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1 Executive Summary

The task Policy analysis of value chains for CHis in the Digital Single Market (T 3.1) was focused on
the analysis of the value chains for CHIs in the DSM to foster the understanding of current business
models of interaction between CHIs and creative industries and how such models can reinforce
access to culture and European identity. Within the inDICEs project, we aim to understand the
effects of the digital revolution on modes of cultural and creative production and on their economic
and social impact. To achieve this, we decided to look at the CH sector in the context of the
structural inter-dependencies and the impact it has on other sectors and the societies. Taking into
consideration the changing perception of the role and responsibilities of cultural heritage
institutions, as well as the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, in the following document we discuss
the issue of the value of digital cultural heritage, focusing on the impact it has on societies and the
European policies concerning digital heritage resources and the Digital Single Market and propose a
framework for understanding digital cultural heritage value chains, created on the basis of case

studies analysis of the (re)use of digital cultural heritage.

1.1.1 Deviation from work plan

No deviation from the work plan.

1.1.2 Plans for the next period

The work presented in this document will be — in the subsequent stages of the inDICEs project —
used to produce policy recommendations that would strengthen the European Commission’s work in
empowering and including every citizen, strengthening the potential of every business and meeting

global challenges with our core values.
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2 Introduction and Objectives

The underlying assumption of this paper is that the Cultural Heritage (CH) Sector, a largely
not-for-profit subsector of the CCl might be seen as a key enabler of the advancement of the CCl in
Europe. Within the inDICEs project, we aim to understand the effects of the digital revolution on
modes of cultural and creative production and on their economic and social impact. We believe that
non-industrial or sectors such as the visual and performing arts, and particularly the museums,
libraries, and (audio-visual) archives, although less market-oriented and essentially relying on public
subsidies for their economic viability, play a key role in the conservation and transmission of
knowledge and skills and in the exploration and creation of new, path-breaking ideas. The impact of
the Digital Single Market (DSM) on the CH sector (and vice versa) is a particularly interesting and
challenging topic. In the CH sector, digital reproducibility of content is not part of the core business
model but is a tool to facilitate circulation and use, often outside the market context. While a DSM
perspective focuses on economic and market impact, from the viewpoint of the CH sector, content
use has cultural and social effects as well as an indirect spillover effect that is essential for the

economy.

More recently, a shift can be observed in the perception of the role of culture - and the CH sector in
particular. There is a parallel, shifting relationship between cultural activity and the generation of
economic and social value added. This shift is captured by Pier Luigi Sacco who describes the move
from the Culture 1.0 model, which is based on a patronage system, through the Culture 2.0 model,
with mass production of cultural products that is controlled by entrance barriers of access to
technologies and resources, to Culture 3.0 model, that blurs the boundaries between producers and
users (Sacco 2011). According to Sacco, in Culture 1.0 model culture doesn’t create economic value,

needs to be financed by wealthy individuals, thus the amount of cultural production is limited, so are
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the audiences. In Culture 2.0, characteristic for the post-industrial world, mass production allow to
deliver new cultural products, but also to make them available to much wider audiences, and at
increasingly affordable prices, however the access to productive technologies is difficult and
financially expensive, so that would-be cultural producers are filtered by complex selection systems,
that differ from one cultural sector to another. In the Culture 3.0 model users become producers
and while the Culture 2.0 revolution has been characterized by an explosion of the size of cultural
markets, the Culture 3.0 revolution is characterized by the explosion of the pool of producers, so that
it becomes increasingly difficult to distinguish between cultural producers and users (Sacco 2011,

6-7).

This shift should be accompanied by a new policy perspective and structural funds programming that
takes into account the Culture 3.0 framework. According to Sacco, we should give up a notion of the
cultural and creative industries as a specific macro-sector of the economy, and a notion of the
demand side as a market-mediated audience (Sacco 2011, 9). We should rather focus on the
structural inter-dependencies between the cultural and creative sectors on one hand, and other
sectors, and we have to reason in terms of the demand side as a partially market-mediated pool of

practitioners increasingly interested in active cultural participation and access (Sacco 2011, 9).

Taking all that into consideration, we decided to look at the CH sector in the context of the structural
inter-dependencies and the impact it has on other sectors and the societies. In the following
sections of this chapter we try to capture the way in which the perception of the social role and
responsibilities of cultural heritage institutions is changing and how it affects the digital cultural
heritage and its value, especially in the context of the global pandemic of COVID-19. In the third
chapter we discuss the issue of the value of digital cultural heritage in more details, focusing on the
impact it has on societies, looking at different definitions and theoretical approaches. In the fourth
chapter we take a closer look on European policies and provide a review of policy documents

concerning digital heritage resources and the Digital Single Market. In chapter five we present the
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summary of a case studies analysis that allowed us to grasp how digital cultural heritage is being
(re)used by different actors and what are the purposes of such (re)use. This analysis and the
previous chapters served as a basis for a framework for understanding digital cultural heritage value

chains, presented in the chapter six.

2.1 The new role of Cultural Heritage Institutions

This shift is also reflected in the new developments in the CH sector itself. With the growing
institutional interest in audience development (Bollo et al. 2017) participatory models (Simon 2010),
and community engagement, CH sector is looking for ways of engaging audiences as users and

creators as well as ways of measuring their impact. The Europeana Impact Framework is an attempt

to support institutions in this regard. We also see a shift in how institutions define their role in
society which can be exemplified with a recent debate among museum professionals on the new

museum definition proposed by ICOM (International Council for Museums). The first sentence of the

proposed new definition states: Museums are democratising, inclusive and polyphonic spaces for
critical dialogue about the pasts and the futures. It focuses on the inclusiveness of institutions and
their practices, their role as actors in society and the importance of equal access to cultural heritage.
Last but not least, it emphasizes cooperation and co-creation with the involvement of various
communities as well as calls for the active involvement of institutions in many dimensions of social
life and its contemporary challenges: They are participatory and transparent, and work in active
partnership with and for diverse communities to collect, preserve, research, interpret, exhibit, and
enhance understandings of the world, aiming to contribute to human dignity and social justice,
global equality and planetary wellbeing. The emergence of museum activism (Janes & Sandell 2020)
is also worth noting, as both authors of the book on the subject treat it as a sign of change: Only a
decade ago, the notion that museums, galleries and heritage organisations might engage in activist
practice - marshalling and directing their unique resources with explicit intent to act upon

inequalities, injustices and environmental crises - was met with widespread scepticism and often


https://pro.europeana.eu/post/introducing-the-impact-playbook-the-cultural-heritage-professionals-guide-to-assessing-your-impact
https://pro.europeana.eu/post/introducing-the-impact-playbook-the-cultural-heritage-professionals-guide-to-assessing-your-impact
https://icom.museum/en/resources/standards-guidelines/museum-definition/
https://icom.museum/en/resources/standards-guidelines/museum-definition/
https://icom.museum/en/resources/standards-guidelines/museum-definition/
https://icom.museum/en/
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derision. Seeking to purposefully bring about social change beyond the walls of the institution {(...)
was viewed by many museum workers, sector leaders and external commentators alike as
inappropriately political and partisan. (...) Today, the idea remains controversial but there are signs
of what we hope will be an irreversible shift in the way we think about the role and responsibility of
museums as knowledge based, social institutions. (Janes & Sandell 2020, xxvii). Although there are
major differences between institutions of the whole CH, we can observe the general tendency
towards more open, inclusive and transparent ways of operating, more access to knowledge and
resources gathered by the institutions, more readiness to cooperate with various actors from

different sectors and more focus on social relevance (Simon 2016) and impact.

2.2 Digital Cultural Heritage

The process of digitisation of cultural heritage has opened up new ways in which digital heritage
resources might circulate and be relevant for different communities and actors across the sectors.
For over a decade initiatives such as OpenGLAM (GLAM: galleries, libraries, archives, museums) have
been advocating for more equal and unrestricted access to digital cultural heritage available for free

reuse. The Open GLAM Survey (initiated by dr Andrea Walles and Douglas McCarthy) aimed at

uncovering the global picture of Open GLAM was inspired by the shared need for a single resource
providing an up-to-date picture of open access policy and practice (McCarthy 2019). As one of the
authors admits, as well as an information gap, there seemed to be implicit bias in Open GLAM
towards major European and North American institutions: the Rijksmuseum, National Gallery of Art,
the British Library etc. Even if unfair, this perception risked open access being seen as something ‘just
for the big Western museums’ and less relevant or accessible to smaller institutions (McCarthy 2019).
Open GLAM Survey covers both objects and data that GLAMs make available on their own websites
and on external platforms (like Wikimedia Commons, Europeana, the German Digital Library and

Github). So far the list includes more than 850 institutions from around the world. Thanks to the

10


https://openglam.org/
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survey, being a living source of knowledge, we now have a better overview of open access policy and
practice.
Among the advocates for free unrestricted access to digital cultural heritage were also other global

communities and networks such as Creative Commons Global Network and Wikimedia. The

GLAM-Wiki initiative is aimed at helping cultural institutions share their resources with the world
through high-impact collaboration alongside experienced Wikipedia editors, underlining the fact that
this presents an unparalleled opportunity for the custodians of our cultural heritage to present their
collections to new audiences. From within the cultural heritage sector, Europeana has played a
significant role in opening up collections and bringing them closer to their audiences as well as

inspiring digital projects based on heritage resources.

2.3 Understanding the Value of Digital Cultural Heritage

The value of digital collections became a subject of interest among experts, who in the early XXI
century started looking more closely at the benefits institutions reap from charging fees for access to
digitized materials from their collections. Rights policies and reproduction charging models in

American museums were a subject of scrutiny of the Mellon Foundation study (Tanner 2004). As the

author, Simon Tanner, concludes, it is clear from the results of this study that the level of revenue
raised by museums through imaging and rights is small relative to the overall revenue earning
capacity of the museum from retail, ticket sales, membership and fundraising (Tanner 2004, 40). It is
not the profitability of these activities that is a driving force for these services, but the need to
promote collections and address the users’ expectations. At first, common concerns among
representatives of the heritage sector included the fear that by making collections available online,
the number of visitors would decline, and worries about content published online being used in a
way that's not in line with the museum's mission or downright offensive or harmful (Kapsalis 2016),
which can be referred to as a need for intellectual control. Smaller institutions, which do not have

large budgets, were also worried that openness is a big, well-financed institution's game, often
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providing the Dutch Rijksmuseum as an example. Such big institutions do not need to worry about

their brand when their collections are made available online and somewhat lose the connection to
the particular institution, which was another concern for smaller-scale institutions with less
recognizability.

In the subsequent report prepared for the Mellon Foundation by Kristin Kelly, the focus was the
experience of open access in 11 museums. While summing up the key conclusions of her report, the
author of the study states that revenue matters less than many institutions think it does, and
providing open access is a mission-driven decision, not a calculated one. She references earlier
reports and analyses of American institutions, noticing that institutions generally do not analyze
actual costs and that they cite gross rather than net revenue, and investment in technology,
although costly, supports mission-driven activities, such as collaboration across the museum, better
collections care, and a higher level of educational outreach when images are available online (Allen
2009). An earlier report for the Mellon Foundation examining the sale of digital and analogue
formats of images of works in 51 institutions in the United Kingdom and Europe concludes that none
of the analyzed institutions had fully recovered the associated costs of imaging (i.e., the costs of
creation, management, storage, and providing service) solely from the sale of digital images (Tanner,
Deegan 2002). Institutions using the possibility for making a profit from selling access to digital
images often set up a prize basing their estimation on how much a particular piece of art is worth in
the context of other institutions’ charging policies (Tanner, Deegan 2003). Thus the actual cost of
producing that digital image was not necessarily the result of the institution’s costs of providing
access to its digital copy which is not always precisely estimated. Simon Tanner and Marilyn Deegan
found out in their research that for users a cost difference between printed and digital copy sold by
an institution is only around 10,5%. At that time it was much more profitable to sell digital images
because it was much cheaper for institutions to produce them. On the basis of the analysis of case
studies, Kapsalis concludes that while many of the advantages of open access are confirmed, most of
the fears that are often mentioned by museum professionals (e.g. loss of intellectual control of

institution’s resources, reductions in the number of in-person visits) are largely unfounded (Kapsalis
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2016, 12). In the meantime, the pressure on museums to abolish image fees has been growing

(Grosvenor, 2018).

New insights about the economic potential of cultural and creative sectors in Europe came with the
KEA Report (KEA 2006). As Sacco notes, referring to the CSES study (CSES 2010), these figures are
likely to be underestimated. According to Sacco, reasoning on the basis of the Culture 2.0-3.0
transition, it becomes easier to explain why and how culture matters for the general economy. The
key of the argument lies in moving the focus from the economic outcomes of cultural activity to the
behaviours that cause them: In order to understand the effects of culture outside of the cultural
realm, we have to consider how cultural access changes the behaviour of individuals and groups. One
of the most evident effects has to do with the cornerstone of the Culture 3.0 phase: Active cultural
participation. By active cultural participation, we mean a situation in which individuals do not limit
themselves to absorb passively the cultural stimuli, but are motivated to put their skills at work: Thus,
not simply hearing music, but playing; not simply reading texts, but writing, and so on. (Sacco
2011, 9).

Looking more closely into what is the value of digital cultural heritage and how it is created, we were
inspired by the Culture 3.0 framework proposed by Sacco as well as the notion of various areas of
impact that cultural heritage has on society and economy, following the new understanding of the

role of CH institutions.

2.4 Towards a post-pandemic future

As research has shown, the global pandemic of COVID-19 will have a huge effect on the CH sector.

According to a study carried out by ICOM, 82.6% of respondents predict that due to the pandemic,

museum programs will have to be limited, with 29.8% expected the number of employees will have
to be reduced. 12.8% of participants are concerned that their museum may be closed. Data collected
by NEMO (Network of European Museum Organizations), focused on Europe, provides a picture only

slightly more positive, noting also the effect that a 50-70% decrease in tourism will have on the CH
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sector. European institutions will lose a significant part of their revenues from ticket sales or
museum shops. Museums will be able to accept from 20% to 50% of the regular number of visitors -
depending on the characteristics of their buildings (as visitor quotas depend on museum
architecture). On the other hand, many institutions have taken a crash course on digital
transformation (or some aspects of it), and often implemented changes successfully. According to
ICOM data, 15% of museums reported an increase in activities related to digital communication, and
50% - in activities on social media.

A recent study conducted by LIBER (Ligue des Bibliotheques Européennes de Recherche —
Association of European Research Libraries) discusses the impact of COVID-19 on academic libraries.
Physical and mental health as well as safety of staff is among the top concerns regarding working
within the physical realm of libraries (LIBER 2020, 19). According to the study, there is a definite
focus towards increased online training. Creating and maintaining engagement in the form of more
online training and events. Contact with library users is greatly missed by many participants (LIBER
2020, 20).However, there is also a concern among professionals about digitisation potentially
reducing the value of libraries by alienating audiences and creating unequal access: Digitisation is on
everyone’s minds and agendas. There is a digital divide now, and we need to be careful not to
alienate those who are behind in digitalisation, said one participant. Some libraries have fully
digitised, and some have always been digital, but many are still in the process, and at different stages
or phases of transformation. What is certain, is that libraries need support in a transition to full or
almost-full digitisation. This comes in many shapes and forms, such as financial support, online
services/activities, tools and training (LIBER 2020, 20).

CCS, as largely venue-based sectors, are the hardest hit by social distancing measures and the effects
of the pandemic are expected to be long-lasting (Travkina et al. 2020). As Travkina and Sacco
underline, the sector has innovated rapidly, notably with accelerated digitalisation (Travkina et al.
2020, 3). While some of the institutions’ efforts were focused on looking for quick and instant
solutions to the sudden separation with the audiences, the crisis is also perceived as an opportunity

to reflect and look for new solutions. The importance of the slowdown for the possible change of
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perspective appears in debates about the cultural sector. It seems that the pandemic has proved the
importance of culture in times of crisis as recalled by cultural professionals’ communities and

networks, highlighting the role of culture as one of the essential elements of post-pandemic

programs (eg. Europe Day Manifesto. Cultural Heritage: a powerful catalyst for the future of Europe,

The 2020 Rome Charter). The last few months have clearly shown the importance of culture and

creativity for society: The arts and creative activities play a crucial role in the well-being and cohesion
of the community, shaping values; they represent the key to assure freedom of expression and
innovation (KEA 2020, 2). CH professionals learn and reflect on the effect that the global pandemic

has and will have on the sector, imagining different scenarios and debate the role of culture in

Europe’s recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic and the future of Europe. Lots of commentators

emphasize that the availability of cultural content and the very fact that many institutions provide
free and unrestricted access to their collections online contributed to the preservation of mental
health and well-being of societies in 2020. According to the study published by KEA, The crisis is the
opportunity to acknowledge the economic and social importance of CCS in nurturing social cohesion,
in making places and territories attractive to locals and tourists and in providing jobs. CCS plays a
crucial role in the wellbeing of communities and social cohesion. They are leading collective
sense-making. They are part of an essential ecosystem which values freedom of expression,
innovation, the sharing of collective experiences and emotions. Artists express our collective
consciousness (KEA 2020, 12). The experience of the global pandemic seems to be proving that we
should be thinking in terms of the impact that the CCS have on societies and try to capture the role
of digital cultural heritage, having in mind that the path towards rapid digital transformation taken
by many CH institutions in response to the pandemic will be enhancing the variety of interactions
with heritage content online (strengthening Culture 3.0). Considering the impact of culture on
different macroeconomic areas, we need to remember about the importance of media literacy,
digital competences and access in this context. As Travkina and Sacco note: massive digitalisation
coupled with emerging technologies, such as virtual and augmented realities, can create new

forms of cultural experience, dissemination and new business models with market potential. With the
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lockdown, many public and private providers moved content online for free to keep audiences
engaged and satisfy the sharply increased demand for cultural content. While the provision of free
and digitally mediated cultural content is not sustainable over time, it has opened the door to
many future innovations. To capitalise on them, there is a need to address the digital skills shortages
within the sector and improve digital access beyond large metropolitan areas, with the additional
consideration that digital access does not replace a live cultural experience or all the jobs that go
with it (Travkina et al. 2020, 3). A post-covid reflection should take into consideration individual

needs, new poverty and the need to guarantee access to cultural contents as inclusive as possible.
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3 Understanding the Value and Impact of Digital
Cultural Heritage - an overview of theoretical
approaches

3.1 Introduction

Digital projects inevitably bring new challenges for evaluation, as their potential is inextricably linked
to their ability to enable new forms of interaction and behaviour. However, they don’t exist in an
independent sphere of activity unlinked to the rest of the institutions and contexts in which they
operate. As with any activity, digital projects operate within a complex ecosystem of interaction,
creating numerous impacts both within and outside of institutions. This is further complicated by the
many ways cultural institutions have utilised digital technologies, leading to a multiplicity of forms,
functions, and expectations that do not necessarily lend themselves well to standardised forms of

evaluation (Green and Andersen, 2017).

How to best measure the value of digital culture given the challenges listed above by Green and
Anderson? What is the most suitable methodology to assess the economic and social impact of
digitisation of cultural heritage on the access to European cultural goods and services and their

modes of production?

The chapter provides an overview of a selection of existing different approaches to the issue of value
and impact in the context of cultural heritage. Among existing approaches, below we analyse three

theoretical perspectives:
Balanced Value Model by Simon Tanner
Europeana Impact Framework (based on Simon Tanner’s model)

Pier Luigi Sacco’s eight-tiers approach in Social and Economic Value Creation through
Culture.
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The three approaches are described and analysed below in order to create a theoretical background
to the research initiatives and activities performed under the scope of the inDICEs project. All three
incorporate a great appreciation for the value of cultural and creative production and the even
bigger need for a multi-perspective evaluation of its effects. They ought to help structure the
activities linked to impact assessment and creation of cultural and creative value, help build relevant

and balanced strategic contexts around them, and identify key purposes behind the research.

3.2 The (reviewed) Balanced Value Model

The Balanced Value Impact Model (BVIM or the BVI Model) initially proposed by Simon Tanner from
the King’s College in London in 2012, reviewed and revised in 2020, brings together aspects from
different impact assessment communities into a cohesive and logical process, both theoretical and
practical, that is specific to libraries, galleries, museums and archives (GLAM). For the purpose of the
report Measuring the Impact of Digital Resources: The Balanced Value Impact Model, Simon Tanner
defines impact as measurable outcomes arising from the existence of a digital resource that
demonstrate a change in the life or life opportunities of the community for which the resource is
intended (Tanner 2012). In his most recent book, Delivering Impact with Digital Resources Planning
strategy in the attention economy, in which he is presenting the updated BVIM, Tanner proposes
minor changes to the definition, admitting that it considers the higher aspirations of impact
assessment which translates impact into measurable outcomes arising from the existence of a digital

resource that demonstrate a change in the life or life opportunities of the community (Tanner 2020).

Tanner identifies a huge range of benefits and value in digital resources and collections that go
beyond the economic dimension: at the highest level these benefits can be summarized as learning;
research; consumption; strengthening communities; building collaboration and the British university
brand. Thus, Tanner suggests that defining modes of value for a digital culture that are not solely

economically driven but which do contain indicators of value that can be measured and can
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demonstrate change are important to consider the impact particularly of digital resources (Tanner

2012).

According to Tanner impact is a form of assessment of an intervention that includes both qualitative
and quantitative methods with measurements done ex-ante and ex-post juxtaposing the
intervention with the potential needs of benefiting stakeholders (Tanner 2020). The application of
the BVI Model is driven primarily by the needs of the organisation that is responsible for the
resource (for instance a digital resource). The stakeholders are a crucial part of the context and
drivers for why the impact assessment happens, but essentially the BVI Model is meant as an

organisation-led and not a community-led tool.

Tanner proposes 5 Modes of Cultural Value, which go beyond the economic value created with
digital heritage resources. These are not absolute values engaging with tangible and intangible value
for impact assessment, as there are other methodologies at hand, including Frey and Pommerehne’s
work on cultural values and Pearce and Ozedemiroglu’s work on use and non-use values (Tanner
2020). As Tanner proposes, there might be other values that may be established if needed. His
model however is based on the Balanced Scorecard approach (Kaplan and Norton, 1992; Marr, 2012)

and stresses the importance of Modes of Value.

Each mode relates to a way or manner in which the cultural value occurs or is experienced,
expressed, or achieved most frequently in a given set of data (Tanner 2012). These 5 Modes are:
Utility Value, Existence and/or Prestige Value, Education Value, Community Value, Inheritance /
Bequest Value. Together the values shape a well-balanced impact assessment: they help to position
the organisation, to understand the stakeholder’s needs and benefits, and to identify the key drivers
for the assessment. Tanner describes these modes as drivers or, more recently as lenses allowing to

focus on specific elements of the impact assessment.

According to Tanner, the Value Lenses for Measuring the Impact of Digital Resources are:

VALUE LENS DESCRIPTION
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Utility Value People value the utility afforded through the use of digital resources
now or sometime in the future.
Existence and/or | People derive value and benefit from knowing that a digital resource is
Prestige Value cherished by persons living inside and outside their community. This
value exists whether the resource is personally used or not.
Education Value People are aware that digital resources contribute to their own or to

other people’s sense of culture, education, knowledge and heritage and

therefore value them.

Community Value People benefit from the experience of being part of a community that is

afforded by the digital resource.

Inheritance / Bequest | People derive benefit from the inheritance passed down to them and
Value satisfaction from the fact that their descendants and other members of
the community will in the future be able to enjoy a digital resource if

they so choose.

Figure 1: Value Lenses in the BVI Model

Furthermore, to be able to assign a specific value to a purpose, allowing its better evaluation, the
assessment is built around four Balancing Perspectives, related to the Scorecard approach: Social
and Audience Impacts, Economic Impacts, Innovation Impacts and Internal Process Impacts (Tanner
2012), in the revised version of the BVIM renamed as Strategic Perspectives (Economic, Social,
Innovation and Operational impacts).

What is more, Tanner also includes a description of classification of relevant stakeholder groups and
suggests that each Value Mode & Perspective has to have a stakeholder group assigned to it. The

types of stakeholders groups might be:
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Consumers — those who will use the resource regularly.

One Stop Consumers —those who will use the resource only once or twice.

Partners and Collaborators — those relationships required to deliver the digital resource.
Paymasters — those who hold financial sway over the digital resource in one way or another.
Producers and Creatives Creators — those who contribute to the content for the digital
resource.

e Commentators —those who will have opinions upon the digital resource which will set the
context for other stakeholders and possibly change opinions.

e Marginalised — whether part of primary or secondary stakeholders these groups are
essential to specify as otherwise equality of opportunity to participate cannot be achieved.
This grouping may include the impoverished, religious or racial minorities, women, or
indigenous peoples as a few examples.

Leavers — those no longer in touch with the digital resource who have previously used it.
Non-users - those who have never used the digital resource.

Champions — those who actively promote the digital resource and can affect the outcome of
the impact assessment (IA).

e Competitors - competing products, persons leading competing activities (Tanner 2012).

The revised approach is based on three pillars. Strategic Perspectives are introduced to allow a
multi-perspective view of impact. Value Modes ensure that priorities are matched to perspectives
and the focus on understanding the stakeholders is there to make sure that priorities are set

appropriately.

The reviewed BVI Model consists of five functional stages ‘following a process that stresses the
importance of distinguishing between actions, the outputs and the outcomes of these actions, and
ultimately the impact which a memory organisation or its digital presence has on people’ (Tanner

2020):

Stage 1: Set the context

Stage 2: Design the framework

Stage 3: Implement the framework

Stage 4: Narrate the outcomes and results

Stage 5: Review and respond

Tanner uses the BVI Model also to describe the value and impact of cultural heritage in the attention

economy. He states that in an information-rich world, the wealth of information means a dearth of
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something else — the attention of its recipients to attend to and engage with the information. What
we take notice of, and the regarding of something or someone as interesting or important, delineates
what we consider worthy of attending to, and thus defines our economics of attention (Tanner 2020).
Tanner believes that digital cultural heritage deserves to have its value properly recognised by the
stakeholders. In order to make it happen a more evidence-driven assessment of the sector's
activities needs to be implemented on a wider scale (going beyond the economic perspective) using

an interdisciplinary methodology.

Tanner’s BVI Model is both theoretical and practical proposition, that can serve academics eager to
understand and study the process of value creation in the cultural sector as well as cultural heritage

professionals and policy makers willing to use it for the purpose of impact assessment.

3.3 Europeana Impact Playbook

Building on Tanner’s methodology is the Europeana Impact Playbook - a centrepiece of the
Europeana Impact Framework, a step by step approach created to help identify the impact specific
to the cultural heritage sector. Developed by the Europeana Foundation and a wider community of
cultural heritage professionals it proposes a methodology of IA based on the Balanced Value Impact
Model (BVIM) developed by Simon Tanner, Europeana’s own impact framework and other industry
standard practices of impact assessment. For the purpose of the framework, impact is defined as:
‘changes that occur for stakeholders or in society as a result of activities (for which the organization

is accountable)’ (Verwayen, Fallon, Schellenberg, Kyrou 2017).

Built around four phases (design, assessment, narration, evaluation) the Europeana Impact Playbook
proposes a cycle-based approach. With two first phases available and two others in development,
the handbook already now offers a set of guidelines and tools focused on understanding the needs

of the stakeholders.
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The Playbook suggests the use of Strategic Perspective and Value Lenses in the process of designing
the assessment and collecting and interpreting data. Strategic Perspectives help understand the

areas of future impact from the organisational perspective.

The Strategic Perspectives are:

STRATEGIC PERSPECTIVE DESCRIPTION

Economic Impact occurs when performed activities deliver economic benefits to

stakeholders or to the organization.

Social Impact occurs when thanks to the activities performed by the
organisation, stakeholders, their communities and wider society
experience a positive change in their behaviour, attitude or

belief.

Innovation Impact occurs when the performed activities and actions enable
innovations which lead to a positive change, economic benefits

or operational efficiency in our stakeholders.

Operational Impact occurs when the performed activities lead to an improvement or

refinement of internal organisational processes.

Figure 2: Strategic Perspectives in the Europeana Impact Playbook

In case of the Value Lenses they resemble a stakeholder’s point of view in which ‘each lens enables
us to zoom in on the perceived value of what you are measuring, from a specific perspective,
without being distracted by the bigger picture. The five lenses each give us the ability to gather
insights we need to design for and assess impact’ (Verwayen, Fallon, Schellenberg, Kyrou 2017). All

five lenses embody a strong social dimension.
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The Value Lenses are:
VALUE LENSE DESCRIPTION
Utility Lens allows to focus on the value or benefit gained by people through

engaging with the activities during a specific time period and look for
evidence that people developed a new resource, changed their

perspective or outlook, or used more of a resource or service.

Existence Lens allows to focus on the value gained from knowing that activities exist and
are cherished, whether they are being used or not and helps to reveal
evidence of how important people find the conceptual value and prestige

derived from the existence of a resource or service.

Legacy Lens allows to focus on the value derived from the ability to pass forward or
receive activities between generations and communities and shows us
that people who exchange resources derive a benefit from inheriting and
bequeathing (passing on) these and understand there is a benefit to be

gained.

Learning Lens allows to focus on the value derived by a person from their ability to
formally or informally learn from activities and the difference that this
makes to a person’s sense of culture, education, knowledge, and heritage
and to reveal if an increase in opportunity for both formal and informal
learning has been enabled, and whether it is beneficial on a personal and

communal level.

Community Lens allows to focus on the value derived from the experience of being part of
a community that engages with the activities and to reveal people feeling

better connected to their community and the subject.
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Both Strategic Perspectives and Value Lenses are designed as building blocks allowing to shape the

process of the impact assessment specific for the cultural heritage sector, including input and

observations from all stakeholders involved in the process.

Introduction > Impact Playbook Methodology

Look... through
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Perspectives_ ' £ "7
e —

> The Strategic Perspectives

The Strategic Perspectives define the point
of view of the impact you want to assess,
the composition of your picture if you like.
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activities have made you more ‘innovative and
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you want to create value for others (operational)

We think our investments in digital cultural
heritage have a balanced return - that's why we

call it the Balanced Value Impact Model
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o
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value of what | do for a specific person

or group of people? Did it make their job

easier? That would classify as ‘wtility’ value. Did
they learn something from it or did it make them
feel more connected to a certain community?
That's learning’ and ‘community value

The legacy’ and ‘existence’ lenses are special
in the sense that they describe value that
people can derive from your work without
even personally using your services. The fact that
we preserve our heritage for future generations
is incredibly valuable to society

and is valued by people who never set foot

in an archive

Similarly, the mere fact that your project

interacting with digital cultural heritage. S9N o jnstitution exists so that others, like

But how do they help you better understand and

assess your impact?

researchers, can use it can be of tremendous
value to people. Ask a British person how they

Legacy

Existence

Figure 4: Impact Playbook methodology based on Strategic Perspectives and Value Lenses source:

Impact Playbook, CC BY-SA Europeana

Resources like the BVI Model and the Playbook give to their users clear instructions and enable a

better understanding of impact. They also encourage to look at impact assessment with an open eye

and from a wider, not only economic, perspective. ‘As the environment in which we work evolves,

the increase of digital resources leads to greater opportunities to make an impact. We need to

encourage open sharing about the challenges of developing our understanding and practice of

impact. There is more experimentation to be done, looking at what measures we can take
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individually and as a sector to demonstrate the changes we contribute to, as well as finding better

and more efficient ways to collect data’ (Tanner 2020).

3.4 Creative value chains

3.4.1 Value chain

The idea of the value chain has been introduced as an analytical tool by Michael Porter (1985). With
this concept, Porter provided a process view of organisations, in which chains of activities build the
value of a product or service. His core insight is that firms generate value not just through
manufacturing and production. And that what has traditionally been called a “supply chain” is not
one where a product simply moves from the producer to the consumer - there is potential to

generate added value along the way, and not just minimize costs.

The concept of the value chain has been applied beyond individual organisations to networks of
connected business entities. Porter described "value systems", in which each company has
downstream and upstream connections, respectively with suppliers and buyers. The value chain
model explained how value generated by a value chain can be captured by an organisation that
positions itself appropriately. The value chains approach focuses on systems, and how inputs are
changed into the outputs purchased by consumers. Porter’s value chain model (Porter 1985, quoted
in Kuan-Yang Chen et al 2016) consists of primary activities (inbound logistics, operations, outbound
logistics, marketing and sales, and services) and support activities the firm arranges to create values

(infrastructure, human resource management, technology development, and procurement).

Using this viewpoint, Porter described a chain of activities common to all businesses that, to some
extent, can be also translated into the cultural and creative sectors. The concept provides a very
strong metaphor for understanding circulations of goods and services in the economy, underlying

that a narrow scope (focus) can create competitive advantage through tailoring the value chain, and
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(...) broader scope can enhance competitive advantage through the exploitation of interrelationships

among the value chains that serve different segments, industries or geographic areas (Porter 1985).

At the same time, the approach has been criticised for providing a simplistic, linear understanding of
the process of production and value creation, originating from the analysis of industrial
manufacturing. For this reason, the sector-specific concept of the “creative value chain” has been

developed.

3.4.2 Creative value chain

This concept has been operationalised for the purpose of cultural statistics by UNESCO and Eurostat.
The “creative value chain” is a basic analytical tool for understanding cultural production. In 2009,
UNESCO developed a similar concept of the culture cycle in its "Framework for Cultural Statistics".
The concept describes the production of culture as a result of a series of interlinked processes or
stages that together form the culture cycle, value chain or supply chain (UNESCO 2009). The
conceptual tool has been designed to provide means for a more in-depth analysis of the production
and distribution of culture. The culture cycle consists of five stages: creation, production,

dissemination, exhibition/reception/ transmission, consumption/participation.

The traditional value chain model is usually conceptualised as a hierarchical, or vertical set of linked
entities, along which the product or services moves, and gains value. Thus the importance of the
relative position of each entity, which can have an "upstream" or "downstream" position with regard
to other companies. The culture cycle, in turn, proposes a cyclical metaphor, in order to reinforce the

idea that the relationships can be complex and occur more as a network (UNESCO 2009).

Also in 2009, the ESSnet-culture model (European Statistical System Network) was developed in the
European Union for the purpose of collecting statistics on the cultural and creative sectors. The
model distinguishes three sequenced core functions of the creative value chain: Creation,
Production-Publishing and Dissemination-Trade. In addition, three support functions are defined:

Preservation, Education, Management-Regulation. The framework does not aim at representing the
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whole economic cycle. It is rather focusing more on the value of cultural or creative production as
such. As only cultural activities are to be considered in the framework on culture some cross-domain

productions may not be included in the evaluation.

The two models have been combined by the authors of the 2017 study by KEA, "Mapping the
Creative Value Chains" (De Voldere et al. 2017). The KEA model distinguishes four core functions:
Creation, Production/publishing, Dissemination/trade, Exhibition/reception/transmission - leaving

out consumption and participation, which are present in the UNESCO model.

Creative value chains are distinct from value chains in other sectors of the economy and society. The
analytical model needs therefore to differ from Porter's original model, designed for the strategic

analysis of the behaviour of manufacturing companies.

The application of the concept of value chains to the creative industries has been criticised as

providing a poor analytical fit (Hearn, Roodhouse and Blakey, 2014) for the following reasons:

® it suggests linear processes of value creation and thus obscures a more complex reality by
suggesting that processes are static.

e [tignores the fact that value chain creation can be competitive and not just cooperative.

e the chain metaphor ignores the environment and the effect of factors that are not part of
the chain.

e [t operates with a simplified notion of value that ignores different types of externalities.

However, the metaphor of the "value chain" remains useful for describing the interrelated character
of activities undertaken by different actors that interact with a given cultural product, and the
possibility of creating added value at different stages of the chain. At the same time, we need to
acknowledge the greater complexity of value-creating interactions around cultural products. Hearn,
Roodhouse and Blakey argue that the metaphor of a network and ecological or systemic

perspectives are better suited for understanding cultural and creative value creation.

Cultural value creation was always a unique form of production due to the highly symbolic value of

the created products. This becomes even more relevant with regard to digital content, due to the
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specific characteristics of how broadly understood information and symbolic products can be
produced and used. For example, the fact that digital distribution has a near-zero marginal cost
enables access to content at an unprecedented scale, as well as the development of actors

benefitting from these economies of scale.

It is for this reason that the UNESCO model employs a circular metaphor that stresses the fact that
cultural consumption and participation leads to new cycles of creation, and that the roles of cultural
creators and consumers are intertwined. Authors of the UNESCO model underline the fact that
cultural production has its origins in the social realm, and that both market and non-market activities
build the culture cycle. The specificity of value chains in the cultural and creative sectors is an

underlying assumption for the ESSnet-culture model as well.

The strong symbolic value carried by cultural products is also underlined in the analysis of Taiwanese
cultural and creative sectors published by Horng, Chang and Chen (2017). Determined by the social
and cultural identity of the buyers this unique value is what differs cultural products from any other
production. In their study Horng, Chang and Chen propose the following functions of the creative
value chain: culture, ideation, design, production, branding and channel (Kuan-Yang Chen et al
2016). Their model is an interesting effort to include, within the generic value chain model, unique
aspects of cultural production, where production is the transformation of ideas into cultural goods
and services, and it deals people, resources, productive capacities and training available to aid the
transformation of ideas into marketable products (Landry 2000, quoted in Kuan-Yang Chen et al
2016). In this model, strongly rooted in the socio-cultural identity of the stakeholders, production of
the cultural product is only the fourth phase of the value chain - preceded by cultural context,

ideation and design.

The circular, rather than the linear metaphor of value creation is more suited also because of the
specific role that consumers play in the creation of cultural value today. Traditionally, consumers
were seen as located beyond the value chain, as those who passively receive the final product that

emerges from the value chain. The shifting role of the consumer towards that of a “prosumer” - a
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connected, active actor capable of co-creating cultural products has been well documented over the
last two decades. Leadbetter (2004) points out that these “pro-ams” are able to professionally
produce content on a non-commercial basis. Benkler (2006) describes the social production of
symbolic goods as the third mode of production, alongside hierarchical and market-based modes.
The interplay between such non-commercial, social production and commercial actors has nowadays
become an important aspect of the cultural and creative industries that is not easily grasped by the

linear metaphor of the value chain.

3.4.3 Value chain in the digital era

Value chain analysis is a conceptual tool that is well suited for understanding the effects of
digitisation (understood both as a process of digitisation as well as the digital circulation of culture)
on different stages of the cultural cycle, as they conceptualise the capacity of different entities along
the chain and the relationship between different entities. Digitisation is a process that has been
affecting cultural production, distribution and consumption. Recently (also due to the global
pandemic) digital circulations of cultural content have strengthened and online access to cultural

goods has gained more importance.

While digitisation is becoming a dated concept with limited explanatory power, platformisation is a
key current phenomenon that can be seen as a stage in the process of digitisation. Platformisation is
a process in which internet platforms gain dominance over the contemporary content and
information ecosystem - or more broadly, over social life itself. Platforms, formally speaking, are
“two-sided markets” that aggregate actors from both sides of the market - typically publishers and

users.

Platformisation is defined as the penetration of the infrastructures, economic processes, and
governmental frameworks of platforms in different economic sectors and spheres of life (Poell,
Nieborg and van Dijck 2019). Tellingly, analyses of the transformation of culture are missing from

studies of platformisation, which focus on institutional aspects: infrastructure, markets, forms of
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governance. Therefore Poell, Nieborg and van Dijck (2019) in parallel, and from a cultural studies
perspective, define platformisation as also the reorganisation of cultural practices and imaginations
around platforms. It is influenced by all the activities performed by both, the creators and end-users
of the platform.

Platformisation, if defined in such ways, with a strong establishment in social interactions, is a
concept that brings us very close to the insights provided by the Culture 3.0 model (described

below).

3.5 The eight-tiers approach in the Culture 3.0 framework

In the context of European policymaking, the concept of the creative value chain is needed to
underline the value of cultural production and activities. An understanding of this value is still lacking
among European policymakers, a factor that hinders the development of modern cultural policies in
Europe (Sacco, Ferilli and Tavano Blessi 2018). According to Merete Sanderhoff from the SMK in
Copenhagen the general shift in approach is also needed among the GLAM community. Sanderhoff
sees it as a necessary step as museums all over the world are facing common challenges in the digital
age. The rise of digitisation and Internet access forces us to adapt to completely new user behaviours
and expectations. This is hard work. There’s a lot of uncovered ground, and it requires
experimentation and investment to succeed. But it’s necessary (Sanderhoff 2017). At the same time,
a more nuanced analytical model is needed to understand the full potential of culture as a factor

supporting growth, innovation and in particular economic development.

According to Sacco et al. (2018) there are three different models, called regimes, with different
socio-technical characteristics, which show how systems of cultural production, in which the levels of
intermediation between the parties (production/consumption) differ, relate to the reference
context. While Culture 1.0 regime focuses on a traditional top-down approach based on patronage
and appreciation and Culture 2.0 focuses on the power of the creative economy, Culture 3.0 rethinks

how cultural institutions need to think, plan and act to generate deeper civic engagement and public
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value, turning audiences into active participants and sometimes even co-creators. Importantly, the
three structured regimes: Culture 1.0, Culture 2.0 and Culture 3.0 coexist today. Contemporary
cultural policy is often still rooted in the concept of patronage and passive audience attendance
typical for Culture 1.0. In parallel, the structured model of Culture 2.0 lies at the heart of policy
interventions that focus on the economic potential of cultural and creative industries in Europe. This
is the model of cultural mass production organised by specialised market entities, and reaching mass
audiences. It is characterised by an expansion of the cultural and creative industries and a growing
appreciation of their contribution to the economy. Value chain analysis, in its traditional form, is

relatively well suited for studying such modes of cultural production.

Finally, the Culture 3.0 model is characterised by "an explosion of the pool of producers" happening
to such an extent that distinguishing producers and users of culture becomes difficult. In this regime,
producer and user are interchangeable roles and communities of practice become sites of cultural
production alongside industrial actors. In this structured model, distribution of content becomes
much more complex and takes place in a hybrid ecosystem concerning market and non-market,
formal and informal flows and economies. Crucial for this model is the disintermediation of market
actors, as different stages of creative value chains can take place in non-market environments. While
the concept of the prosumer underlined the economic aspect of user productivity, in Culture 3.0
active cultural participation can take place beyond the market. In Culture 3.0, what was treated as a
macro-sector of the economy becomes a web of layered, pervasive structural relations among all
sectors of the economy and society (Sacco, Ferilli and Tavano Blessi 2018) and culture becomes
pervasive. Cultural and creative industries remain an important sector of the economy, but they
need to be seen as embedded in a broader socio-cultural system. In such a system, positive spillover
effects towards other sectors are as important as economic gains afforded by cultural and creative

industries. Particular attention should be paid to behavioural, instead of just economic outcomes.
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In his initial exploration of areas on which cultural participation and production have an indirect
effect Sacco proposes an 8-tiers approach listing eight dimensions (Sacco, Ferilli and Tavano Blessi

2018):

DIMENSION INDIRECT EFFECT

Innovation Thanks to a direct involvement in, and active experience of the rules
of, creative content production enables individuals to learn how
innovative meanings and practices can be constructed, and how
they can challenge and de-structure previous beliefs, prejudices,
and attitudes (based on Gruenfeld, E. Thinking creatively is thinking
critically 2015). There is a strong connection between cultural
participation and innovation with the first one having a meaningful
impact on the latter (see Sacco’s study on 28 EU member states on

their cultural practice and innovation).

Welfare Cultural participation is perceived as one of the key predictors of
psychological well-being. Its impact is comparable to that of
income, and significantly stronger than that of variables such as
place of residence, age, gender, or occupation. Wider access to
culture, especially for ill and elderly, may serve as an element of
prevention strategy in treating illnesses, and thus may help

generate savings in the healthcare system.

Sustainability When translated into the social dimension and social behaviours,
competences and skills from cultural practice gained through
cultural participation may lead to reflection and awareness raising
on long-term, sustainable development and strategies, including

issues of environment, social responsibility, etc.
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Social cohesion

Cultural participation is creating the basic trust conditions for
dialogue through appreciation of cultural diversity and the
overcoming of negative social stereotyping, often linked to
ethnicity factors. This is when culture may have a healing role in
bringing back the excluded ones to the community (ex. the healing
power of music, understanding ethnic diversity through joint

cultural practice, etc.).

New entrepreneurship

Cultural participation and practice has already proven to generate
new forms of creative entrepreneurship. However, the impact on
the market may be even bigger as innovative culture-related forms
of entrepreneurship might prove important in tackling the new
societal challenges of employability and shorter worktimes in the
fourth industrial revolution context, as well as the new,
unprecedented issues of designing social environments
characterized by pervasive man—-machine interaction (based on
Makridakis, S. The forthcoming Artificial Intelligence (Al)

revolution: Its impact on societies and firms 2017).

Lifelong learning

Cultural participation allows us to acquire cultural capital in
education. By creating opportunities to shape opinions, develop
new capacities and adapt to new conditions it greatly contributes
to the lifelong learning process. It may be also recognised as one

of the elements of lifetime learning.

Soft power

Following Nye’s definition on soft power (Nye 2004) it arises from
the attractiveness of a country's culture, political ideals, and
policies. Cultural and creative production therefore contribute to
the increase of visibility, reputation, and influence of countries and
local communities with regard to international political, economic

and social relationships.
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Local identity Cultural participation and production orchestrated on a local level
may lead to recreating ‘culturally-rebuilt local identity’ based on a

community of shared beliefs, shared history and shared culture.

Figure 5: Eight Tiers classification model

Similar to Tanner’s list of Modes of Cultural Value, Sacco’s list is not exclusive and it is expected for it
to be extended in the future by new dimensions. However, already now, through his 8-tiers model
Sacco points out that culture is not simply a large and important sector of the economy, it is a ‘social
software’ that is badly needed to manage the complexity of contemporary societies and economies in
all of its manifold implications (Sacco 2019). The eight-tiered classification proves that cultural
participation opens up new, unprecedented possibilities of economic and social value creation in so
many different spheres that fall outside culture’s conventional domain of action and impact (Sacco,
Ferilli and Tavano Blessi 2018). Sacco puts various stakeholder groups and their interests in the core
of the approach pointing out to its social value. He also stresses the importance of acknowledging
the indirect macroeconomic impact of cultural participation as potentially bigger than the direct one.
Measuring that impact should serve as a basis for shaping cultural policy and should lead to a
profound rethinking of the sense and scope of the future pan-European, national and local
strategies. The Culture 3.0 model forms therefore the basis for exploring effects of culture and

cultural participation on different domains of social and economic life.

In the next chapter, we present an overview of European policies concerning digital heritage in the
Digital Single Market. Based on this analysis, we suggest that the traditional scope of these policies
needs to be extended, if we want to integrate insights from the Culture 3.0 model. New modes of
cultural production and cultural participation, taking place online, require taking into account

policies traditionally not considered in debates about digital heritage. These policies concern not just
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cultural heritage institutions and their collections, but the broader digital environment, in which

value chains are developed on the basis of cultural heritage.

In chapter four, we provide a case study analysis of such value chain creation. Based on findings
from this analysis and on the conceptual models presented above, we conclude this report with our

own framework for value creation using digital cultural heritage.
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4 Review of European policies concerning digital
heritage in the Digital Single Market

The following review of policies, spanning the last twenty years, is focused on European Union
policies, enacted through Communications, Recommendations of the European Commission,
Directives adopted by the European Parliament and other documents adopted by the Council of the
European Union or other entities. Our aim is to demonstrate how European policymakers
understand the value of digital heritage and whether specific measures have been adopted to
support reuse and value creation on the basis of digital heritage. We review three categories of

policies:

e cultural policies, which define culture as a fundamental pillar of the European project,

ensuring its identity and diversity;

o Copyright and intellectual property policies, within which specific regulations affecting the
reuse of digital cultural heritage have been developed - fitting mainly within the scope of

copyright law framework;

e Public sector information reuse policies, which - after being extended to museums, libraries
and archives in 2013 - offer the strongest vision of value creation supported by necessary
policy measures to implement it, albeit a vision developed largely for resources other than

cultural heritage.

4.1 European cultural policies

In the high-level vision of the European project, culture plays a key role, as the factor that ensures a
common European identity. This role is repeatedly defined in key European policy documents and

visions.
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In the European Union, a range of high level policy documents establishes the broad significance of
cultural heritage. The Faro Convention on the value of cultural heritage for society of 2005
emphasises the role of cultural heritage as a central dimension of human rights and related
collective practices (Council of Europe 2005). It states that rights related to cultural heritage are
inherent to the basic right to participate in cultural life, and that use of heritage contributes to
human development and quality of life. Cultural heritage is seen as contributing to the construction
of a peaceful and democratic society, and to cultural diversity. The parties of the convention will,
among other measures, foster an economic and social climate which supports participation in
cultural heritage activities. Importantly, Article 10 of the convention establishes the relationship
between cultural heritage and economic activity. Parties of the convention agree to utilise the
economic potential of the cultural heritage, but also to take into account the specific character and
interests of the cultural heritage when devising economic policies. These policies should respect the
integrity of the cultural heritage without compromising its inherent values. The measures related to
cultural heritage and the information society are in turn relatively limited, as they focus on
preservation and to a limited extent only access. The UNESCO Convention for the Protection and
Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions, adopted in the same year, is an international
agreement that also recognizes the dual nature - economic and cultural - of cultural expressions

(UNESCO 2005).

The 2011 Recommendation on “The digitisation and online accessibility of cultural material and
digital preservation” established, ten years ago, Europe's strategy for digitisation and preservation of
cultural heritage (European Commission 2011a). As such, it is - from the perspective of our analysis -
a key document that defines a more detailed policy for digital cultural heritage. It defines an updated
set of measures for digitising and bringing cultural heritage online. Economic opportunities
associated with digitising cultural resources are highlighted. The document provides a broad strategy
that covers both public domain and in-copyright resources. Inclusion of the latter type of resources is
significant, as it spells a broad definition of cultural heritage as including contemporary content. All

types of heritage are further described as a sub-category of cultural materials. The document
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highlights the importance of concerted action by the Member States to digitise their cultural

heritage.

The Recommendation does point to broad possibilities for reusing digitised material, which is seen
as input for creative industries, which themselves are undergoing digital transformation. With regard
to public domain materials, it recommends improving access, in particular by promoting the widest
possible access to digitised public domain material as well as the widest possible reuse of the
material for non-commercial and commercial purposes. Yet means for ensuring reuse are not

specified.

In the 2017 Communication on Strengthening European Identity through Education and Culture,
culture is seen as a driver for jobs, social fairness, active citizenship as well as a means to experience
European identity in all its diversity (European Commission 2017). Among current challenges, for
which “culture can be part of the solution”, the document lists continued digitisation and
automation, future of work and new patterns of communication, as well as modernisation of
European welfare states, demographic trends, and risks of xenophobia and radicalisation. Europe's
cultural diversity is a strength that fuels creativity and innovation and, at the same time, there is
common ground that makes up the distinct feature of the European way of life (European
Commission 2017). Yet while the Communication provides a broad range of educational policy
measures, it is relatively weak in terms of cultural policy recommendations. It revisits three existing
policy measures - the Creative Europe program, Euronews and European Capitals of Culture program
- and confirms their viability. In terms of new measures, the Commission proposed a new
“#Digital4Culture” strategy that would “couple culture and digital and using the digital potential to
enhance the positive economic and societal effects of culture” (the strategy has not yet been

announced). It also promised to strengthen the European Agenda for Culture.

The Communication on “A New European Agenda for Culture” has been published in 2018 (European
Commission 2018a). It reaffirms that “the role of culture is more important than ever, at a time of

technological transformation on one hand, and societal challenges - such as growing inequality,
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populism, radicalisation and populist threats - on the other. The Agenda defines three strategic
objectives, related to the social, economic and external (international) dimension. Cultural heritage
and digital are both defined as transversal aspects and therefore require policy actions that will cut

across the three dimensions and serve all three policy objectives.

The #Digital4Culture strategy is once again mentioned as a key policy tool that connects together
copyright, audiovisual and broadcasting policies in the Digital Single Market. The strategy - still in
preparation - aims to support the cultural and creative sectors in overcoming the challenges brought
by the digital transformation and globalisation and to help them make better use of the

opportunities provided by the digital shift.

Otherwise, the Commission commits to developing a network of competence centres on
safeguarding knowledge of endangered heritage monuments through large-scale digitisation, to
creating an online directory of European films, to setup a pan-European network of Digital Creative
and Innovation Hubs to support digital transformation in the cultural and creative sectors, to
propose next steps for Europeana, to launch pilot mentoring schemes for audiovisual professionals
and to stimulate cross-overs and collaboration between art and technology for sustainable
innovation on industrial and societal levels. Through these policy tools, the European Commission
aims to address current societal challenges through the transformative power of culture. These
measures are further outlined in the Staff Working Document accompanying the Communication

(European Commission 2018b).

The Agenda is supported by a Council Work Plan for Culture for the years 2019-2022 (Council of the
European Union 2018). The Work Plan lists digitisation as one of two key horizontal issues:
[Digitisation] creates new and innovative possibilities for art and culture in terms of access,
expression, preservation, dissemination and consumption. Digital technologies are seen as
particularly important for audience development and cultural participation. According to the Work
Plan, a Commission-led expert group will be created to deal with the topic of "Understanding digital

audiences" and to create guidelines for cultural organisations, so that - through user-oriented
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services - they can deepen relationships with their current audiences and reach new ones. The Work
Plan also defines measures that increase participatory governance in cultural heritage - but does not

tie them with digital issues.

In 2019, a Staff Working Document on the “European framework for action on cultural heritage” was
published (European Commission 2019a). The framework sees digital access and engagement as
important means for ensuring that cultural heritage supports an inclusive Europe and contributes to
European societies as a whole (Pillar 1). Digital technologies also offer means for achieving access,
curation and re-use of cultural heritage. Furthermore, they can enhance experiences with cultural
heritage through innovative measures and contribute to preservation and restoration of heritage.

Their potential positive effect is therefore all-encompassing.

4.2 European copyright and intellectual property policies

The 2007 EC Communication on Creative Content Online in the Single Market deals with the
challenges of regulating access to content in the emerging digital environment, due mainly to
increasing broadband adoption (European Commission 2007). The Communication rightly envisions
an ongoing, systemic change that requires a new regulatory approach. While the document refers to
broadly understood creative content and focuses on content developed by the cultural and creative
industries, attention is also paid to cultural heritage in its specificity. The two core policy goals
defined in the document are ensuring that European content achieves its full potential in
contributing to European competitiveness, but also fostering the availability and circulation of the
great diversity of European content creation and of Europe's cultural and linguistic heritage
(European Commission 2007). The overall aim is to create an internal market that successfully

combines economies of scale with the potential of diverse European creative content.

The core policy mechanism defined in the Communication is the fast and efficient implementation of

new services and related business models for the creation and circulation of European content and

41



inDICE=
D3.1 (Public)

knowledge online. We see that while the goals include a non-market perspective by highlighting the
importance of European heritage online, the policy means are strictly market related: development
of innovative business models and deployment of content delivery services, especially cross-border

ones.

The Communication underlines four main, horizontal challenges which merit action at EU-level.
These are largely related to intellectual property issues and potentially addressed by legislative
means: availability of creative content; multi-territory licensing for creative content; interoperability

and transparency of Digital Rights Management systems; and legal offers and piracy.

The Communication on Copyright in the Knowledge Economy from 2009 (European Commission
2009) addresses the issue of how knowledge can be broadly disseminated in the Single Market and
in the online environment in particular (the term Digital Single Market was not yet used in 2009).
This policy question was asked in the context of increasing mass digitisation activities conducted by
libraries, and growing need of research and teaching institutions to access and use materials. In
other words, the Communication aims to establish a regulatory balance between interests of public
institutions (including CHIs) and market actors (publishers) and copyright holders (authors). The
main point of reference is copyright legislation, specifically the Directive 2001/29/EC on the

harmonisation of certain aspects of copyright and related rights in the information society.

The Communication presents two divergent perspectives of stakeholders. Libraries, archives and
universities favor the “public interest" and advocate for a more permissive copyright system.
Publishers, collecting societies and other right holders argue that the best way to improve the
dissemination of knowledge and provide users with increased and effective access to works is
through licensing agreements. On the basis of these answers, the Commission announced the
following actions: possible creation of a statutory exception for digitisation efforts of libraries and
other CHls, a regulatory solution to the orphan works problem, and exploration of policy means to

reduce licensing burden encountered by European universities. The Communication also addressed
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the issue of User Created Content (UCC). As a result of the stakeholder consultations, the
Commission decided that it is too early to regulate UCC and that in particular there is not a need to

create a dedicated limitation to copyright for this purpose.

The Communication concludes that copyright policy must be geared toward meeting the challenges
of the internet-based knowledge economy, while ensuring proper protection of Intellectual Property
Rights [...] to stimulate innovation in the knowledge-based economy. The Commission openly states

that this requires a careful balancing of different interests.

The Communication on “Content in the Digital Single Market” from 2012 aims to further define
digital policies at a time when emergence of new business models, made possible by mainstreaming
the internet and digital communication technologies, create at the same time an opportunity and a
challenge for the creative industries and other actors. In this context, the Commission sees its role to
ensure that copyright regulation stays fit for purpose in this new digital context (European
Commission 2012). The Commission declares that it will review the existing copyright framework
while dealing with several issues that require rapid progress. The Communication addresses
following issues: territoriality in the Internal Market; harmonisation, limitations and exceptions to
copyright in the digital age; fragmentation of the EU copyright market; and improving the
effectiveness and efficiency of enforcement. At the same time, the Commission has initiated the

"Licensing Europe" process that seeked to promote innovative licensing and technological solutions.

This approach was confirmed in 2015 in the Digital Single Market Strategy. One of the aims of the
strategy is providing better access to digital content through a modern copyright framework. The
strategy assumes that copyright underpins creativity and the cultural industry in Europe (European
Commission 2015). Thus lack of harmonized copyright rules is seen as the main challenge that
concerns creative content and culture in the Digital Single Market. Europe needs a more harmonised
copyright regime which provides incentives to create and invest while allowing transmission and
consumption of content across borders, building on our rich cultural diversity. Based on this

diagnosis, the Commission has committed to make legislative proposals that will update the
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European copyright framework. This has ultimately led to the publication, in 2016, of the Proposal
for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on copyright in the Digital Single
Market (European Commission 2016a). The effects of this reform and the current shape of copyright

policies, as applied to digital cultural heritage, is the topic of Work Package 2 of our project.

The 2016 Communication on Digitising European Industry - Reaping the full benefits of a Digital
Single Market is an interesting policy document for our analysis, even if it does not address directly
the cultural heritage sector. It provides a policy perspective on the growing footprint of digital
technologies and the digitisation of products and services (European Commission 2016b). The
Commission once again confirms the basic insight, that technological developments reshape
conditions for production and business models of all creative industries. The Communication
presents a general policy framework that is in line with the conceptual models that we adopt for
understanding value creation on the basis of digital cultural heritage. According to it, digital
innovation leads to value creation through new products (and even whole new markets, such as
wearables or smart home appliances), new processes that increase productivity across the lifecycle
of a product or service, and new business models. In terms of policy measures, the document
focuses on supporting high-level coordination of initiatives that digitise the industry, across all

sectors.

4.3 European public sector information reuse policies

The 2019 Directive on open data and the re-use of public sector information is a key policy
document that sets a framework for the reuse of digital cultural heritage (European Commission
2019b). It is in this Directive, and in open data and reuse of public sector information policies that it
is part of, that we find a strongest policy vision aligned with the scope and vision of the Indices
project. The Directive states that CHIs hold a significant amount of valuable digital resources, in part
due to the previous mass digitisation efforts. It goes on to state that [t]hose cultural heritage

collections and related metadata are a potential base for digital content products and services and
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have a huge potential for innovative re-use in sectors such as learning and tourism (European

Commission 2019).

This extension of scope of reuse rights for public sector information to include resources held by
libraries, museums and archives occurred in 2013, with the revision of the 2003 Directive on the
reuse of public sector information (European Commission 2003). This expansion of scope - to cover
some cultural heritage institutions - occurred as part of an important shift in European policies,
when new tools were introduced to strengthen reuse of public sector information, which has been
enabled by digital technologies (among other factors): Ultimately therefore, the Directive and its
revision aim to catalyse a change of culture in the public sector, creating a favourable environment

for value-added activities resulting from the re-use of public information resources.

This general insight has been applied to the Cultural Heritage sector and is also at the heart of our
model of cultural value creation. The shift that occurs is from a narrow vision of value creation
limited to the institution that holds the given collection or resource, to a broad vision where
different entities are encouraged and supported in participating in the value creation cycle. The 2013
proposal for the revision of the Directive states that digitisation turns these [cultural heritage]
resources into a lasting asset for the digital economy, creating many opportunities for innovation,

although the full exploitation of digital cultural assets is still embryonic.

The cultural policy defined in the Directive on the reuse of public sector information therefore goes
beyond the scope of the 2011 recommendation on the digitisation and online accessibility of cultural
material and digital preservation, which focuses on preservation and access. The Directive provides
specific tools that enable reuse of cultural heritage, albeit ones that emerge not from cultural
policies, but those that relate to publicly held information (broadly understood). The Directive is
even described as complementary to the digitisation policy established by the 2011
recommendation - although in our opinion it goes further in supporting the value creation cycle for

cultural heritage.
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4.4 Review of European policies concerning digital heritage: conclusions

High level European cultural policies pay attention to the role of European cultural heritage and its
potential for the creation of value - both cultural, societal or economic. Cultural resources, and
cultural heritage in particular, are seen as a crucial type of resource that can support a broad range
of policy goals. These goals are as broad as defined by value creation frameworks that we present
later in this document. However, most of European policies do not translate these high-level policy
goals into specific measures that either reduce barriers to reuse or provide means to conduct such

activities. We see, on the basis of our review of documents, only a few such specific measures.

Firstly, the 2011 recommendation on the digitisation and online accessibility of cultural material and
digital preservation provides a detailed framework for supporting digitisation of cultural heritage.
Yet it operates with an outdated by now theory of change, which focuses on ensuring preservation
and accessibility, with little attention paid to cultural participation and reuse of these resources. In

late 2020, the European Commission has organised a public consultation of this document, in view of

its evaluation and possible revision. As a next step, the Commission might prepare a new policy
measure with a broader scope, hinted by the term “digital transformation of the cultural heritage

sector”, used in the consultation announcement.

The second important point of reference for us are policies on public sector information (PSl) reuse.
Since 2013, the PSI Directive of 2003 has covered cultural heritage institutions: museumes, libraries
and archives. The theory of change behind the concept of reuse of public sector information
provides the strongest conceptual model for policies that enable value creation through the reuse of
digital cultural heritage. It is important to note though that these reuse policies are targeted almost
exclusively at resources wholly different from cultural content, such as data collected by the public
sector. Cultural resources are not seen as priority ones within the scope of these strategies. This is
reflected by the fact that specific additional limitations are provided for CHIs that make PSI available

for reuse (such as digitisation fees that cannot be applied by other types of public institutions).
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We also review intellectual property policies, especially those that concern the review of the
copyright framework - also as it applies to the cultural heritage sector. It is within these policies that
the connection with the Digital Single Market vision is made. These are also policies that aim to
strike a balance between interests and goals of the cultural heritage sector and the vision of broad
access and reuse of cultural resources on one hand; and the cultural and creative industries that are
in favor of a more controlled environment on the other. Options preferred by commercial
stakeholders are tailored for resources that are mainly seen not as heritage but private property. As
a result, over the last ten years and through a major review of the European copyright framework
some steps have been taken to ensure broader access and reuse of cultural heritage. At the same
time, the system is not designed mainly to support either the CHIs and their public mission, or the
reuse activities typical of a 3.0 culture. This policy framework assumes that cultural creation is
fundamentally linked to the need to generate money and usually pays little attention to other
reasons for cultural consumption and creation. Tellingly, the recent reforms, while beneficial for
CHls, focus on providing access and less on supporting reuse. Meaning that barriers to culture 3.0

activities remain.

We note here that the intellectual property framework and its impact on value creation in the

cultural heritage sector are the focus of work of Work Package 2 of the Indices project.

The review also shows that in the coming years new policy initiatives, planned by the European
Union, might change the policy frameworks for digital cultural heritage. Of note here is the possible

review of the 2011 digitisation policy, as well as the new #Digital4Culture strategy.

4.5 Future of European digital heritage policies and the need to extend their
scope

European policies that relate to digital cultural heritage are all built on a shared premise, expressed
clearly in the 2011 Recommendation on “The digitisation and online accessibility of cultural material

and digital preservation” (European Commission 2011a). The basic assumption is that cultural
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heritage, when digitised and brought online, can then be accessed and (re)used, resulting in
economic, cultural or social value.

Based on this policy vision, specific policies have been designed to both reduce barriers and
encourage positive activity at various stages of this process, from preservation, through ensuring
access to supporting (re)use. Specific policy measures have been focused on providing economic
support for cultural heritage institutions and their digital infrastructures, and on reducing legal
obstacles, mainly resulting from the shape of intellectual property regulation. To a lesser extent,
policies have also been developed to encourage a varied range of actors to (re)use cultural heritage
in digital form.

In all these policies, the institutions that hold the cultural heritage and the varied entities that could
potentially (re)use it are seen as the key subjects and beneficiaries of these policies. In the last
decade, for example, policies have created new institutions and infrastructures for digital cultural
heritage (Europeana), new rights for cultural heritage institutions (Orphan Works Directive,
regulation of out-of-commerce works in the CDSM Directive) or new frameworks for (re)use of
digital heritage (the Open Data Directive).

We believe that this policy perspective can and should be broadened to include policies that
determine the characteristics of the online ecosystem as such. The shape of this ecosystem is just as
relevant from the perspective of digital heritage and value creation, as institutional policies and rules
that regulate the behavior of individual actors. Ultimately, most of the reuse activities occur within
this ecosystem, as (re)use is not limited to specific, limited communication channels. Cultural
heritage, when made accessible online, becomes available in a media and communication ecosystem
that enables an extremely broad range of forms of (re)use.

According to Jonathan Zittrain, this ecosystem is "generative" (Zittrain, 2008). Zittrain defines this
characteristic as a combination of the ability to provide leverage (becoming useful for services built
on top of them), adaptability, ease of mastery, accessibility, and the ability to transfer change to

others. In other words, generative systems enable creation of added value in the broadest sense:
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The more that the five qualities are maximized, the easier it is for a system or platform to welcome

contributions from outsiders as well as insiders (Zittrain 2008).

The advantages of the online ecosystem as a generative system are implicitly acknowledged in the
European policies that shape (re)use of digital heritage. Yet based on our review of European policies
we see that these policies see cultural heritage institutions and their online infrastructure and
services as the locus of activity. Simply speaking, policies focus on the institutional repository - the
virtual version of the institution itself - as this key locus of activity. As a result, policies are devised to
remove obstacles to publishing resources in this repository, create conditions for improved digital
heritage infrastructure - through networking of these repositories, or encourage reuse of resources
collected in these repositories. What is largely missing from current European policies on digital
cultural heritage is a broader perspective that sees the shape of the online ecosystem as a factor
that is just as important. That acknowledges the fact that heritage, in digital form, circulates far
beyond the original repository. And that the ways, in which it is used and the potential for value
creation depends as well on the characteristics of this ecosystem.

This fact can be illustrated by the most recent relevant legislative process, occurring over the last
five years, on the new Copyright in the Digital Single Market (CDSM) Directive. In this debate,
cultural heritage institutions have been strongly involved in a policy debate that directly concerned
them, such as the articles concerning out-of-commerce works. At the same time, this policy
document has introduced a new approach to regulating the broader online ecosystem, in particular
by introducing rules on content filtering by online platforms. It is a policy debate in which cultural
heritage institutions participated to a limited extent, and focused mainly on provisions that apply to
them directly.

To give an example, content filtering rules concern in particular so-called User Generated Content, a
type of content that is often ambiguous in terms of copyright permissions for its reuse. This type of
content is also often created by remixing digitised cultural heritage, which for example forms the

basis of many online memes. In our case study research, we present a prime example of such a
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project, the Getty Museum Challenge. In this project, the J. Paul Getty Museum encouraged users to
recreate at home a famous painting from their collection. These user generated works were then
shared online, together with digital copies of the original heritage. Crucially, this sharing did not
occur in the first place in some online institutional repository - works were shared on popular social
networks, connected into a loose “collection” only through a hashtag used by different users to mark
their contributions to the campaign. It is therefore a case of value creation with the use of digital
heritage that depends not only on institutional infrastructures, policies and regulation that affect
publishing heritage online, but also on the platform ecosystem, with its own infrastructures, policies
and regulation.

Platformisation has been identified as one of the key trends transforming the online ecosystem in
recent years. It is a process in which internet platforms gain dominance over the contemporary
content and information ecosystem - or more broadly, over social life itself. Platformisation is
defined as the penetration of the infrastructures, economic processes, and governmental frameworks
of platforms in different economic sectors and spheres of life (Poell, Nieborg and van Dijck 2019).
Tellingly, analyses of the transformation of culture are largely missing from studies of
platformisation, which focus on institutional aspects: infrastructure, markets, forms of governance.
Yet Poell, Nieborg and van Dijck (2019) define, in parallel platformisation as also the reorganisation
of cultural practices and imaginations around platforms.

Platformisation, if defined in such ways, is a concept that brings us very close to the insights
provided by the Culture 3.0 model. Platforms should be seen as crucial spaces, in which phenomena
typical of this model occur, and the interplay between culture, institutional forms related to digital
technologies, and the society can be observed. At the same time, the characteristics of platforms can
serve to limit value creation on the basis of digital cultural heritage. While digitisation is becoming a
dated concept with limited explanatory power, platformisation is a key current phenomenon that
can be seen as a stage in the process of digitisation.

This reality needs to be addressed by policies for digital cultural heritage, and by institutional actors

engaged in these policies. This extension of a policy perspective is similar to the one proposed by
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Pier Luigi Sacco in his article on "Culture 3.0" (Sacco 2011), where he defines the 8-tier impact
framework in order to argue for the relevance of cultural heritage for structural funds programming.
Sacco identifies a persisting gap in the conceptualization of the role of culture in an advanced,
knowledge based economy, leading to a belief that the cultural sectors are at best a minor,
low-productivity branch of the economy. Based on this diagnosis, he offers a framework that
connects cultural policies with local and regional development. A similar argument can be made
regarding the extension of the scope of policy debates on digital heritage in the Digital Single
Market.

Ursula von der Leyen, in her political guidelines for the next European Commission 2019-2024, states
that "Europe must lead the transition to a healthy planet and a new digital world" (von der Leyen
2019). The Communication on "Shaping Europe's digital future" from February 2020, specifies the
goal as building "a European society powered by digital solutions that are strongly rooted in our
common values" (European Commission 2020). This is a very different perspective than the one
presented in the "Digital Agenda for Europe" from 2014, where the main goal is defined as
[a]dvancing the European borderless digital economy, creating the world's largest and richest digital
single market for content and services, while fully guaranteeing consumer and creator's rights
(European Commission 2014).

In the new policy vision, a strong and competitive economy, and a frictionless single market become
means for attaining the broader goal. An open, democratic and sustainable society is one of the
three key objectives of this new strategy. It is within this goal, of building a trustworthy environment
in which citizens are empowered in how they act and interact that we see the potential for
connecting with digital cultural heritage policies. The value creation chains created through its
(re)use, with their varied forms of impact, can play an important role in building this environment.
While culture and heritage are not mentioned directly, the Communication refers, in relation to this
third objective, to the issue of quality media and content. Work on a "Media and audiovisual Action

Plan" is declared, in the context of ensuring media pluralism, cultural diversity and a healthy public
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debate. It is within this frame that the cultural heritage sector needs to present its policy agenda for
the next decade.

In the last few years, several policy documents have presented ideas that elaborate on this
approach. We observe a growing focus on these policy ideas in 2020. "A Vision for the Future
Internet" has been recently published by NGI Forward, the policy and strategy arm of the European
Commission’s flagship Next Generation Internet (NGI) initiative (Bego 2020). The document presents
a comprehensive vision of an internet re-built on the pillars of democracy, resilience, sustainability,
trust, inclusion. These principles are applied to all layers of the internet, from the physical
infrastructure, through protocols, applications and information flows, to the top layer of societal
impact. In an approach that favors bottom-up, decentralised activity, a rich and diverse ecosystem of
actors shaping and reflecting on the future of the internet is envisioned. In this model, the cultural
heritage sector has a particularly important role to play with regard to inclusion: ensuring a more
democratic, human-centric internet, and one that is accessible to all users - who in turn are
empowered to use and shape it in a meaningful way.

Efforts to frame the current policy challenges in terms of a "digital public sphere" offer, in our
opinion, some of the strongest conceptual tools for dealing with these issues. This concept is also
significant as it offers a clear approach for cultural heritage institutions to support these efforts.
Such a framing has been proposed by acatech, the German National Academy of Science and
Engineering, in its report "European Public Sphere. Towards Digital Sovereignty for Europe" (acatech
2020). This European Public Sphere is a digital ecosystem that is sovereign, democratically
accountable to its citizens and observes European values. It offers fair terms of access and use,
strengthens the public debate and safeguards plurality. It also provides the foundation for
democratic debate, cultural diversity and the observance of European values. The report argues for
an important shift, from a focus on a specific offer, product or service to stewardship of the digital
ecosystem as such. What is needed is an open infrastructure that enables further offers and
platforms. The authors even use the example of a "European super media library" as a tangible and

visible focus of European policies. In their opinion, even a major, but individual product will not
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succeed if we don't transform the current ecosystem. According to the authors, their vision of a
European Public Sphere will not be possible without building an ecosystem that is alternative to the
current one, based on a basic infrastructure that is the "open, digital equivalent to the road
network". This infrastructure should integrate and protect key European values and human rights

through technological means.

Another alternative vision for European digital policies, titled “Shared Digital Europe”, has been
published in 2019 by the Commons Network and Centrum Cyfrowe (Bloemen, Keller and Tarkowski
2019). It proposed an alternative to the market-focused Digital Single Market Framework, one that
moves policymaking in the direction of a more equitable and democratic digital environment, where
basic liberties and rights are protected, where strong public institutions function in the public
interest, and where people have a say in how their digital environment functions. The proposal
outlines four policy making principles: enabling self-determination, cultivating the commons,
decentralising infrastructure and empowering public institutions. It is a framework built on core
European values that have been already highlighted in our report, including: support for strong
public institutions that are able to protect the digital space in the public interest; democratic
governance that ensures individual and community sovereignty; cultural diversity and space for
creativity; and human rights and social justice perspective that ensures the opportunity for all
Europeans to enjoy the digital space equally.

Most significant in the “Shared Digital Europe report” is the connection made between a healthy
digital sphere, public institutions and public interest. In the European context, strong public actors
can ensure a balance in the digital ecosystem that is undermined by the growing dominance of
commercial actors: The lack of strategies for a digital transformation of public institutions means
that we have largely surrendered the digital environment to the ever-increasing influence of
commercial online platforms that erode our democratic values.

The "Public Spaces Manifesto" has been published in 2018 by a coalition of