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Introduction

Developing case studies of three media companies—KQED, Salon, and CNET—is more than a Master’s final project to me. It is the opportunity to challenge my frame of reference and my assumptions of content management based on years at an editorial company. It also marks just the beginning of what is an ongoing project for me: to further refine material, including case studies, for a content management academic course plan. 

I came to the SIMS program with a solid sense of how to model information to solve publishing problems. I had developed a very useful way to break down a website into its component parts and to develop a system that would publish websites in a flexible, object-oriented way.
 That is what content management meant to me. While that perspective has served me well in my career, I ultimately found myself using the same hammer for too many types of nails. 

In documenting the results of the many interviews I conducted, I have refreshed my conceptual understanding of content management. Overall, this project has helped me better contextualize information-modeling within content management’s wider role in the organization. This document details the process I went through, including my motivations for applying the case method, my research design, a preliminary case study literature review, key findings, and plans for future work.

The Case Method

When I embarked on this project, I did not know what I would discover. I started out with a general list of topics to explore, but my primary goal was to keep an open mind as I interviewed companies about their content management practices. This open-ended approach worried me: am I being rigorous enough (in an academic, intellectual sense)? Will I end up not having a point? After reviewing case study methodologies and my motivations for conducting these investigations, I determined my approach was valid.

Of the variable ways to conduct and write case studies, I chose the teaching case method typically associated with business schools, notably Harvard Business School. This method focuses on telling the story of a company on the verge of a critical decision or set of decisions that deeply affects the company’s future. The story is told without any prescription for the final outcome. It is told for the purpose of encouraging analytical thinking and discussion among students who read the case. 

I have several reasons for choosing this type of methodology. First, writing for a student audience ties this project directly to an independent study I pursued last semester. For that study, I created a content management course plan.
 Most professionals, myself included, become familiar with managing content on the job. Learning is typically trial-by-fire using the company’s content management system (CMS) or suffering through a CMS implementation project. While there is great merit in learning on the job, I share the sentiment expressed by CMPros,
 the content management community of practice: professionals can benefit from education in and definition of content management as a discipline.

My second reason for writing case studies relates more specifically to the School of Information. I will take a leap and say that most School of Information graduates will find themselves right smack in the middle of a content management-related dilemma or actual project in the near future—maybe in their first job out of school. In my opinion, the case method could benefit aspects of the School of Information curriculum. Using case studies to facilitate classroom discussion would give students more opportunity to formulate and evaluate approaches to complex, real-world problems. What better way is there to prepare us not just as professionals or as practitioners, but as leaders?

My last reason for writing case studies is a more self-centered one. I wanted to step back from my usual role of active participant and dedicated problem-solver, to put aside my own experiences and assumptions of content management, and to become strictly an observer of these companies’ situations. I was ready to listen and learn.

Research Design

Overview

This section details the basic design, protocol, and preliminary report structure for the case studies. My goals for developing multiple case studies are to shed light on content management issues and systems from a conceptual standpoint and in a business context and to lay a foundation for comparative analysis.

Objective

The primary objective is to explore the following topics in the context of a CMS implementation project underway at each company.

· Current content management and workflow methods

· Functional, usability, and technical aspects of the primary CMS
· Drivers for replacing the current content management system or process

· Goals and requirements for the new system

The units of analysis consist of the content management systems (existing and planned), the CMS selection and development process, and, to a lesser extent, the organizational dynamics involved.

This exploration will likely reveal similarities and differences among the companies’ content management implementations and the strategies and processes used to develop solutions to specific problems. Since this is an inductive study, I did not set out with specific hypotheses to test. Instead, I hope to generate potential hypotheses after analyzing interview and artifact data. 

Procedures

In each case, I established initial contact by emailing a description of the project to an executive known personally to me or referred by a mutual acquaintance. The goals of this initial contact and a subsequent in-depth phone conversation was to obtain official agreement to participate, permission to proceed with interviews, and preliminary release of the final document for my Master’s project.

I interviewed approximately eight employees at each company, selecting a balance of decision-makers, developers, and end-users of the systems from business, editorial, and technical departments. Each interview was in-person at the company and up to an hour in length. 

I began each interview with a brief introduction of the case study’s purpose and scope and a description of the final review and release process. Following this, I explained the company’s and interviewee’s option to remain anonymous. Finally, I obtained approval to audio-record the interview.

During the interview, I asked questions that I shared beforehand via email. I took hand-written notes, mainly to capture key points. At the close of the interview, I thanked the interviewee, reviewed the list of any relevant documentation to be shared, and mentioned the possibility of sending follow-up questions via email.
Companies and Interviewees

I conducted a total of 23 interviews at three companies. With the approval of my final advisor, I chose to submit the KQED and Salon case studies for my final project and complete the CNET case study at a later date.

KQED

Background

KQED creates original content for analog and digital television, radio, and online platforms. 

KQED wants to redefine its workflow process and select or develop a digital asset management system (DAMS) as a means of integrating and reusing content across platforms. It is in the early stages of evaluating current systems and processes before gathering requirements. One particular programming project will serve as a test case for conducting the evaluation and sourcing requirements.

Interviewees

Chief content officer

VP of television operations and engineering

Director of radio engineering

Director of interactive

Interviewees (continued)
Head of CM task force

Director of IT

Project manager

Executive producer

Salon
Background

Salon is a leading Internet media company that produces original content—news, politics, technology and business, art and entertainment, books, life, and comics—and hosts two online communities. 

Salon has begun the process of gathering requirements and evaluating content management systems to replace its current system. Introduced in 2000, the current CMS no longer meets the needs of Salon’s evolving editorial and development objectives.

Interviewees

VP of operations

VP of technology

VP of new products and co-founder

Associate editor

Senior writer

Senior engineer

Junior engineer

CNET

Background

CNET is a leading publisher of technology-related content, including product reviews and price comparisons, comprehensive coverage of technology developments, and help and how-to guides in textual and video form delivered to online, broadcast, and mobile device platforms.

CNET recently embarked on two interrelated content management implementations: one project, dubbed Cobra Strike, involves rolling out a new in-house-built CMS to replace a three-year-old system; the other, Project 360, involves replacing the current ad hoc, email-based workflow with CNET’s first full-fledged workflow system. These two projects were the result of an in-depth analysis of “pain points” and inefficiencies within the editorial process conducted in 2005. 

Interviewees

VP of operations

Cobra Strike (CMS)

Product manager

Technical producer

Editor/writer

Interviewees (continued)
Project 360 (Workflow)

Director of product services (PM for Project 360)

Director of catalog & knowledgebase development

Network managing editor

Software engineer

Report Structure

Each case study took the format appropriate for fostering educational objectives and in-class discussion. I followed the basic structure:

Introduction

Company background

Statement of problems and potential solutions under consideration by the company

Exploration of topics that emerge from interviews and document data and that are relevant to the stated research objective

CMS descriptions and screenshots (if applicable)

Additional relevant documentation provided by the company

Preliminary Case Study Literature Review

Ironically, though editorial publishers have long contended with content management (CM) issues and published online earlier than many other industries, exceptionally few are the subject of case studies.
 Subsets of CM, such as document processing, imaging, email cataloging, business process automation, and portal development, are the most common case study subjects for a range of industries including finance, government, education, healthcare, manufacturing, and transportation. 

One reason for the lack of focus on editorial media may be that many publishers developed custom CMS solutions in-house before commercial applications were available. Another related reason may be that, whatever solution is in place, it is too complicated or even problematic to motivate anyone internally or externally to write about. 

As compared to the number of general business case studies, relatively few case studies focus on CM, and even fewer are editorially neutral. With the exception of two CM industry publications—AIIM E-Doc Magazine
 and Content Technology Works
 (which is affiliated with The Gilbane Report
), most CM-related case studies are written by CMS vendors and service providers about their own products. Even a large portion of vendor-neutral studies are authored by constituents within the subject organizations. 

Overall, the emphasis of these case studies is to document success stories, not to explore CM concepts. In contrast to business case studies, which are often written to foster educational objectives and class discussion, the current state of CM case studies leans towards laying out best practices for others to follow.

It is surprising that few case studies to date fully consider the “buy or build” decision, one of the biggest questions companies face when evaluating CMS options. Instead, most case studies are based on a commercial package purchase.
 With the growing momentum of the open-source CMS community and the frustration over the high cost alternatives, this imbalance is likely to change.

Another topic that has garnered little representation and analysis in case study format is CMS usability from an authoring perspective. A top-down, management perspective dominates the literature, providing little detail on the reality of using the system. Given the highly variable interaction and interface design of CMS platforms, usability issues warrant more investigation and discussion.

In developing editorial publisher case studies, I hope to reveal major issues the traditional media “verticals”—newspaper, magazine, and broadcast—contend with in a new cross-platform world. While some of these issues may be unique to media/publishing organizations, many, such as the buy-or-build choice and usability concerns, are universally relevant.

Key Findings

During this project I became more aware that my personal struggle to maintain a flexible perspective on content management is linked to the larger struggle underway at editorial media companies. This is an important time of transition in which many media companies are reevaluating the content they produce and how they produce and distribute it. An open-minded and flexible approach to content management is key to meeting the challenges of ever-evolving technology and the changing marketplace.

Like many of their peers, KQED and Salon are responding to major shifts in technology and in the media industry. They are attempting to evolve their organization’s traditional media mindset in the face of media convergence and Web 2.0, and to adapt their product accordingly. They are essentially trying to rebuild the airplane while in flight. Their stories are worth hearing and discussing because they are unique and commonplace at the same time.

When I originally proposed doing a comparative analysis in conjunction with case studies, I had envisioned ticking down a list of similarities and differences between company A’s and company B’s systems and processes. Now that I have a clearer sense of the specific challenges and open issues, I find myself thinking about more abstract, less granular
 points of comparison. 

Salon and KQED face major decisions regarding content management and how it addresses the needs of their respective businesses. Five key concerns emerged during the course of my investigation. Generally, both companies are looking at how to:

· Keep a fresh perspective on what content (i.e., the product) is

· Buy or build—and customize—a CM solution

· Plan for and ensure the success of a large CM infrastructure project

· Build in flexibility and extensibility to accommodate future unknowns

· Measure success and return on investment of a CM solution

The primary goal in using these cases as a teaching tool will be to explore best practices in addressing these concerns.

Future Work 

I wish I could say the KQED and Salon case studies are “done.” Realistically, they are a work-in-progress. I am still honing my case-study writing skills, exploring the most effective way to present content management concepts. I also plan to complete the final stage of the teaching case method: evaluation and refinement of the cases in a classroom setting.

In preparing each case, I did not explicitly touch on all of the salient issues discussed in the interviews. As I refine and write additional cases, I will consider incorporating a more detailed look at the following topics.

Current situation

· The data model, features, and functionality of the current system of use

· Effects of the business organization on the CM set-up (e.g., siloing)

· Usability issues for editorial and technical producers

Impetus for embarking on a CMS development project

· Remedy for content management and workflow “pain points” and inefficiencies

· Need for front-end, public-facing features the current CMS does not support

Requirements gathering process

· Priority and scope management

· Consideration of usability issues

· Building in extensibility (i.e., accommodation of unknown future)

CMS selection and development process

· Factors influencing the “buy or build” decision

· Data and technical considerations of transitioning to a new system

· Organizational and process considerations of transitioning to a new system

In addition, I will consider focusing on one or a few topics (or hypotheses) more specifically, rather than exploring a wider range of topics in less depth. 

Finally, I will build on the overall content management course plan with the intent of sharing what I have learned.
Appendix A: Bob Glushko and Tim McGraph’s Document Engineering Approach
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� For details of my approach to information-modeling, see the following:


Overview document: � HYPERLINK "http://www.sims.berkeley.edu/~jennifer/cms_model/CMS_DiscussionDoc_243.doc" ��http://www.sims.berkeley.edu/~jennifer/cms_model/CMS_DiscussionDoc_243.doc�


A CMS prototype: � HYPERLINK "http://www.sims.berkeley.edu/~jennifer/cms_model/cms_prototype/CMS_Index.html" ��http://www.sims.berkeley.edu/~jennifer/cms_model/cms_prototype/CMS_Index.html�


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.sims.berkeley.edu/~jennifer/cm_courseplan/" ��http://www.sims.berkeley.edu/~jennifer/cm_courseplan/�


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.cmpros.org" ��http://www.cmpros.org�


� Publisher-focused case studies:


The Reality of Web 2.0: O'Reilly Media's SafariU Leads by Example. Leonor Ciarlone. The Gilbane Report. February, 2006. (� HYPERLINK "http://www.gilbane.com/case_studies/oreilly_case_study.html" ��http://www.gilbane.com/case_studies/oreilly_case_study.html�)


Technology Review: Moving into the Black with On-Demand Content Management. Bill Zoellick. The Gilbane Report. November, 2004. (� HYPERLINK "http://www.gilbane.com/case_studies_pdf/CTW_Technology_Review_Final.pdf" ��http://www.gilbane.com/case_studies_pdf/CTW_Technology_Review_Final.pdf�)


Meredith Corporation: The Creative Library. Sebastian Holst. The Gilbane Report. March 30, 2004. (� HYPERLINK "http://gilbane.com/case_studies_pdf/CTW_Gilbane_OReilly_Final.pdf" ��http://gilbane.com/case_studies_pdf/CTW_Gilbane_OReilly_Final.pdf�)


The Wall Street Journal Online Builds on Vignette Software to Reap Benefits From Personalization and Performance. Vignette. 2003. (� HYPERLINK "http://www.vignette.com/Downloads/CS_wsj.pdf" ��http://www.vignette.com/Downloads/CS_wsj.pdf�)


A Picture Is Worth 1,000 Words: The Economist. Uffe Lindahl. The Gilbane Report. January/February 2002. (� HYPERLINK "http://www.edocmagazine.com/vault_articles.asp?ID=23460&header=e_cs_header.gif" ��http://www.edocmagazine.com/vault_articles.asp?ID=23460&header=e_cs_header.gif�)


Content Management in Practice: Oxford University Press. Ian Hall. AIIM E-DOC Magazine. July/August 2000. (� HYPERLINK "http://www.edocmagazine.com/vault_articles.asp?ID=20558&header=e_cs_header.gif" ��http://www.edocmagazine.com/vault_articles.asp?ID=20558&header=e_cs_header.gif�)


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.edocmagazine.com/casest_all.asp?header=e_cs_header.gif" ��http://www.edocmagazine.com/casest_all.asp?header=e_cs_header.gif�


� See � HYPERLINK "http://gilbane.com/case_studies.html" ��http://gilbane.com/case_studies.html�


� See � HYPERLINK "http://gilbane.com/articles.html" ��http://gilbane.com/articles.html�


� Two notable exceptions:


The Reality of Web 2.0: O'Reilly Media's SafariU Leads by Example. Leonor Ciarlone. The Gilbane Report. February, 2006. (� HYPERLINK "http://www.gilbane.com/case_studies/oreilly_case_study.html" ��http://www.gilbane.com/case_studies/oreilly_case_study.html�)


Technology Review: Moving into the Black with On-Demand Content Management. Bill Zoellick. The Gilbane Report. November, 2004. (� HYPERLINK "http://www.gilbane.com/case_studies_pdf/CTW_Technology_Review_Final.pdf" ��http://www.gilbane.com/case_studies_pdf/CTW_Technology_Review_Final.pdf�)


� See Appendix A: Bob Glushko and Tim McGraph’s Document Engineering Approach
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