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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Over thelast decades, GLAMs (Galleries, Libraries, Archives and Museums)
have faced several challenges, including the limitation of public funding
due to the global economic crisis of 2008, the need to keep up with
digitalization trends in order to make collections accessible to larger
audiences, the implications of the COVID-19 pandemic which impacted
income sources such as visitor revenues, licensing, donations,
endowments and sponsorships. All these challenges require GLAMs to be
proactive in adopting innovative strategies, collaborating with other
institutions, leveraging partnerships, and seeking sustainable funding
models to address their unique and evolving needs. In this paper, we
explore the potentiality of GLAMs to operate as commons, towards
ensuring their vibrancy, sustainability, and resilience, while meeting
broader societal needs. The commons constitute a mode of resource
management (in our case cultural ones) through which a specific
community (instead of a state body or actors of the market) is responsible
for the exploitation and management (or, in several cases also the
production) of aresource under inclusive and democratic principles. In this
way, the commons constitute of 1) a (set of) commons pool resource(s),
including a diverse range of material and intangible resources, ii) a group/
community that appropriate, use, manage and take care of the resources,
iii) a governance/ management framework established through mixes of
official and informal sets of rules, decision-making processes, governance
arrangements.

Towards exploring the potentials of GLAMs to operate as commons, we
review the extant literature of the commons in order to elaborate on the
ontology of GLAMs and heritage commons and develop a conceptual
framework of ‘commons-oriented’ GLAMs to navigate future research for
workable solutions to the sector. Our review features the ‘Ostromian’
understandings of the commons, insights from the autonomist school of
thought and other theoretical and practical articulations of the ‘new
commons’. By exploring different types of commons-based ventures, such
as urban commons, digital commons and cultural/heritage commons, we
distinguish those elements that are mostly relevant to bring on board.
Based on these we develop and present here, for the first time, a novel
conceptual framework for studying GLAMs as commons, adapted to fit with
the idiosyncrasies of the sector. Moreover, we explore the ways relevant
commoning practices could be developed towards ensuring GLAMs’
sustainability and resilience, while meeting broader societal needs.
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According to Linebaugh (2008), the social process, the praxis of
commoning, refers to the collective management of resources.
Furthermore, the creation and reproduction of the commons is materialised
through commoning practices of co-production, co-appropriation, and co-
management, developed upon horizontal and democratic principles and
processes (Card, 2018).
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1. Introduction
1.1 Purpose and scope

The purpose of thisreport is to produce an extensive literature review of (a)
the commons theory and conceptualisations across various disciplines
and areas of scholarship, including Institutional economics, Social and
Cultural Geography, Cultural Economics, Environmental Economics,
Political theory, Law, Organisation studies, Social and Solidarity Economy
and New Social Movements and (b) commons arrangements and
applications across diverse sectors, such as digital commons, urban
commons, intellectual, cognitive and cultural commons. Building on that,
we identify the strengths and limitations concerning related theory,
practice and management arrangements, drawing on both the commons’
school of ‘pragmatism’, to identify the most effective ways for positioning
GLAMs as commons, driving their co-creation, economic thriving and
collaborative management. Overall, this report serves the purposes of i)
understanding how the commons are theorized and practised across the
physical and digital realms, ii) drawing on lessons from other commons-
oriented social systems that could contribute to the commons’ principles
application to GLAMs, iil) identifying existing gaps in the current literature
and state-of-the-art that deserve further examination in order to inform
participatory action and policy for GLAMs as commons and iv) developing
and presenting a novel conceptual framework for studying GLAMs as
commonsg, adapted to fit with the idiosyncrasies of the sector.

1.2. Contribution to other Deliverables

This report will provide the project with the theoretical and conceptual
foundations towards approaching and analysing commoning practices in
the GLAM sector. Thus,

1.3. Structure of the Document

Inthe following section (2) we discuss recent developments and challenges
in the GLAM sector with a focus in European institutions. In the following
sections we explore the extant literature on cultural commons, heritage
commonsg, urban commons and digital commons for the first time,
analysing its underlying theoretical concepts and structural components
(Section 3). Then, in Section 4, we attempt to synthesise elements of the
variegated approaches to commons, in order to devise a comprehensive
multi-layered conceptualisation of commons based GLAMs or GLAMs ds
commons (GLAMMONS) and identify critical gaps and limitations to inform
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future empirical work on the topic. That new conceptualisation of
GLAMMONS will enable us to view and assess the ways that the various
challenges that the GLAMs face can be better addressed through the
commons and specific commoning practices, especially concerning their
governance, management, financial sustainability, and co-creation
practices with their communities of commoners.
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2. An introduction to GLAMSs: Definitions, challenges,
and participation.

Across Europe, the most prominent cultural and heritage resources are
protected, preserved, and become accessible to the public through public
institutions or other non-for-profit organisations that together make up the
‘GLAM’ sector; an acronym for Galleries, Libraries, Archives and Museums;
an umbrella term for what is also called ‘memory institutions’ (Sanderhoff
2014:23, Per Hetland et al. 2020). This sector hosts a vibrant multi-
disciplinary expert community (including, among others, museologists,
archaeologists, anthropologists, conservationists, cultural managers,
archivists, and art historians), their audiences and other user communities.
GLAMs and their experts undertake much of the management of cultural
and heritage resources through a broad range of dynamic processes that
are dedicated to their identification, documentation, protection,
interpretation, and attribution to society. In most EU member states, the
Napoleonian model in managing culture (Mossetto and Vecco, 2001)
prevdails. Moreover, Mediterranean, and Balkan states follow the “Architect
model” in arts management where almost all of the previously mentioned
processes dare organised and monitored centrally (e.g. by culture
ministries), following a long tradition of state patronage that allows limited
(if any) participation of other stakeholders, such as regional and local
administrative bodies, civil society and citizen groups, local communities
and the general public.

Historically, GLAMs have developed as institutions from common roots
(Given and McTavish, 2010). According to Audunson et al. (2020), GLAMs in
the 18th and 19th century were closely linked to the nation building project,
which needed these kinds of institutions to document and preserve the
national culture, but also to spread knowledge to the society, being
institutions of popular enlightenment. Libraries and archives were
especially linked to the development of the modern university. The
organized management of cultural resources in the contemporary sense,
further crystalised in the post WWII erat.

Interestingly, recent years have seen, on the one hand, increasing
demands for cultural participation, active citizenship, and decentralisation
of decisions regarding the management of the past, and on the other hand,
the evolution of a digital ‘heritage world’ where related goods are
reproduced and distributed easily (Edwards & Escante 2015). The

! For a more detailed analysis of arts management models, as well as the role of new public management in most
recent decades see indicatively (1) Char trand, H. H., & McCaughey, C. (
arts: an international perspectivei past, presentand future. Wh o 6 s t o P a y43-800(2) Maddea, CA(20093.
6Arts and cultural p o httpsc//ghristopherdmiadsieéh.wordAregss.¢omn/2009/08/30/arts-and-
cultural-policy-models/
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instigation of collaborative work in the GLAM sector has inspired some
researchers to adopt the commons perspective in their analyses of current
and potential management arrangements (Iaione et al. 2022).

These analyses often move their attention beyond the realm of ‘authorised’
culture and heritage (Smith 2006), which is preserved in national museums
and galleries, large public libraries, state archives and other prominent
arm’s length bodies. They explore instead a ‘niche’ of the sector, where
alternative models of culture/heritage production and governance have
been nurtured, operating on a smaller scale, such as local/regional-
authority entities, independent non-profits (charities, trusts, associations)
and community-based organisations, including ecomuseums, community
libraries and arts centres, oral-history archives, community-transferred
local authority assets (see, for instance, Historic England, 2015) and
community-based enterprises associated with heritage sites (see, for
instance, the work of Gould, 2014 in Latin America and Icione et al., 2022 in
Italy.)

Considering the challenges for GLAMs of Europe (e.g. increasing financial
resilience, growing collections, diversifying audiences, contributing to local
priorities and building digital capacity), one can see why these
‘community-based’ operating models, which aim to serve collective
benefits and pro-societal ends by fostering participation and autonomy,
have attracted attention for their potential to function as commons (or
quasi-commons) systems for the production, use, management and
governance of cultural, heritage and digital resources in the sector.

In principle, the conceptualisation of cultural and heritage resources as
‘commons’ is neither new, nor recent. Although ambiguously, cultural
heritage was labelled and promoted as the ‘common legacy of humankind’
as early as the 1970s, as witnessed, for instance, in UNESCO’s well-
conceived convention ‘concerning the protection of world cultural and
natural heritage’ (UNESCO 1972). The subsequent introduction of the World
Heritage List was aimed to distinguish and safeguard the future of
monuments and sites that are ‘commonly owned’ by all (Lekakis 2020b).
More interestingly, the 2000s marked a social turn of the heritage agenda
(Lekakis & Dragouni 2020b) international treaties and convention texts
acknowledged the role of communities as central to the making of heritage
and crystallised the idea of ‘values’ as plural, human-centric and dynamic
elements. In Europe, reference soft-law instruments, such as the Florence
Convention and the Faro Convention, promoted the notion of common
heritage (as a common resource) and participation further, laying the
ground for conceptualising alternative and more inclusive management
models (Iaione et al. 2022) or even heritage commons (in plural).

The GLAM sector was directly impacted by these changes both ethically
and professionally. This is reflected, for instance, in the new ICOM museum
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definition? which states explicitly the societal mission of museums and
galleries and their operation through communities’ participation, as well as
the burgeoning literature on the topic (Hooper-Greenhill 1999; Tomka 2013
and Simon 2010; 2016) canonising the idea that cultural institutions are
founded “on the principle that knowledge and culture belong to everyone”
(Edson 2014: 15). On this premise, it has been proposed that GLAMs are
assigned with the mission to manage and protect heritage resources (e.g.
archaeological sites, modern monuments, cultural landscapes and
practices) while widening participation; however as in practice,
opportunities for meaningful participation can be limited, a new
operational frame that could fall within the ambit of the new commons is
need (Gould 2017: 175). In recent years, the theory of commons emerged ds
a hybrid academic multidisciplinary discussion, engaging also with issues
of culture/heritage production, access, use and organisation of related
processes and institutions.

In the rest of this section, we introduce the reader to the working definitions
of GLAMs we adopted for this project and the ways these memory
institutions have some common characteristics. Moreover, our focus will
also be on the different challenges and issues in the participation process
in GLAMs. All this comprehensive overview of the challenges and issues of
GLAMs will allow us first to contextualise and second to bring to the fore the
discussion of the GLAMs as commons, showing that the sustainability of
GLAMs can be seen in line with the sustainability and development of the
communities of commoners around the GLAMSs.

2.1. Definitions of GLAMs

There are multiple definitions that have been developed for the description
of GLAMSs. The following table highlights those that are most appropriate
for informing our study.

2 A mu s e u mfoli-psofit,gpermanent institution in the service of society that researches, collects,
conserves, interprets and exhibits tangible and intangible heritage. Open to the public, accessible and
inclusive, museums foster diversity and sustainability. They operate and communicate ethically,
professionally and with the participation of communities, offering varied experiences for education,
enjoyment, reflection and knowledge sharing. o
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Galleries

Libraries

Archives

Museums

The gallery is
medant as a
container to hold
works of art.
Gallery can also
be interpreted as
aplaceto
accommodate
visual
communication
activities.
inaroom
between
collectors or
artists with the
public through
the

exhibition
[Hjgrland, Birger
& Gnoli, Claudio
(eds.) (2016).
ISKO
Encyclopedia of
Knowledge
Organization.
ISKO]

Alibraryis a
collection of
materials, books
or media that are
accessible for
use and not just
for display
purposes. A
library provides
physical (hard
copies) or digital
access (soft
copies)
materials and
may be a
physical location
or a virtual
space, or both. A
library’s
collection can
include printed
materials and
other physical
resources in
many formats
such as DVD, CD
and cagsette as
well as access to
information,
music or other
content held on
bibliographic
databases.

The archive are all
books, papers,
maps, photographs,
or other
documentary
material,
irrespective of their
physical form and
characteristics,
created and
accepted by a
governmental or
private agency
under the legal
obligations or in the
relationship of its
principal, to be
maintained by that
agency or by its
legitimate successor
as evidence of work
or other activities or
due to the value of
the data information
contained therein
(Schellenberg, 1975)

A museum is a not-
for-profit,
permanent
institution in the
service of society
that researches,
collects, conserves,
interprets and
exhibits tangible
and intangible
heritage. Open to the
public, accessible
and inclusive,
museums foster
diversity and
sustainability. They
operate and
communicate
ethically,
professionally and
with the
participation of
communities,
offering varied
experiences for
education,
enjoyment,
reflection and
knowledge sharing.
(ICOM, 2021)

Galleries can
be divided into
the following
four groups:
commercial,
non for profit,
artist run, and

Alibraryis a
collection of
resources ina
variety of
formats that is
(1) organized by
information

Archives focus on
the collection of
unpublished
documents, often
called “records”.
These may be texts,
pictures, written

A museum is a non
profit permanent
establishment, not
existing primarily for
the purpose of
conducting
temporary

GLAMMONS
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project spaces.

These four
categories
define what is
the aim of the
gallery and
dictate how it
will work with
its artists.

professionals or
other experts
who (2) provide
convenient
physical, digital,
bibliographic, or
intellectual
access and (3)
offer targeted
services and
programs (4)
with the mission
of educating,
informing, or
entertaining a
variety of
audiences (5)
and the goal of
stimulating
individual
learning and
advancing
society as a
whole. [The
Librarian’s Book
of Lists (Chicago:
ALA, 2010),
George
Eberhart]

rmusic etc., but
generally not three-

dimensional objects.

As arule, each
record is unique.
Archival records
tend to have been
naturally and
necessarily
generated as a
product of regular
legal, commercial,
administrative, or
social activities,
rather than as
deliberate attempts
to provide tools for
learning and
research. A society
needs population
registers, for
example, for
collecting taxes and
recruiting soldiers,
and deeds for
document property
rights. [Audunson, et
al, (2020)]

exhibitions, exempt
from federal and
state income taxes,
open to the public
and administered in
the public interest, for
the purpose of
conserving and
preserving, studying,
interpreting,
assembling, and
exhibiting to the
public forits
instruction and
enjoyment objects
and specimens of
educational and
cultural value,
including artistic,
scientific (whether
animate or
inanimate), historical,
and technological
material. Museums
thus defined shall
include botanical
gardens, zoological
parks, aquaria,
planetaria, historical
societies, and historic
houses and sites
which meet the
requirements set
forth in the preceding
sentence [Burcaw G.
1990: 10, American
Association of
Museums]

Table 1: Definitions of GLAMSs

As shown in Table 1, there are a number of shared characteristics between
the GLAMs. One of them is that all GLAMs deal with the preservation of
memory as the objects (e.g. book titles, texts, films, photographs, artifacts

GLAMMONS
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etc.) that are kept and preserved are used in ways to support certain
discourses that ‘matter’ in the public domain; reservoirs of knowledge and
culture that are valuable to society ‘as a whole’. Another shared feature is
that most of these engage in about the same processes; that is collecting,
archiving, preserving, interpreting, and exhibiting (or otherwise providing
access to the public).

However, as Robinson (2012) has argued, “their sweeping classification as
‘memory institutions’ in the public sector and the academy oversimplifies
the concept of memory, and marginalises domain-specific approaches to
the cataloguing, description, interpretation and deployment of collections
that lead museums, libraries and archives to engage with history, meaning
and memory in significantly different ways”.

It is thus imperative to look deeper into the different processes of
preservation and exhibition of objects in GLAMs and how these are linked
with wider socio-economic processes and developments. Looking
specifically at the multiple relational processes of objects, techniques,
tools, users, communities etc. that engage in the preservation and
exhibition of memory we may find not only particular differences, but also
different modes of approaching GLAMs when dealing with access,
participation, ownership and various power asymmetries in content
creation, community/audience engagement, etc.

Furthermore, Rasmussen and Hjorland (2021) highlight some key
differences between the GLAMs. One key difference is that library
documents as a rule exist in many copies, whereas artefacts and
documents in museums, archives and galleries usually are unique. For that
the activities of describing, indexing, and classifying documents in libraries
need not be done by each library from the scratch but can for the most part
be done collectively or by a central agency through wuniversal
classifications of subjects (see Nomenclature for Museum Cataloguing
(Dunn and Bourcier, 2020) and the General International Standard Archival
Description. On the other hand, in museums and archives there are different
ways of indexing and archiving according to the specialisations upon the
objects preserved in each institution, while the issue of provenance plays a
major role (especially in archives)®. Moreover, libraries are the mediators
between content producers and the public, where they do not own the
documents they mediate to users, whereas museums, galleries and
archives usually own their objects, having the exclusive rights to distribute,
display and reproduce.

Other scholars have highlighted that whereas GLAMs are providers of
information (information centres or machines to retrieve information),

3 Although, attempts are made to introduce a relevant classification system for museums (Art Identification
Standard, https://www.artidstandard.org)
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especially museums- and to an extent galleries- engage in more creative
processes in the form of cultural exchanges and artistic activities, including
performance art, where reflexive encounters take place between the works
of art and the visitor (viewed as a social actor), creating experiences.
According to Soares (2016) information centres dare supposed to be
transparent; museums are allowed to ‘play’ hide and seek with their
objects, using lights, shadows, sounds, and theatre to engage their visitors
in a meaningful performance. However, the role of libraries is currently
redefined away from their traditional roles as mere information providers
and towards a more extended vision, whereby “libraries reach audiences
from all backgrounds and of all ages, and provide meeting places, maker
spaces, and focal points for creative and cultural activity within local
communities, in conjunction with their delivery of four national Universal
Offers (reading, health and wellbeing, digital and information, and culture
and creativity)” (Arts Council England, 2020: 37). As such, the importance of
GLAMs in contemporary times invites multiple new functions that aim to
spark engagement with their audiences in a more collaborative and
participatory manner.

2.2. From the experience paradigm to the participatory one

According to Grgn and Gram (2019), GLAMs and in a general view the
cultural sector has currently shifted from the experience paradigm to the
participatory one* Audunson et al. (2020) argue that “the development of
an increasingly participatory culture is one that embraces a bottom-up
approach to collection and service provision that facilitates interaction and
creation of content by users rather than atop-down approach based on the
provision of culture created or collected by professionals (Deodato 2014;
Roued-Cunliffe and Copeland 2017)”. This has resulted in an emphasis on
providing greater support for diversity of expression and the inclusion of
marginalised discourses, which has been argued as necessary for
achieving a comprehensive and robust public sphere (Fraser, 2010).

GLAMs, under the participatory paradigm, can play a central role in
strengthening key elements of a healthy and thriving society, such as the
sense of belonging and social cohesion, allowing the formation of bonds
between individuals and groups which make up their audiences/users,
while also dealing with social exclusion by providing opportunities and
resources to the most disadvantaged (European Union, 2019). In particular,
GLAMs can serve as agents for social inclusion through representation
within collections, participation in processes of cultural production and

4 particularly with regards to cultural heritage and archaeology, see also Merriman N. (Ed), (2004). Public
Archaeology. London: Routledge.
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access to cultural services (Sandell, 1998; Fleming, 2013). When adopting a
democratic and participatory approcach, they can foster processes of
active knowledge-creation and exposure of diverse, often conflicting,
values (e.g. driven by gender, class, ethnicity, race), leading to the
development of amultivocal history and heritage that promotes respect for
cultural diversity, awareness, and reflection of cultural pluralism (Labadi,
2007). Lofland (1973) and Klinenberg (2018) make similar arguments
regarding the civic skills people acquire from participation in public places,
including libraries and museums. These skills are essential prerequisites
for a well-functioning democracy in societies characterised by social
divisions and cultural diversity.

Furthermore, GLAMs can encourage communities to negotiate with trauma
and appease suffering, by concentrating on personal stories, individual
biographies, and diverse memories (Arnold-de Simine, 2013). At the same
time, GLAMs are connected to quality of life and the economy. They
contribute to the material and spiritual well-being of citizens (UNESCO,
2015) and to income-generating activities, employment, regeneration (e.g.,
by increasing territorial attractiveness) and tourism (KEA & EIF, 2021).
Especially in deprived peripheral areas, GLAMs hold untapped potential for
fostering economic revival, through their synergy with local industries.
However, economic pressures and excessive appropriation of market
values (e.g., by real estate, tourism) may clash with the mission and
primary functions of GLAMs and fail to serve the aspirations of their
user/surrounding communities.

The participatory paradigm of GLAMs is increasingly embraced by the
European Commission. European Conventions and policy documents
advocate for the principles of involvement, public participation, shared
responsibility, and the balancing of rights with responsibilities as a way
forward (see for instance, Faro Convention; Council of Europe, 2005;
European Commission, 2023). Also, more concretely, requirements for
audience development strategies and increasing audience engagement
and participation are now included as an operational priority in the
Creative Europe programme (Bollo et al, 2017; European Commission, 2021;
European Commission, 2023). It seems that the participatory approach is
gaining momentum in practice and in the official policy arena. The
participatory governance as well as management of GLAMs is a
developing scenario for supporting/facilitating the sustainability of GLAMs,
given the wider spatiotemporal challenges they face (see next sub-
section) and the need to provide more rhizomatic relations with and within
communities that can have a positive social impact.

As, however, the turn to “participation” in cultural organisations has
developed in the 21st century through conflicting pressures, demands, and
orientations, it would be useful to provide an account of this turn, in order to
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then be able to clarify how this project’s focus on commoning practices
differs from the calls to participation which are currently mainstreamed in
policy discourses and expert practices. Referring to museums, Simon
(2010) proposes a taxonomy that distinguishes four different modes of
participation: (a) the contributory, where audiences are invited to take part
in an institutionally-controlled process, (b) the collaborative, where
participants join the work of institutions as active partners, (c) the co-
creative, where communities and professionals co-set the project’s goals
and work together throughout its implementation and (d) the hosted, where
museums dllow the programme to be controlled by participants. The
following subsection will offer a critical overview of the ways in which
participatory programmes and initiatives in cultural organisations have
operated mostly within the first two modes of participation, whereby
communities are understood as audiences invited to contribute and
collaborate but rarely co-create, control the programme, or co-manage
cultural institutions.

2.3. The ambiguity of participation

The institutional character of museums has been extensively analysed by
Bennett (2013), who coined the term “exhibition complex” to describe the
ways in which museums have historically contributed to national canons,
knowledge hierarchies, and strategies of government since the 19th
century, and to analyse the establishment of national museums as
institutions constitutive of national identity. Bennett identified a set of
disciplinary and institutional structures that form mediating mechanisms
and unilaterally communicate knowledge to the public, which is treated as
a mass without distinct characteristics (Bennett, 2013). In the same vein,
Hooper-Greenhill (1999) argued that the museum is a colonial space,
shaped by patriarchal and imperialist structures, where institutional
practices conceal alternative paradigms, present the dominant ideology
as truth, and legitimise specific sets of knowledge as real or authentic.
Through their collection and exhibition practices, they have historically
defined the norm and communicated the hegemonic national narrative to
the public.

During the 1980s and 90s, the hegemonic position of museums as singular
bearers of the national cannon was challenged. In this context, it was
realised that audiences are made up of different social groups with
different characteristics (Hooper-Greenhill, 1999). With input from
poststructuralist, postcolonial, and feminist theories, artists and curators
moved toward relational, dialogic, participatory, and collaborative art
(Bishop, 2012). These innovative practices stimulated new ways of
addressing, producing, presenting, and engaging the public in artistic
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creation, aiming to deconstruct the exhibition complex and its legitimacy
(Bishop, 2012).

In 1985, the journal of the International Council of Museums (ICOM)
introduced the term "new museology" to identify a movement of criticism
and reform that incorporated then new developments in the social
sciences and humanities with the aim of changing the traditional
relationship between the museum as an institution and the public
(Mayrand, 2014). "'New museology" developed from the voices of artists and
curators, who from the 1960s onwards declared that every representation
is political and criticised the traditional role of the museum through their
work (Mayrand, 2014). The new museum envisaged would support
academic research, care for its collections, be accessible, and provide
cultural and educational programmes which target the public and attempt
to attract further financial resources (O'Neill, 2010; Dufresne-Tassé, 2012).
The new museum’s cultural and educational programmes would aim for
the involvement and empowerment of the public, through models that
recognize diverse viewpoints and encourage and support the creation of
meaning through constructivist methods for developing or deepening
skills, knowledge, understanding, values, ideas and feelings (Hooper-
Greenhill, 1999). The 'mew museum' rejected the traditional “exhibition
complex” (Bennet, 2013), and endeavours to facilitate democratic
knowledge-sharing, shared learning and participation (O'Neill & Wilson,
2010).

Contemporary museums consequently reinvented themselves as
educational institutions that have, at the centre of their actions; different
publics, in contrast to the museums of the past which identified, mainly, as
collections of objects (Hooper-Greenhill, 2020). This shift from objects to
audiences has been described as a “paradigm shift” (Hein, 2012) and is at
the centre of contemporary policy, as exemplified in the previous
subsection. As Bishop (2012), however, argues the ways in which the
audience has been conceptualised have varied over the years. Notions of
“the crowd” and “masses” of the beginnings of the 20th century were
replaced with more democratic conceptualizations of audiences as “the
people” in the 1960s and 1970s. The 1980s saw the rise of cultural
participation as a means of alleviating social exclusion and the 1990s focus
on community inclusion and development was conceptualised as a means
for fiscal and social development.

Focusing upon libraries, Séderholm and Nolin identify three historical
waves of community engagement. In the early twentieth century, during
the first wave, the focus was upon literacy and public education, the second
wave inthe late 1960s and 1970s focused upon “radical” grassroots work for
targeted social inclusion, while the third wave which took off around 2000,
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and still lasts, focuses upon community hubs, open social space, and
diversity (S6derholm and Nolin 2015, 253). (p.8).

Since 2000 we have entered the post-museum period, where the
conceptualisation of the museum as a structure has been replaced by the
museum as experience and process (Hooper-Greenhill, 2020). The “meta-
museum” is thought to promote a more equal society and to recognize the
complex relationships between culture, communication, learning and
identities, with the aim of developing audiences (Hooper-Greenhill, 2020).
Audience development encompasses economic, artistic, social, and
educational parameters (Kawashima, 2000). It is a nexus of planning,
training, and marketing, with the aim of widening, deepening and
diversifying the multiple caudiences of an organisation (Bollo et al, 2017)
while, at the same time, maximising the inflow of income (Kawashima,
2006). The latter arises as a consequence of reduced public funding within
neo-liberal cultural policy, which forces cultural organisations to look for
new financial resources to ensure their sustainability (Fiaccarini, Gariboldi
& Righolt, 2016).

Within audience development, the term “outreach” is used for audience
development actions designed to focus specifically on reaching
communities that do not often visit cultural spaces, due to economic
factors, social exclusion, or educational and institutional barriers (Zipsane,
2007). The approach may involve connecting with the local community and
raising awareness of existing museum services and learning opportunities.
It is implemented by a) widening the access of excluded groups, through
informal and participatory activities outside the museum or cultural
organisation, b) organising exhibitions and educational programmes in
community locations, ¢) developing new exhibitions and programmes that
respond to the identified needs, d) supporting communities to develop their
own exhibitions and, finally, e) training local people as volunteers, guides,
interpreters, and public supporters (Zipsane, 2007). Community outreach is
conceptualised as "social inclusion' as it is considered necessary to
remove visible and invisible barriers in order to achieve rapprochement
(Kawashima 2006). Public outreach requires organisational support and
commitment, adequate resources for short-term and long-term actions,
and appropriate staff with practical and interpersonal skills, capable of
building a network of relationships (Zipsane, 2007). Glow et al. (2021)
observe that cultural organisations which are most successful in
community outreach are target-led rather than product-led, echoing the
roots of the practice in arts marketing. Similarly, organisations that
demonstrate readiness to test new approaches and challenge the status
quo to develop diverse audiences are characterised as "leaders" (Glow et
al, 2021).
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As museums were changing and becoming more audience-oriented, so
were art practices. The economic-social variations of the global financial
crisis of the previous decade influenced conventions and acted as
catalysts for experimentation in art worlds. Collective actions shaped
innovative collaborative structures, new rules and proposed new aesthetic
conventions and within this context participatory art (Finkelpearl, 2014)
became more widespread and prominent. More artists appropriated to a
greater or lesser degree the roles of educators, social workers, urban
planners, or mediators to challenge and critique the dominant culture, and
to reach out to the underrepresented. Arguably, the instrumentalisation of
art or aestheticisation are not inherently problematic practices (Barok,
2009). Aestheticisation can be used as a means that facilitates the
approach of a work by the public, with the ultimate aim of creating new
relationships between action, taste and social structures, and connecting
ininnovative ways values and intentions, in order to elicit new attitudes and
perceptions of reality (Riccioni, 2018). What is a problem is when neoliberal
government instrumentalises art for social purposes, seeking solutions to
systemic problems (Bishop, 2012). Socially participatory art often serves to
fulfil government agendas for 'social inclusion’ (Barok, 2009; Belfiore, 2009).
Bishop (2006, 2012) has highlighted the potential for instrumentalisation of
participatory art, especially in the case of New Labour (1997-2010) where
the collective turn to the arts was linked in public cultural policies to
tangible social impacts. Early on in Tony Blair's tenure, arts and cultural
institutions were encouraged to increase ‘social inclusion’. Subsequent
New Labour governments emphasised the importance of the arts in
developing the commercial potential of the creative economy, with the arts
eventually functioning as auxiliary factors in the service of the economy,
trade balance and tourism (Alexander, 2018). Mérsch (2011) in her research
on education in the contemporary art museum, describes four types of
approach: the affirmative, the reproductive, the deconstructive and the
transformative. With the affirmative approach the museum maintains the
role of "authority" and mainly targets special audiences through lectures,
tours, catalogues, and interpretation by "authorised speakers'. Then, the
reproductive approach aims to develop an audience. The discourse of the
reproductive approach is sovereign and takes care of the education of the
future audience, as well as of finding ways of initiation, in the case of
individuals who do not agree. Deconstructive discourse is related to
practices of institutional critique, i.e. it critically analyses the functioning of
the museum, art and education, and may include artist interventions or
socially engaged practices that make visible the construction of truth
within the institution. It may also involve the involvement of excluded
groups. As far as the transformational approach is concerned, at its centre
is the establishment of the museum as an agent of social change. Mérsch
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(2011) considers the fourth case to be the least common, as it aims to
subvert the museum as a holder of knowledge.

In “Curating and the Educational Turn” (2010), O'Neill and Wilson, refer to
the 'educational turn’, where various pedagogical processes have entered
curation and cultural production, and emphasise that curation itself
increasingly functions as an expanded educational act. Such approaches
make visible the intentions and characteristics of educational practices, as
they unfold in relation to the epistemological, sociocultural, and political
dynamics that shape museums. Current pedagogical and participatory
curating models in many museums of modern and contemporary art invite
dialogic experiences and propose a space for democratic exchange of
knowledge and shared learning (O'Neill & Wilson, 2010). In the context of
this "educational turn" we can distinguish two modes of operation: one
concerns the learning process with traditional roles and the other concerns
the artistic practice where artists use pedagogical mechanisms in order to
produce a work. This can be achieved through workshops with the public
and possibly in collaboration with curators, where together stakeholders
participate in planning and knowledge production. Learning processes
occur continuously as we use our prior knowledge to negotiate the world,
and in doing so learn new things and challenge, confirm, or deepen what
we already know (Hooper-Greenhill, 1999). In this model, curatorial and
artistic practice are decoupled from their institutional role and linked to
pedagogy, without having the ‘disciplinary’ characteristics that formal
education often has. Artists and curators become part of a social and
participatory activity (Birchall, 2017). However, these practices are divisive
in terms of their effectiveness and outcomes.

Simon in Participation (2010), states that collaborative projects fall into two
broad categories: a) consultative projects, in which institutions hire
community representatives to provide advice and guidance to staff
members as they develop new exhibitions, programs or publications; and
b) co-development projects, in which staff members collaborate with
participants to produce new reports and programs. Beech (2010) has
argued that there is a distinction between participation and collaboration:
in participation the audience is subject to the parameters of the artist's
work, while in collaboration the co-creator operates and makes decisions
about key structural features of the work. Good collaboration does not
necessarily mean good art (Barok, 2009). Co-developed collaborative
projects often involve weeks or months of engagement with participants
and require significant time, planning and staff coordination (Simon, 2010).
Collaborative art is based on research and experimentation and focuses
on the process of creating a work (process-based art), rather than on the
final result (object-based art) (Rogoff, 2010). Some collaborative projects
focus more on the learning and skills development of participants than on
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the end products they create (Simon, 2010). Also, in these the term "work'
has beenreplaced by that of "practice”. "Practice" is radically different from
"work" in terms of its organisation temporally and spatially, functionally,
and aesthetically (Bishop, 2012). For this reason, it is more flexible, more
focused on operations and more responsive to material and conceptual
variability (Phillips, 2010). Collaborative art is more about the co-production
of questions, dialogue, ambiguity, participation, questioning and generally
activating the viewer (Rogoff, 2010). This is why often collaborative art, due
to its social dimension, is largely free from criticism and each work is
evaluated as a "model" (Bishop, 2012).

Because of their educational benefits, cooperative projects are often
incorporated into internship programmes, youth employment
programmes, and learning programmes for underrepresented
communities (Simon, 2010). Partnerships are valuable for staff,
participants, and visitors when they serve a wider audience (Simon, 2010).
For participants, creating a project for a wide audience makes their work
more meaningful and connects them more closely to the institution. For the
public, the products of the collaboration likely present voices, experiences
and design choices that differ from the institutional norm (Simon, 2010). In
this case, Simon (2010) describes the institutional space as a performative
platform of ideas that connects different users acting as content creators,
distributors, consumers, critics, and collaborators and provides
opportunities for different experiences co-produced by visitors.
Collaborative projects create relationships between staff members,
visitors, the community, and open new avenues for diverse people to
express themselves and engage with institutional practice (Simon, 2010).
However, true inclusion or community participation still constitutes a
challenge for cultural organisations (Kawashima 2006), as does reaching
audiences that do not belong to the dominant normative culture (Glow et
al, 2021). Additionally, as Graham (2017: 161) notes, “None of these terms -
visitors, audience, nor public - imply a sense of holding something in
common. Nor do they imply a thoroughgoing sense of obligation to each
other (beyond the usual obligations of use of public space). Rather you can
see the deployment of ideas of publics, audiences and visitors as the social
imaginaries that have enabled museums to produce themselves as quasi-
public goods. The collections can only be public goods if people agree to
see themselves as members of the public and as visitors. This is why the
turn towards “community participation” has both been so desired - many
people do not want to be treated as visitors to their own cultures and
heritages - but also why seeking to practise community participation has
been no simple or “straight-forward political task for museums”. Moreover,
at the more macro-level of cultural policy, while paternalist
conceptualisations of the audience as an undifferentiated mass in need of
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guidance have indeed given way to more nuanced understandings of the
audience as members of diverse groups or communities, the increased
emphasis on cultural participation as a means for primarily achieving
social and economic impacts has also been criticised as instrumentalist
(Belfiore, 2012).

2.4. Chadllenges for the GLAMs

In recent years, GLAMs are increasingly required to tackle a variety of
challenges such as changing cultural policy environments with ever-
widening expectations around their social role (ie., for participation,
education, social cohesion and formation of collective identities), the global
financial and economic crisis which resulted in cutbacks in public funding,
as well as digitalization as a broader socio-technical development that
changes the core business model of GLAMs and how GLAMs interact with
audiences (Digital Agenda of Europe 2000, EC, 2014).

At the same time, GLAMs continue to grow and are increasingly seen as a
catalyst and engine for local development in urban as well as rural areas
(Sacco et al, 2013; Van Aalst and Boogaarts, 2002). Along with the dramatic
rise in cultural tourism in recent decades, the number of museums around
the world has increased from 22,000 1in 1975 to 95,000 today (UNESCO, 2015),
while the number of libraries and archives exceeds 2,5 million
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