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Introduction

Historically, libraries, archives and museums (LAMs) have been perceived as in-
stitutions providing infrastructure for an open and enlightened public discourse.
WhileNorwegianpublic libraries are regulated by law that focuses on libraries be-
ing providers of knowledge and agents of popular enlightenment as well as local
meeting places and arenas for debate,¹ the Norwegianmuseum sector is governed
by relatively general and open political signals about the role of museums in so-
ciety. Nevertheless, diversity, inclusion, and dialogue are important key words for
both institutions.² In addition, public libraries andmuseums are also supposed to
keepupwith technological development, not only to digitize their own collections
but also to offer digital services to the public.³ Most public libraries andmuseums
do not only have official webpages offering information about their services and
self-services, but are also present on social media platforms like Facebook, Twit-
ter, Instagram or YouTube.

This article investigates how three institutions in Tromsø (the main branch of
the Tromsø public library and two museums) are using Facebook. By analyzing
the frequency of posts, their content and the user participation created, I seek to

1 See https://lovdata.no/dokument/NL/lov/1985-12-20-108, accessed September 19 2018.
2 See for instance the Norwegian government’s white paper number 49 (2008–2009). Framti-
das museum – Forvaltning, forskning, formidling, fornying, 102: “Museene skal gi både kunnskap
og opplevelse. De skal være tilgjengelige for alle og være relevante og aktuelle samfunnsinsti-
tusjoner som fremmer kritisk refleksjon og skapende innsikt. En aktiv formidling er derfor viktig
både i et demokratiperspektiv og i et allment kulturperspektiv” (The museums will provide both
knowledge and experience. They should be accessible to all and be relevant community institu-
tions that promote critical reflection and creative insight. Active dissemination is therefore im-
portant both in a democracy perspective and in a general cultural perspective (my translation)).
3 See for instance the Norwegian government’s white paper number 24 (2008–2009) about the
digital preservation and dissemination of cultural heritage, and white paper number 27 (2015–
2016) about the use of information technology to make everyday life easier. Public libraries are
supposed to increase the digital skills of the inhabitants, and thus contribute to increased digital
user participation (Kommunal- og moderniseringsdepartementet (2015), 116–117).
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answer the following questions: what type of posts are the institutions posting?
What type of posts are the ones that engage users? What type of user engagement
is most common? What similarities and differences can be observed between the
three institutions? By answering these questions, I hope to show how the three
institutions and their followers use Facebook. I have chosen to focus on the insti-
tutions’ Facebookpages because Facebook is by far themost popular socialmedia
platformwith about 64%of theNorwegianpopulationhaving a Facebook account
in 2017. All three institutions are in addition to Facebook also present on other so-
cial media platforms like Instagram, Twitter or Flickr, but the highest number of
followers is on Facebook.

Facebook in Relation to Public Libraries and Museums

Aspointed out by Carlsson, “the body of academic research studying the use of so-
cial web in public libraries” (Carlsson 2015, 632) is growing. Investigated aspects
are the strategies for social media use, the perception of stakeholders, best prac-
tices, and including how libraries advertise their services through Facebook. One
of the latest contributions researches public library programs through Facebook
events (Mathiasson and Jochumsen 2019). Nevertheless, “empirical work that ex-
plores the consequences of social web for public libraries in situ” (Carlsson 2015,
644) is missing. There are some case studies from different countries about muse-
ums’ use of social media,⁴ whereas Camarero et al. “analyze the communication
strategies of 240 fan pages and the effect on engagement indicators at a fan page
level” (2018, 1120). Capriotti and Losada-Díaz evaluate whether art museums are
using Facebook “as a tool for dialogic communication with their publics” (2018,
644) and if the various resources offered by social media platforms are used to
encourage interactionwith the publics. There are almost no studies about Norwe-
gian museums⁵ or Norwegian public libraries and their use of social media and
no comparisons between different institutions in whether they succeed in reach-
ing out to potential audiences by using social media or not. This article therefore
presents the results from a case study where the Facebook pages of three insti-
tutions are investigated. In order to compare these three Facebook pages, I have
analyzed the first six months of 2018 (January 1 until June 30) to find the total

4 See Kidd 2011, 2016 for the UK; Badell 2015 for Catalan museums; and Lazaretti et al. 2015 for
the Museum of Natural History of Florence.
5 Jørgensen 2011 presents a case study about NTNU Museum of Natural History in Trondheim,
Norway and its exploration of web 2.0 technologies to communicate with museum visitors with
a focus on a science blog and a science wiki.
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number of posts, the content of the posts, and the number and kind of user in-
volvement (like, share, comment). While the total number of posts can give us
an impression on the institutions’ presence and activity on FB, the content of the
post will tell us about the kind of information the institutions are disseminating
through FB. We can assume that public libraries and museums are using social
media to disseminate information and to communicate with their audiences. As
stated in Camarero et al., “measuring organizations’ communication performance
in SNS and level of user engagement is by no means an easy task” (2018, 1120).
Researchers have proposed different metrics. I will in the following employ the
“three consumer engagement dimensions” proposed by Camarero et al.: “popu-
larity, generated content, and virality” (2018, 1120). While the number of “likes”
can be related to a page’s popularity, Facebook allows its members to not only be
a visitor of a page, but also to become a content producer by commenting. Gener-
ated content can be seen as an indicator for the users’ commitment; the number
of reposts or shares can measure the virality of a post or page.

My analysis has not considered information on how the Facebook algorithm
works and what consequences this might have for the visibility of posts on users’
ownwalls.While studies like Camarero et al. have used analytical tools to analyze
a large number of Facebook pages, my own analysis was conducted manually us-
ing Excel. As far as I could find there are no longer free analytical tools available,
probably because Facebook’s data access policy has changed lately (Camarero et
al. 2018, 1130). I have used my own FB account and accessed the institutions’ FB
pages to register all posts during the analyzed six-month period. Therefore, this
analysis is based on small numbers for only three institutions, but is nevertheless
complete in the sense that all posts during that period are registered and not only
posts that appeared onmy ownwall. The findings therefore might reveal some in-
teresting tendencies for how public libraries andmuseums are using socialmedia
and how they succeed in engaging their audiences.

A Short Presentation of the Institutions

All three institutions are situated in Tromsø, a municipality with 76,649 inhabi-
tants and a large number of tourists visiting each year. Tromsø public library and
Perspektivet museum are located in the city center, while The Arctic University
Museum of Norway (TMU) is located outside the city center and can be reached
by bus or car.
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Tromsø Public Library

Tromsø public library is a popular institution in the heart of the city. The num-
bers reported for 2017 show that the library had 7.8 visits and 4.7 loans total per
inhabitant. While the last number is slightly higher than the average number for
Norway as a whole, the number of visits is almost double the average number
for Norway.⁶ The library has an official webpage with self-service opportunities
for patrons like searching the library database or managing loans, information
about opening hours, current events, and contact information. Here we also find
links to socialmedia platforms the library is present on: Facebook, Flickr, Twitter,
YouTube, and Instagram.⁷

The Arctic University Museum of Norway (TMU)

The museum was founded in 1872 and is North Norway’s oldest research institu-
tion. In 1976 the museumwas incorporated in the University of Tromsø. Today the
museum is a conglomerate consisting of The Arctic University Museum of Nor-
way, The Polar Museum, MS Polstjerna, and the Tromsø Arctic Alpine Botanical
Garden. Each of these branches have their own webpages and social media ap-
pearance, some available in Norwegian and English. I will in the following only
focus on The Arctic University Museum of Norway, which had 55,089 visitors in
2017 and 60,909 in 2018.

The museum’s webpages (see https://uit.no/tmu) are part of the university’s
officialwebpages. Herewefind information about exhibitions, collections, and re-
search, outreach initiatives especially for schools, information about the employ-
ees, and latest news. On the page with contact information we find a telephone
number and an e-mail-address as the only possibility for individual contact. At
the top left hand side of the page we also find two icons of socialmedia platforms:
Facebook and Instagram. By clicking on these icons, we get forwarded to the mu-
seum’s Facebook page and Instagram account.

6 These numbers are according to the statistics made available by the National Library of Nor-
way (only in Norwegian), https://kunnskapsbase.bibliotekutvikling.no/statistikk/statistikk-for-
norske-bibliotek/folkebibliotek/, accessed February 27, 2019.
7 See https://www.tromso.kommune.no/hjem.255743.no.html, accessed May 15, 2019. The infor-
mation is available in Norwegian, Sami, and English.
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Perspektivet Museum

Perspektivet Museum is a foundation established in 1996. The scope and contents
of themuseum’s collections reflect Tromsø and the surrounding community’s his-
tory from the 1950s to today. The museum belongs to Norway’s national museum
network and also participates in networks for minorities and cultural diversity.
One important goal for the museum is to be a part of conversations and debates
about issues of today.⁸ 24,361 persons visited the museum in 2017 and 29,534 in
2018. The growing number of tourists visiting Tromsø might explain the growth
in visitors, but also the number of events taking place at the museum has in-
creased during that period. Themuseumhas awebpage inNorwegian andEnglish
(https://www.perspektivet.no/en/) informing about exhibitions, collections, and
contemporary documentations. Under the headline “About the museum” we can
read about the museum’s history and about the people employed at the museum.
In addition to Facebook, the museum is also present on Instagram and Flickr.

The Institutions’ Presence on Facebook

The number of people who like the Facebook page of an institution (by September
2019) compared to the number of inhabitants in themunicipality can give an indi-
cation about the use of these pages.⁹ Compared to other public libraries and mu-
seums inmunicipalitieswith about the same number of inhabitants, the numbers
for Tromsø are about average (Table 10.1). It is impossible to know from the out-
side why people choose to like the FB page of an institution. We can nevertheless
assume that people who for instance like the FB page of the Tromsø public library
are users of the library or at least sympathetic to the institution. The number of
people who like a FB page does not necessary tell anything about how involved or
active these persons are on FB. However, a general observation is that the number
of followers is much higher than of the people who like, share or comment on the
page. Even large institutions like the Museum of Modern Art (MoMA) in NYC with
over 2 million followers has not much user generated activity on its FB page. The
same can be said for public libraries in large cities.

8 For more information see the museum’s own presentation on its web page, https://www.
perspektivet.no/en/about-the-museum/, accessed May 15 2019.
9 People who like a certain FB page do not need any geographical closeness to the institution.
Tourists can like a FB page, as well as people who have a professional interest, for instance li-
braries or museums are other potential followers.
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Tab. 10.1: Number of people who like the Facebook pages

Institution Number of people who
like the FB page

Number of inhabitants in
the municipality*

Tromsø public library 4.291 76.601
TMU 7.652 76.601
Perspektivet museum 2.108 76.601
Fredrikstad public library 4.360 82.206
Østfoldmuseene 7.665 82.206
Drammen public library 3.260 69.233
Drammens museum 3.959 69.233
Sandnes public library 2.958 77.959

* These numbers are according to Statistics Norway, https://www.ssb.no/kommunefakta/
tromso, accessed September 4 2019.

The period analyzed is the first six months of 2018, from January 1 until
June 30. Even if the time period studied is limited, the results (Table 10.2) indicate
some interesting tendencies.

Tab. 10.2: Number of posts per month

January February March April May June Total

Tromsø public library 21 25 24 24 17 22 133
TMU 21 30 38 19 21 22 151
Perspektivet museum 11 14 12 15 9 13 74

While the universitymuseum (TMU) hasmost posts during these sixmonths (151),
the library is not far behind with 133 posts in total. On average the library posts
22posts eachmonthand theuniversitymuseum25. Perspektivetmuseumhasonly
74 posts during the period, a clearly lower number than the other two institutions,
but the museum is still active on a regular basis with an average of 12 posts each
month. TMUwasmost active on Facebook in February andMarch,while the other
months have a stable number of posts (about 20). The same can be said about the
Facebook presence of the public library: about 20 posts each month, with only
May – a month with many holidays – having less posts.

These numbers indicate that all three institutions are present on Facebook
on a regular basis during the period investigated. They are nevertheless less ac-
tive than proposed by Capriotti and Losada-Díaz: “According to these reports, the
adequate frequency of posting would be between 1 and 2 posts per day (around
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7 and 15 posts per week)” (Capriotti and Losada-Díaz 2018, 645). The numbers for
the three Tromsø institutions are meanwhile in line with the authors’ findings for
museums’ posting activity on Facebook that has a “low average of just over two
posts per week [. . . ]. Moreover, the average number of original posts of museums
is even smaller” (Capriotti and Losada-Díaz 2018, 645), as we will see in the fol-
lowing analysis of the posts.

Tromsø Public Library on Facebook

In June 2019 4,392 persons followed the FB-page of the Tromsø public library. The
number of followers is not especially high compared to the number of inhabitants,
but distinctly higher than for other social media platforms the library is using.¹⁰

As mentioned above, the library posts on a regular basis on Facebook, be-
tween 17 and 25 posts each month, or 5.5 post per week. In order to analyze the
posts, the text of each post, the number of likes, shares, and comments were reg-
istered in an Excel document. Seven categories were created: literature, event an-
nouncement, shared content, information, pictures, questions, and other. In the
case of doubt, the most prominent theme was chosen; for instance book reviews
published by newspapers and shared by the library were categorized as “litera-
ture” and not as “shared content”.

Table 10.3 shows the number of posts per months by these categories.
A large part of the posts are events getting announced (45) and shared content

(30). Posts about literature, either book reviews or suggestions for what to read,
are – not surprisingly for a library – frequent. Only a few posts are formulated as
questions to the patrons or as an invitation to contribute for instance by sending
in a photo of one’s own book shelf or asking children to make a drawing for the
library. Only two of the posts ask for the patrons’ opinion about literature. The
large majority of posts therefore is simply informative, not trying to establish a
conversation between the library and its followers.

Most of the posts – 85 out of 133 in total – have between zero and ten likes.
Taking into consideration that almost 4,000 people liked the page in 2018 and
were engaged in one way or another with the content of the page, this number
suggests little user engagement and activity. Only very few posts seem to bemuch
more popular. The three posts with most likes¹¹ were also shared and commented

10 By June 2019 the library had 18 followers on Flickr, 680 on Twitter, 13 on YouTube and 1,649
on Instagram.
11 Screenshots of the library’s Facebook posts were taken 26.6.2018.
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Tab. 10.3: Tromsø public library – number of posts by categories

Number
of posts

Litera-
ture a)

Event an-
nounce-
ment

Shared
link/
content/
post

Questions/
wish for
response

Infor-
mationb)

Picturesc) Other

Jan 21 1 10 7 1 d) 2
Feb 25 5 11 6 2 1 e)

Mar 24 4 6 5 2 5 2
Apr 24 4 9 5 3 3
May 17 3 5 4 1 4
June 22 6 4 3 8 1
Total 133 23 45 30 4 20 10 1

a) For instance, about the death of an author or the nomination of an author for a prize, but also
book reviews.
b) Practical information about opening hours or problems at the library, but also about empty
positions etc.
c) Pictures from events, but also pictures showing how it looks at the library right now.
d) Shared link from British newspaper about Virginia Woolf but combined with a question to the
patrons.
e) Sami national day.

on. Even if the number of shares and comments was limited, these three posts
succeeded in engaging the followers much more than all the other posts.

The post with by far the most likes (120) is shared content (an article from
digi.no) informingabouthowallNorwegianbookspublishedbefore the year 2000

120 likes, 21 shares, 2 comments 66 likes, 2 shares, no comments 58 likes, 5 shares, 2 comments
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are accessible for free on the webpages of the National library of Norway – infor-
mation that should be relevant and interesting for people interested in the library
and reading. While Camarero et al. found that “external links which users need
to click on seem [not] recommendable, since users prefer visual posts and short
texts” (2018, 1129), this post did not only generate the most likes, but also a rel-
atively high number of shares that contributes to the virality of the post and the
library’s Facebook page. One reason for this might be the content of the shared
article, while another reason might be the way the library posts the article. The
library not only posts the link, but also adds a short text that summarizes the con-
tent. The number of likes and shares indicates high popularity and a certain viral-
ity. There is nevertheless little user commitment with only two comments where
one person is asking about practical issues while the other is pointing to the high
number of books available online and how long it would take to read all these
books. Neither the library nor the other users are reacting to these comments, not
even on the practical question of whether these books can be downloaded to a
kindle reader.

The post with 66 likes is about the summer weather in Tromsø. The photo
used in this post is from the entrance of the librarywhere flowers were planted. As
pointed out by Camarero et al., the use of a picture might have “a positive impact
on the number of likes” (2018, 1128). Even if the post reaches a certain popularity,
it does not create content from the users or any virality. With regards to the topic
of the post this is not surprising: there is not much to do about the weather, but
the followers can express that they like the flowers or the image of the library
together with the flowers by using the like option. Nevertheless, one might argue
that the post works in connecting the library with its users and that the visitors
canmaintain a relationshipwith the institutionbyviewing the imageof the library
and by liking the post.

The third post presents an image of three persons with a book in their hands.
The longer text explains that the library will start a new activity – a reading
group – and how it will be organized. Users familiar to Tromsø public library will
recognize that the picture is taken inside the main library. Some will also recog-
nize the persons in the photo as librarians working there. Fifty-eight likes, five
shares, and two comments indicate both popularity and virality, but little user
engagement when it comes to creating own content. As in the case of the post
with most likes, this post only generates two comments that express excitement
about that initiative. There is no conversation between the library and its users or
among the users about what to expect etc.
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The Facebook Page
of the Arctic University Museum of Norway (TMU)

The FB-page of the Arctic University MuseumofNorway (TMU) is followed by 7,632
persons (June 2019), a significant higher number of followers than the other two
institutions in this study. The persons following the TMUmight in addition to peo-
ple living in Tromsø also be tourists that have visited or plan to visit Tromsø and
the museum. In addition to FB, the museum is also present on Instagram (1,883
followers).

As for the library, the text of each post, the number of likes, shares, and com-
ments were registered in an Excel document. As mentioned above, the total num-
ber of posts from TMU during these six months is higher than for the library, but
here we can also observe the same tendency: a large part of posts are event an-
nouncements (60) and shared content (36).

Tab. 10.4: TMU – number of posts by categories

Number
of posts

Status/
activitiesa)

Event announce-
ment/Shared
event

Shared link/
content/
post/videob)

Pictures/
shared
albums

“Fredags-
gløtt” c)

Jan 21 3 11 5 2
Febr 30 5 12 6 4 3
Mar 38 2 18 12 3 3
April 19 3 7 4 1 4
May 21 5 7 4 1 4
June 22 5 5 5 2 5
Total 151 23 60 36 13 19

a) For instance, Happy new year on January 1st, but also information about activities of the mu-
seum like exhibitions and collections or information about prizes won by employees.
b) Articles from the local newspapers (www.itromso.no; www.nordlys.no), from the univer-
sity (uit.no), the Norwegian broadcaster NRK, forskning.no (about research in Norway), and
forskerforbundet.no (the union most Norwegian researchers are organized in).
c) Every Friday an old photo accompanied by an explaining text is posted. In May there is one
post called “Museumsgløtt”; the photo was not posted on a Friday, probably because of the many
holidays in May.

The analysis of the posts led to five categories: status/activities, event announce-
ment, shared content, pictures, and “Fredagsgløtt”. While the first four categories
can be compared to the library’s activities on FB, “Fredagsgløtt” is a term coined
by the museum itself for posts that combine old photographs with an explaining
text, posted each Friday. The museum started in February 2018 with these posts
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on a regularly basis. “Fredagsgløtt” therefore is the only category with a given
number of posts during the period studied here.

A little more than a third of all posts (57) had between 0 and ten likes, while
another third (59) had between ten and 50 likes. Twenty-five posts had between
50 and 100 likes, while nine posts had considerably more likes, sharing, and also
comments. Eight out of these nine posts had between 100 and 200 like, while one
post was outstanding with 617 likes, 76 sharing and 137 comments. Five out of
these nine posts with the most like included the one with over 600 likes which
belongs to the category “Fredagsgløtt”, published on Fridays.

I will in the following have a closer look on the three posts with most likes.
Two of these three posts belong to the category “Fredagsgløtt”, while the third one
provides information on how to make a bee-hotel.

617 likes, 76 shares, 
137 comments

125 likes, 14 shares, 
7 comments

111 likes, 52 shares, 
6 comments, 12 k viewings

The post with by farmost likes (617) presents an old photographwhere family and
neighbors are gathered around four open coffins. The accompanying text explains
the tragical drowning accident that happened on a warm summer day in 1927. The
name and age of the persons involved in the accident as well as the name of the
place are mentioned in the text.

The high number of likes (617), shares (76), and comments (137) indicates not
only high popularity but also high virality and user engagement. While Camarero
et al. found that the “popularity of a post does not increase when its content in-
creases (a longer post)” (2018, 1128), this post is actually an example with quite
a long text, but all in combination with an image. The “creativity of said content
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(images and emotional tone)” (Camarero et al. 2018, 1128) seems to be the most
important criterion for user engagement.

Although the content of the comments varies and some only demonstrate
their feelings by posting an emoji, many of the comments are about the historical
event, the persons in the photo etc. It seems that historical photos that the fol-
lowers can relate to because of their geographical closeness and even familiarity
with the persons in the photo create more engagement and user generated con-
tent that again contribute to the virality of the post, especially the post about the
funeral which initiated a conversation between the followers of the page and also
between the followers and the museum. Unlike many other posts that have com-
ments, the comments on this post are not only articulating own thoughts but are
also responses to the expressions of others. These responses transform the com-
mentary field in a kind of meeting place for the persons involved and engaged in
this historical event and create a kind of community for the time being.

While the post with the second most likes also belongs to the category of
“Fredagsgløtt”, combining historical images with an explaining text, the third
post contains a video that shows how to build a bee-hotel. While the text invites
the users to build a bee-hotel in order to help the bees find food and to survive, the
video demonstrates how to build one. This post hasmany likes and shares and 12k
viewings, but only six comments. Here we find people tagged in the commentary
field, a way to draw other’s attention to the content of the post, but not so much
a way to engage in conversation with other people. This post also demonstrates
that the content reaches a large number of persons but thatmost of themprobably
only watch the video without any need to express their thoughts about it.

Perspektivet Museum on Facebook

2,144 persons follow the Facebook page of Perspektivet museum (June 2019), the
lowest number of all three institutions. The museum is also active on Flickr (395
followers) and Instagram (1,122 followers).

Even if Perspektivet museumhas less posts during the first sixmonths of 2018
(only three perweek on average), the same tendency as for the other institutions is
visiblewhen analyzing the posts. Also, for Perpektivet museum the two categories
of event announcements (23) and shared content (14) account for half of the total
posts. The museum uses both pictures and videos to inform their followers about
activities at the museum; videos are used more often here than the university mu-
seum.

The smaller number of posts – compared to the other two institutions studied
here – can be explained by the size of the museum. The museum is probably not
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Tab. 10.5: Perpsektivet museum – number of posts by categories

Number of
posts

Status/
Activities/
Exhibition

Event announce-
ment/Shared
event

Shared link/
content

Photos/
shared
albums

Video

Jan 11 0 4 1 6 0
Febr 14 1 5 3 4 1
Mar 12 5 3 3 1 0
April 15 1 6 3 2 3
May 9 4 1 2 0 2
June 13 1 4 2 4 2
Total 74 12 23 14 17 8

working with social media on a daily base, as there are periods with many posts
and then periods with little or no activity. Forty-four posts, more than half of all
posts, received between 0 and ten likes, 24 posts had between 11 and 30 likes and
only five posts had between 31 and 50 likes. This might indicate less popularity
andvirality than theposts from theother two institutions. Thepostwithmost likes
received 77 likes, three shares and five comments. Posts with photos and videos
are the ones that receive most engagement, even if the numbers are smaller than
for the “most popular” posts from TMU. As mentioned above, the Perspektivet
museumdoes not post on Facebook on a daily basis.¹² Somedays they post several
messages that seem to receive about the same numbers of reactions, whichmight
indicate that fans who like one post also like all the other posts.

The post with most user engagement is a post about a product made by the
museum. The post is in English, but the comments are in Norwegian, mostly ex-
pressing the wish for one of these toy bags. It also seems that the persons commu-
nicating with each other know each other already. The other two posts that cre-
atedmost user participationare photos fromone of the events held at the open-air
museum. The same person commented on both posts, expressing how much she
liked that event.

12 Part of the museum is also an open-air museum situated outside the city center and some old
buildings on the neighbor island. During the summer months many of the museum’s activities
take place in the open-air museum.
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77 likes, 3 share, 5 comments 49 likes, 3 shares, 1 comment 49 likes, 3 share, 1 comment

Even if the number of themuseum’s posts on Facebook is limited during these
six months, this finding is also confirmed by Camarero et al.: a post’s popularity
increases when its content is presented “in a number of languages” (2018, 1128),
and “the use of pictures [. . . ] has a positive impact on the number of likes” (2018,
1129). “A greater total number of posts” – in the case of Perspektivet up to 4 posts
on one day – reduces virality (per post)” (2018, 1129).

Discussion of the Findings

The comparison of the three institutions’ Facebook appearance indicates many
similarities: all three institutions post on a regular basis, but the frequency of
posts is rather low. The posts usually combine text and images, with only Perspek-
tivet museum using video on a more regular basis. Posts that announce events or
share content aremost frequent for all three institutions. Most of the posts haveno
or only very few likes and shares. Comments are not frequent andmost of the com-
ments are statements without any form for conversation or reaction to comments
madeby others. Only a few posts create a larger user engagement, not only in likes
and shares, but also in the form of comments. Here the posts entitled “Fredags-
gløtt” by the university museum are in an extraordinary position. Many of these
posts are not only liked and shared, but create a conversation between the users
and in some cases between the users and the museum, especially the one post
about a tragic accident posted by the museum which has created by far the most
likes, shares, and comments. The comments on that post actually also created a
conversation between the followers involved and between the followers and the
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museum. This might suggest that the use of images (both still and video) is im-
portant, but even more important is emotional engaging content that connects
the followers and the institution. As some of the posts of the Tromsø public li-
brary illustrate, it is not enough to ask a question to create a conversation: “At the
post level, posting questions reduces virality. [. . . ] if a [sic] organization is seek-
ing users’ active participation in its communications then the organization itself
should also get involved in users’ conversations” (Camarero et al. 2018, 1130).

The results from this case study seem to confirm that most Facebook users
only read a post or watch an image without any need to get further engaged in
the content of the post. It seems that most users are only engaged in activities
that demand little commitment, such as liking and sharing of posts. While the
numbers of likes and shares are indicators for a post’s popularity and its virality,
the number of comments might be an indication for the user’s commitment. One
might conclude that the users are – with the exception of the posts “Fredagsgløtt”
by TMU – not very committed to these institutions, but this might only be true to
some degree. From the outside it is impossible to know how many users actually
read the posts, andwhether they are engaged by the content or not. Sincemany of
the posts are event announcements or contain practical information, they do not
demand any kind of reaction or much engagement. This is in line with the find-
ings by Capriotti and Losada-Díaz that Facebook often is used in “a traditional
off-line one-way perspective [. . . ], considering it as a mere tool that can be used to
disseminate information about the institution and its activities, but not to stim-
ulate interaction and two-way communication with their publics” (2018, 648).¹³
My own findings thus confirm what is established in other studies about the use
of social media by LAMs and other organizations in the corporate world.

To meet patrons/ users where they are is one argument used by the institu-
tions studied here to justify their presence on social media. Another argument,
not explicitly mentioned, is announcing an event on Facebook is free compared
to an advertisement in the local newspaper that must be paid for.¹⁴ The problem
is still how to reach out to users and patrons. As far as I know, none of the institu-
tions studied here have asked their patrons and users if they want the institution
to be on Facebook or on other social media or what the users expect to find on
social media. One might argue that institutions like public libraries and muse-

13 Similar findings were made by Ahorany 2012 and Lazzaretti et al. 2015.
14 Facebook is of course not for free and both the institutions and we as individual users are
paying with information about ourselves and our information behavior.
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ums have to be present on social media because all others are.¹⁵ Nevertheless, it
is not enough to be present on Facebook. The institutions not only need resources
for posting, monitoring, and responding on social media; they also should have
a clear strategy for what they want to achieve by their social media presence. In
Norway, public libraries and most museums are non-commercial institutions fi-
nanced by the public. Still, they depend on the number of visitors/ patrons to le-
gitimate their existence and funding. It is therefore important to reach out to the
public and to tell about activities and news. Social media can be seen as one tool
to connect with the public and a place where visitors can maintain a relationship
with the institution.

Discussions about the Internet and especially aboutWeb 2.0 and socialmedia
platforms often stress their democratic potential, providingmeeting placeswhere
user contribution, collective intelligence, reuse and remix (Jenkins 2006), but also
empowerment and ownership have become buzzwords since the mid-2000s. Par-
ticipation in terms of individuals becoming “creators and primary subjects” who
communicate “effectively into the public sphere” (Benkler 2006, 213) is discussed
as the Internet’s democratizing potential leading to the emergence of a network
public sphere (Benkler 2006, 272). While this might be true for user generated
content on for instance wikis, blogs or YouTube, Facebook is obviously not the
place for many of these activities, as most of the users are more or less passive
consumers of the content presented by the institutions.¹⁶ Capriotti and Losada-
Díaz conclude that “the museums analyzed [. . . ] are not taking advantage of all
the tools offered by Facebook as a means of interactive and dialogic communica-
tion” (2018, 647). The same could be said about the institutions in Tromsø ana-
lyzed here. This leaves the question unanswered of if users actually are interested
in using social media platforms to communicate with each other or with the insti-
tution. Asmentioned before, the largemajority of FB-users are passive consumers
not active contributors or even producers of content. If the institutions want to in-
teractwith their users byprovidingdigitalmeetingplaces, for instanceonFB, they
have not only to use the opportunities provided by the social media platform, but
also engage in a conversation with their patrons on a regular basis. It is obviously
not enough to ask a question once in a while; a climate of dialogue, exchange

15 In the USA, “93%of the largest libraries; 82%of libraries serving between 25,000 and 499,999;
68%of libraries serving between 10,000 and 24,999; and 54%of the smallest libraries” (Hofschire
and Wanucha 2014, 7) were on Facebook in 2012.
16 It would be interesting to look into commercial FB pages and the role of competitions and
giveaways. Users seem to participate bywriting a commentmuch easier when they canwin some-
thing.However, these comments often are not creating any form for conversationbut areonly very
short statements; often the company only asks for an emoji or the name of a person.
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and conversation has to be established day by day. The examples from the uni-
versity museum’s “Fredagsgløtt” indicate that a conversation between users and
between the institution and the users is possible as long as the content is person-
ally engaging. It seems that posts consisting of old photographs and emotionally
engaging stories are the ones that engage followers the most, often also because
of the follower’s geographical closeness to the place and the persons involved.
The use of images and videos, especially from events where followers can see and
watch themselves or persons they might know, seems also to create a high user
engagement in shares and likes.

There might be different reasons for people to follow the library or a museum
on Facebook. Getting updates and reminders about events might be one impor-
tant reason, while meeting other people might be less important in an online en-
vironment. Nevertheless, the Facebook pages of institutions like public libraries
and museums are part of the public sphere, even if these digital public spheres
are small and produce only little user participation. These “weak publics” (Fraser
1992, 134) exist beside all the other publics the institutions create both by their
events and by being open and including institutions where people can meet and
talk to each other, either planned or by chance.
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