survivor agency and the capacity to
shape their own narrative is more important that the agency of the user. Dimensions
in Testimony fit both these trends, but they do so at the expense of survivor agency
that should remain unaltered.

The ways in which we communicate with one another is changing because of
technology. When not face-to-face, some barriers are dropped and people feel more
comfortable saying things they may not necessarily say in person. Whether over text
or on Twitter, not speaking to the person directly seems to change how people
interact. As we saw with this teenager, this seems to be the case with our ‘virtual
survivors' as well. Is it better to just listen to a standard oral history recording rather
than allow for the potential of people interacting with one in an inappropriate
matter? Does it diminish the horror survivors went through when people can say
whatever they want to this virtual survivor without consequence?

While technology breaks down some barriers in communication, it also allows us to
build up others. Steven Cohen notes how as humans, we are psychologically
equipped to protect ourselves.? Whether watching a full oral history or just clips put
together by curators for an exhibition, if visitors choose to watch these films, they
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must face difficult subjects. In theory, a visitor could ask dozens of questions to the
‘virtual survivor’ and not once broach the topic of the trauma they experienced. In
her work From Empathetic Understanding to Engaged Witnessing: Encountering Trauma
in the Holocaust Classroom Liora Gubkin stresses that it is important for those
choosing to learn about the Holocaust to recognize that “pain is a critical element of
the other’s experience,” the ‘other’ in this case being survivors.?* This technology
can allow visitors to skirt around the most difficult subjects, which silences the pain
these survivors experienced and defeats the whole purpose of testimony.

There's a diagnosis for everything these days, isn’t there? Don’t believe me? Well I
can even put a name to my uneasiness interacting with DIT. In 1970, Japanese
roboticist Masahiro Mori coined the term uncanny valley, referring to a mental
uneasiness triggered by a robot or virtual character with human characteristics. “A
viewer's familiarity drops sharply into the uncanny valley once the artificial figure
tries but fails to mimic a realistic human.”> Karl MacDorman, a robotics researcher at
Indiana University is conducting tests to understand how the uncanny valley
influences emotional empathy during an interaction with a virtual character.
Volunteers in the test will talk with either real actors or their digital doubles.
MacDorman predicts that the uncanniness will “interfere with participants’ normal
empathetic response within this scenario.” % The technology is DIT is not yet flawless,
so its glitches may create a similar interference in creating empathy.

Museum Embrace

Despite all the potential issues I have laid before you, museums still seem to be
embracing DIT. As newer, more interactive technology continues to be the hot trend,
museums need to figure out how technology enhances the learning experience. For
Holocaust museums, they - in theory - have the added task of figuring out the
relationship between empathy and technology. It is clear that the intended use of DIT
is for the museum space. So, it would seemingly be no surprise to see an
overwhelming embrace of this technology in Holocaust Museums around the
country. But I am skeptical about the motivation of museums in their adoption of this
shiny new object.

After years of beta testing, DIT now exists in a more permanent form, debuting
permanently in two major holocaust institutions. The Illinois Holocaust Museum &
Education Center (IHMEC) became the first institution to permanently exhibit these
survivor testimonies, followed soon after by the newly renovated Dallas Holocaust
Museum & Human Rights Center.?’ Both institutions have gone all in, investing
heavily by building special state-of-the-art theaters in order to display the experience
in a more three-dimensional form.® How heavily? According to the Dallas Morning
News, the museum put down a cool $2.5 million to build their theater for DIT.%
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In order to see the success of their investment in this new educational tool, these
museums are trying their best to spread the word to potential future users. On a
recent trip to Chicago, I found myself in the back of an Uber, stuck in traffic on the
highway. As we crept along, we came upon a massive three-story high billboard that
read, “What can a hologram tell you about the Holocaust? Experience the first
interactive 3D exhibit of its kind” with the words “World Premiere” slapped on the
upper right corner. Similarly, on their website, the Dallas museum tries to attract
visitors this way, “It's real time. It's groundbreaking. Interact with virtual Survivors in
a specially designed space, where high-definition holographic interview recordings
paired with voice recognition technology enable these incredible people to respond
to questions from the audience, inviting one-on-one ‘conversation.’” % Both
museums use language to sell the tech, not the important or meaningful lessons that
visitors can take away as a result of its use. Is DIT a technology that enhances the
learning experience or is it merely a way of keeping Holocaust museums competitive,
trendy, and relevant in the museum world?

Timing: Record Now, Display Later

From the technological perspective, DIT is coming into the museum world at just the
right time. Wyman notes that the time of the voice of authority speaking to the public
is dwindling away. Instead, he writes, there is a desire for a “multi-faceted experience
that invites conversation and interaction with visitors.”>' Visitors want to have their
voice be a part of the museum experience, and Dimensions in Testimony allows them
to do so. But from a content perspective, I do not believe now is the right time for this
technology to be exhibited.

One of the greatest privileges of my time working at USHMM was being able to work
alongside the survivor volunteers, Holocaust survivors who come to the museum
each and every day and give of their time, speaking to visitors, translating archival
documents, and sharing their stories. The further we get from the events of the
Holocaust, the fewer survivors there are left to speak first-hand about their
experience. That was a major motivation behind the DIT project. But just because
they have been recorded, does not mean they have to be displayed right away.

There are living Holocaust survivors coming into the museum every day to tell their
story face-to-face with visitors, and while we still have the immense privilege to hear
from them firsthand, we must not sideline them for some shiny object. Think about it,
if a tech-obsessed middle schooler had a choice between sitting for an hour listening
to a speaker or spending a few minutes with flashy new tech, which do you think they
would choose?

New technology has the potential to greatly enhance the ways museums teach,
reach, and engage with their visitors. But museums run the risk of falling into the
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trap many in society have with wanting the newest and sleekest tech. Technology for
technology’s sake rarely succeeds in creating a meaningful, lasting learning
environment for the visitor. Dimensions in Testimony does have the potential to
create this enhanced learning experience. Its development may be a result of the
shift in visitor desire for greater interactivity; or the ‘chunking down’ of testimony
could simply be what Martin Bazley and Helen Graham diagnosed as a “symptom of
an attention deficit society.32 If nothing else, DIT can be a cautionary tale to
Holocaust museums as they continue to invest time, money, and resources into
innovation.

An Alternate Path

Before I finish, I'd like to tell you about a different kind of experience that was
similarly non-linear and personalized for users, but involved a much more shared
sense of agency and contextualization. In 2017, USHMM brought in The Portal, a
traveling digital experience. This large, repurposed shipping container housed a
bench, screen, and projector. Between 10:00am and 2:00pm each day, visitors could
video conference with Syrians in refugee camps across Europe.33 This exhibit was at
the museum during the height of the ‘migrant crisis’ in Europe, when images of
children’s lifeless bodies washed up on the shores of Greece flashed across the
screen of most news networks. Its placement in the museum could not have come at
a more relevant time.

My first experience with The Portal occurred during a donor tour I was leading. My
visitors sat at the bench, I behind them. We listened as three young Syrian men
introduced themselves in broken English, then slowly and naturally an incredibly
moving conversation unfolded. At one point, one of the visitors in D.C. asked whether
they wanted to make a home in Berlin (where they were currently) or wanted to
continue to America. “No sir,” one of them said, “Damascus is our home. We just
want to go back there, back to our normal lives.” The visitor broke down, and told the
Syrian men that after surviving the Holocaust, all his mother wanted to do was move
back to Germany, her homeland.

This experience has stayed with me. Suddenly a face, a name, and a connection to the
crisis was made. This is an exceptional example of a way to achieve empathy through
technology. It was never about the technology itself, but the empathetic
understanding Gubkin speaks of, the way the technology allowed us to sympathize
with the other in real time.3* Steven Cohen believes testimony has the potential to
make the greatest impact when it is “directly relevant to key dimensions of [our] own
lives.” For the visitor that day, the testimony of these Syrian refugees could not
have been more relevant to his personal family experience. The technology faded
into the background and succeeded to make a lasting impact.
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Shifting Paradigms in Visitor
Participation: Digital User-
Generated Content at the Portland
Art Museum and the National
Museum of African American
History and Culture

Rachel Rosenfeld

Introduction

Over the past decade, American museums have increasingly turned towards
technological resources for novel visitor engagement opportunities. Digital user-
generated content (UGC) is one such avenue of museum participation that validates
visitors' individuality and knowledge, and its utilization signifies a fundamental shift
in museum’s relationship to their visitors. The work of the National Museum of
African American History (NMAAHC) and the Portland Art Museum (PAM) present two
fitting case studies of successful digital UGC initiatives implemented by American art
and history museums. In particular, NMAAHC's Reflection Booth and PAM’s Object
Stories represent two distinct implementations of digital UGC recording booths within
exhibition spaces. These institution’s adaptations of digital UGC illustrate the
evolution of museum visitor participation and how museum'’s digital UGC initiatives
share interpretive authority with visitors, fosters inclusive, collaborative dialogues,
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and assist museums in achieving their institutional missions.

Defining & Contextualizing the Rise of Digital User-
Generated Content

There does not appear to be a consensus across the sector on the definition of user-
generated content or even firm distinctions between user-generated content and
crowd-sourced content. Since some museums may use these terms interchangeably
to refer to “anything shared by customers and patrons about an organization,”
digital UGC must therefore be further defined within the scope of this research.’ Mia
Ridge’s Crowdsourcing our Cultural Heritage provides a succinct definition of
crowdsourcing as “the act of taking work once performed within an organization and
outsourcing it to the general public through an open call for participants... as a tool
for digitizing or computing vast amounts of data.”? The Library of Congress’ (LOC)
crowdsourcing campaign, By the People, exemplifies crowdsourcing within galleries,
libraries, archives, and museums (GLAM) cultural institutions. LOC invites its visitors
to assist with digitizing projects on people like Mary Church Terrell and Alan Lomax
by tagging, transcribing, and reviewing their collections. 3 Crowdsourcing
participants in this context operate within strict parameters to complete clear-cut,
specific tasks. On the other hand, nearly anything, from videos to photographs and
artwork, may constitute user-generated content. Museums typically solicit a diverse
range of UGC from the general public for activities across all museum departments.4
Likewise, digital UGC in Object Stories and the Reflection Booth are more free-form and
center around participants driving the direction of content development themselves.

The rise of digital user-generated content across museums is due in part to the
sector’s utilization of twenty-first century technological advancements, particularly
social web technologies. The internet enabled increased societal participation;
newfound accessibility to content meant a growing number of people, regardless of
their geographic limitations, were able to partake in community-building on digital
platforms. Additionally, barriers to early online participation, such as computer
programming experience and access to means of production like cameras and video
recorders, were lowered over time. Smart phone technologies and social media in
particular granted users easier access to the aforementioned means of production
required for digital content creation. As the years progressed, social web
technologies of the mid-2000s such as Facebook, as well as user-generated digital
brands like YouTube and Wikipedia, utilized and monetized internet users’ digital
participation. American corporations concentrated on the lucrative opportunities’
digital user-generated content initiatives presented to e-commerce.

By contrast, museums' draw towards digital UGC were more idealistic in nature and
focused on democratizing the voices of authority within museums. Museums have
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traditionally exerted authoritative control over their collections and rejected the idea
that visitors’ knowledge or interpretations of history were equal to museum curated
or academic sources of knowledge. Such trends led museums to adopt restrictive
“consumer-producer” relationships with visitors that perpetuated the myth of
museums as the sole producers of content and visitors as the passive consumers of
content. However, by the turn of the twenty-first century museums began to fully
recognize how UGC, especially digital UGC, allowed museums to