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1
Abstract

This document is part of RegNet project and is based on D6 document.

2
Introduction

The main scope of this study is to give the global state of business in the field of cultural heritage as well as the specific status of e-business in the same field. It also contains the specific guidelines being used for the purposes of RegNet project.
This study is divided into three main parts:

· Cultural heritage business in the global market. Definition of cultural heritage. The current status of the cultural heritage institutions in the European States. A set of traditional forms of business concerning cultural heritage and the effects of them upon the community. The economic results of this activity on the enterprises involved.
· e-business in the field of cultural heritage. In this part, it is attempted an approach to the reasons for introducing e-business in the field of cultural heritage. It also contains an approach for the infiltration of e-business in the cultural heritage sector and the results produced by it. Surveys concerning the use of e-business by cultural heritage institutions. The size of digital culture in Europe. An e-business workshop “manual” is included that raises points like managing, planning and promoting the new activity, accompanied by proper recommendations. An example of the competition RegNet is going to face.
· Approach of the RegNet system for the business in the global market. After considering all the above, this part describes the guidelines and strategies that will be followed by the involved partners in order to implement the RegNet system, to achieve its best efficiency and to promote the new product in the global market. There is also included a brief description of the RegNet system.
3
Executive Summary

The use of e-business in the cultural heritage sector has been stabilized in the recent years, providing us with standards that are usable in the development of the REGional NETwork system. In order though to achieve its best efficiency, it was considered useful to attempt a survey on how business is doing in the global culture market, that would rise interesting points of discussion.

For this reason taking a glance in the traditional forms of business concerning cultural heritage, how it is implemented, the way it is supported by regional governments, the products distribution, the economic features and partnerships involving both for- profit and not- for- profit enterprises, is considered crucial. In order to set up an operational e-business network the future cooperation has to be based on similar business models that the stakeholders will follow. Having this in mind, the first part of this study is dedicated to the aspects mentioned above.

The second part concerns specifically the e-business model focalizing in cultural heritage. Because REGNET intends to introduce a layer between content holders and distribution service channels, it is considered important to examine the basics of e-business. The reasons for e-business, the infiltration of new technologies in cultural heritage, the adopted thinking by the institutions involved, the “manual” they used in order to achieve their e-business goals, are examined here.

The other important aspect concerning the future is the further steps the players should take, including both institutions (i.e. museums, libraries and archives) and organizations (i.e. European commission). These steps are reported in the form of key challenges that the stakeholders should achieve in the future. Besides, similar networks already exist, that are representing REGNET’s potential competitors, and from which many useful elements can be adopted, while negative ones can be improved.

The third part of this study is dedicated to the approach that REGNET uses in order to achieve the use of e-business in a global basis it refers to both the adopted partnership and the REGNET functional architecture.

Within Task 2.3 there has been developed a contracting and partnership model for a REGNET operational and strategic network. Research showed that the organization form “European Economic Interest Group (EEIG)” of European company law would be very appropriate for a network like REGNET. Therefore it has been decided to establish the “Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG”. The EEIG was applied for registration in June 2002 at Graz, Austria.

The originally elaborated REGNET functional architecture includes a new component (REGNET connector) in addition to the others (REGNET portal, REGNET cultural heritage data management, REGNET e-business data management, REGNET ontology system and REGNET electronic publisher). This was considered necessary for the implementation of a REGNET network consisting of several REGNET sites, and supports a scalable technical infrastructure of a REGNET site according to the needs of a Cultural Service Centre (CSC). A specialised REGNET-Site (Ontology Master Site) will assure that the needed domain knowledge is available within the REGNET Network. The Ontology Node of each REGNET-Site is a very important component since it triggers most interactions with the systems, i.e.: data entry (metadata control), e-Business and searching. An adaptable search interface (“Cultural Online Browser”) will be provided in case a thematic search is requested (provided XTM-formatted themes’ information has been prepared and is available). Themes’ related information included in the REGNET knowledge base will also be used for storyboard supported electronic publication processes. A further use of “thematic information” will be the creation of “personalised tours”, which is being investigated in the 2nd REGNET Work Package.
REGNET will also provide a wide range of services based on a new model which is referred to as Application Service Providing (ASP) model. It will not merely provide functions which are already available to the market: the synthesised form with all possibilities of customisation and the new ASP model are an innovation in the cultural business. Especially small and medium sized organizations within the cultural sector –most of which are SME’s- will be able to use features for their daily work which could not be afforded until now. The REGNET system is a real innovation in the cultural heritage business.

PART 1

4
CULTURAL HERITAGE BUSINESS IN THE GLOBAL MARKET

4.1
What is “cultural heritage”

There has been a great deal written about culture and it is not in the scope of the study to repeat it. However, it is important to take under consideration the many dimensions of culture in order to achieve a better understanding of cultural heritage business.

First, culture can be tangible in the form of buildings or artefacts or intangible in terms of people’s values, attitudes and way of life. Culture can have many forms including buildings, areas, dance, food, dress, events, values, lifestyles and handicrafts.

Secondly, culture can also be significant at varying geographic dimensions from the international to the local level. It is managed and owned by a number of different actors, thereby creating the need for various interest groups to work together.

Thirdly, the re-use or utility of culture in both tangible as well as intangible forms can be at times economic, whilst at other times it is not economic. It is the situations where there are insufficient resources to maintain a culture from a market perspective that present a challenge in cultural resource management.

Fourthly, at times culture can be well preserved and well managed, whilst at other times it may be faced with extinction.

There are many reasons why culture is maintained and preserved. Some of the different motives for maintaining and preserving culture include:

●Community renewal, revitalization & development

●Education

●Pleasure/recreation

●Nostalgia/fear of the past

●Tourism

●Increased quality of life

●Economic development

●Continuity

●Patriotism

●Diversity

●Identity

●Profit

4.2
Status of European Cultural Heritage

The propensity to finance the cultural sector is different from state to state throughout Europe. In some countries (United Kingdom, Ireland, Sweden and Italy) state spending is higher than the sum of regional and local spending. A synopsis of the economic figures is shown below:

	Public Spending on the CH

	
	Central
	Regional
	Local
	Total

	Finland
	48%
	0%
	52%
	100%

	France
	43%
	4%
	53%
	100%

	Germany
	8%
	34%
	54%
	100%

	Ireland
	87%
	0%
	13%
	100%

	Italy
	56%
	13%
	31%
	100%

	Netherlands
	48%
	5%
	47%
	100%

	Sweden
	63%
	12%
	25%
	100%

	UK
	58%
	0%
	42%
	100%


Table 1
EU members public spending on cultural heritage
Source: “Arts Council” of England’s International Data on Public Spending on the Arts in Eleven Countries (1998)

The big influence of State’s funding for European CH Institutions is also reiterated by an analysis carried out by the ECIA (“Emplois Culturel Internationaux Association”).

4.2.1
France

There are three main categories of museum in France:

(State museums, comprising 34 national museums under the authority of the French Museum Board (Direction des Musées de France) Ministry of Culture, plus museums depending on another ministry (Education, Defense, etc.).

(Local museums run directly by the municipalities, departments or regions.

(Private museums, some of which have signed agreements with the French Museum Board (Direction des Musées de France - DMF) at the Ministry of Culture.

In 1995 the cultural sector was publicly funded with a sum of 73.3 billion FF, of which 47,7% (36,4 billion) was donated by Central Government (the Ministry for Culture and other ministries), and the remaining 50,3% (36,9 billion) supplied by the regional and local authorities (30,3 billion by the local councils, 5,4 billion by the departments and 1,5 billion by the regional authorities).

Private financing is also increasing: in the nineties, commercial sponsorship of cultural activities generated 1,5 billion FF. At present companies which support culture can deduct up to 2,25% of their income before taxes, with a VAT charge (20,6%) for the beneficiaries.

The French Museum Board administers the national museums directly and regulates establishments with administrative and financial autonomy such as the Louvre or the Centre National d'Art et Culture Georges Pompidou.

The Cité des Sciences et de l'Industrie, under the joint supervision of the Ministry of Industry, Telecommunications and International Trade and the Ministry of Higher Education and Research, is another important public establishment in the museum world and has just launched a major new technology initiative as a “showcase”.

Among the organizations under the authority of the Ministry of Culture, the Réunion des Musées Nationaux (RMN) is a public establishment with an industrial and commercial vocation. Its mission is to enrich the collections of the national museums and to improve their cultural dissemination, in which context it has become a leading figure in cultural multimedia with a CD-ROM catalogue of international repute.

The Ministry of Culture has been present on the Internet since 1994 on http://www.culture.fr. Comprehensive information is available under seven headings: ministry, news, publications, documentation, exhibitions, and cyber-gallery discovering France.

4.2.2
Ireland

The national museums are under the authority of the Department of Arts and Culture and (in regions where Gaelic is spoken) the Gaeltacht. The two leading institutions are:

(The National Gallery of Ireland which has been engaged in the development of a very successful advanced kiosk system with assistance from IBM
(The National Museum of Ireland which is a partner in the RAPHEL VIKING project which aims at developing educational CD-ROMs to be distributed to all schools in Ireland.

In 1995 the Irish Department for Arts and Culture had a budget of 78,7 billion Irish Pounds, whereas in ‘96 the “Arts Council” had a budget of 18,4 million Irish Pounds. These figures included several sources of funds; i.e. those from the Lottery, administered by the “Arts Council”; funds for job training and creation, administered by the appropriate Authority (FAS); the Irish funds, which finance specific actions correlated to arts and culture in urban and rural centers; the European structural funds. Commercial sponsorship is still low (3% of the total funds), and applies mainly in the performing arts.
4.2.3
Italy

In Italy, the traditional financing model of direct public funding of CH institutions is still very strong.

However, in the first half of the Nineties, central public funding was considerably reduced: from 0,21 to 0,17 of the GDP between 1990 and ’97. This was mainly due to recent fiscal adjustment policies; and strong support by Local and Regional Governments. Their contribution was almost equal to that of the State. From 1997 onwards this declining trend in State spending was inverted, with a particular increase in capital expenditure for the preservation and restoration of cultural heritage.
Additionally, from 1998 to 2000 the Lottery financed several projects in the arts domain with 900 billion Lire (300 per year).

In order to attract new private resources and improve incentives for public-private co-operation in the sector, specific laws have been issued and others are under discussion.
4.2.4
Germany

Due to Germany's federal political structure, there is no central Ministry of Culture, the 16 Länder being responsible for their own cultural affairs. Thus almost all museums of the 5,200 in the 'Blue List' (1996) are managed at the regional or local level although they are required to meet certain criteria in order to claim federal financial aid.

Central government has been financing museums only for 4% of their incomes, while Regional ones have provided 34% and Local one 54%. The local perspective has been considered advantageous in many ways but 'it has not proved conducive to the exchange of ideas on new technologies, to the definition of data standards or to the development of museum software' according to Monika Hagedorn - Saupe of the Institut für Museenkunde in Berlin responsible for museological documentation.

In the 1996 report of the Institut für Museenkunde , 5040 museums were analysed.

The following table gives an impression of the ownership of German museums.
	Type of ownership
	Number of museums

	State
	466

	Municipalities, communities/district areas
	2243

	Other public institutions
	280

	Private associations
	1102

	Companies
	180

	Private foundations
	57

	Private persons
	386

	Private and public institutions
	326

	Total
	5040


Table 2
Ownership of German Museums
As can be seen there are a lot of different types. The largest group (nearly 50 %) is the group of museums, which belong to and are run by towns and regional bodies like district areas. The second largest group (20 %) is the group of museums, which belong to private associations (Vereine). Overall, about two third of German a museum is in public ownership and about one third is owned by private institutions: an association, private persons, companies.

Independent of the ownership, museums try to raise their income by finding sponsors who give additional money. Often a private association of friends supports them or they can apply for financial support at ministries, public or private foundation.

Unfortunately it is not possible to give complete information on the amount of money which is spent for museums in Germany. There are two institutions in Germany, which regularly collect data on museum personnel and on financing of museums.

One is the statistical office of the city Stuttgart which for the "Deutscher Städtetag" undertakes about every four to six years a survey on museums which are situated in cities with more than twenty thousand inhabitants. The latest data available are from 1992. The results are published in the "Statistisches Jahrbuch Deutscher Gemeinden" (81, Jahrgang 1994).

This statistic states that all the municipalities together (without the three towns Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen) in 1992 spent 8.477.644.000 DM (which means 4,4 percent of their whole budget on cultural affairs. The situation in Berlin, Hamburg and Bremen is different because these cities are towns as well as federal states. Therefore their expenses for cultural affairs amounts to 6.109.323.000 DM (or 8,9% of their budget). There is this big difference because the federal states have to pay for universities.

Looking at the municipalities from this 8.477.644.000 DM the amount of 1.024.881.000 DM (12 %) is spent for museums, i.e. about 0,5% of the whole budget is spent on museums.

Another statistic of the Deutscher Städtetag from 1992 which analyses answers from 1.739 museums, (83 % of all museums in that year’s survey) gives some more information on the overall budgets of the museums: These 1.739 museums together spent 2 139 150 000 DM in 1992. 43 % of this amount was spent for staff, about 7 % for acquisition of objects. The statistic shows that the same museums earned about 27 % themselves, this means through entrance fees, selling publications or renting of rooms.

No Museum-Act in Germany

Germany has no "Museum-Act" (law). The German "Grundgesetz" (bill of rights) states that the responsibility for cultural affairs is not in the hand of the central government but instead on the "Kulturhoheit der Länder" (cultural sovereignity of the "Länder").

Every federal country runs one or more museums. Museums, which are more of a local interest often, are run by cities. But there is no law, that they have to run a museum. But according to the law they have a lot of other obligations. With less income on the one hand and more money to be spend for example for social security on the other, a lot of towns are in the process of rethinking their financing of museums and try to find new structures of administrating and organizing museums. Private-public partnership is recently encouraged.

4.2.5
Greece
Museum administration is the responsibility of the Ministry of Culture. Museums are variously under the authority of: the State (notably archaeological museums since antiquities are State property), the Church, local authorities, other public and private bodies, and private individuals.

A private body has the right to compile a collection of antiquities provided that special permission is obtained from the Ministry of Culture. Leading Museums such as the National Archaeological Museum or the Athens Byzantine Museum are departments attached to the Ministry of Culture. Other museums such as the Ethniki Pinakothiki (National Painting Museum) or the Greek Folklore Museum are public entities administered by Boards of Governors whose members are appointed by the Ministry of Culture.

Finally, certain major museums such as the Benaki Museum and the Goulandris Ancient Art Museum of Greece and the Cyclades have their origins in private collections and enjoy special legal status.

4.2.6
The Netherlands
There are over 850 museums in the Netherlands. A major change has taken place since the beginning of the decade with the privatization of national museums. In 1995, the museums acquired autonomous status, becoming non profit-making foundations no longer under the authority of the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science. The collections remain State property and the Ministry retains responsibility for financing these 17 former national museums.

In 1994 public funding was 2.170 million Dutch Florins, of which 245 million went to the performing arts, 97,9 million for architecture, design and visual arts, and the remainder was for museums and cultural heritage. The provincial and the local authorities have their own budgets for the Arts (in 1994 around 600 million florins). Business sponsorship amounted to just 25 million Florins, 2% of the sector funds.

4.2.7
Portugal
In 1995 Portugal’s public spending on the Arts was 1,2% of total public spending. Commercial financing is significant, with business foundations playing an important role, as for example the Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation. Tax deductions in favor of sponsorships have been set up since the beginning of the nineties.

The Portuguese Institute of Museums (IPM) is a public service with a legal personality, possessing its own property and administrative autonomy. It covers 29 museums, the National Photography Archives and Conservation Institute. The IPM is regulated by the Ministry of Culture. In addition to the museums depending on the IPM, particular mention must be made of museums housed in State palaces and grouped under the supervision of the Portuguese Institute of Architectural and Archaeological Heritage (IPPAR).

As the central regulatory and administrative organ, the IPM aims to create a National Museum Network, working within the major guidelines for the country's economic development. In this connection, the IPM strives to correct imbalances by creating facilities in the most deprived areas, and by contributing to the creation of small specialist companies in the fields of conservation, surveillance, cultural organization or data processing. It should be emphasized that tourism plays an important role in Portugal's economic development.

In 1995, the museums making up the IPM network were visited by 1,153,735 people (including 636,316 paying visitors and 436,604 foreigners).

4.2.8
Spain
The highly decentralized Spanish administrative system leaves the Autonomous Regions with total responsibility for cultural policy. The Ministry of Culture defines a national co-ordination policy, which is implemented by the Fine arts and Archives Office. The "Spanish Museum System", co-ordinates the action of institutions linked to museums, with a brief to establish standards for the documentation of collections, control of inventories, research and restoration of property. It comprises

(101 State-owned museums (21 administered by the Fine Arts and Archives Office and 80 by the Autonomous Regions)

(89 National Museums depending on the Ministry of Culture

(Certain museums enjoying special status, with the approval of their Region

(The Department of State Museums and the Institute for the Conservation and Restoration of Cultural Property.

4.2.9
United Kingdom
There is no absolute figure for the total number of museums in the UK. Official sources estimate between 2,000 and 2,500 (DCMS, 1998; Carter et al, 1999:5), although it has been suggested that there are probably between 1,250 and 1,500 which ‘realistically justify the title of museum in the sense that they deliver a certain quality of the visitor experience, meet standards of efficiency and effectiveness, and satisfy the government’s efforts to increase access and encourage lifelong learning’ (Middleton, 1998:15).

Between 1960 and 1999 there were nearly half as many closures and transfers to other bodies amongst local authority museums services as there were openings (Babbidge, 2001:19). Across the museums sector as a whole, nearly one museum a week opened between the early 1980s and late1990s. This was partly offset by a high number of closures, particularly amongst museums with less than 20,000 visits a year (Middleton, 1998: 21). 

However, the percentage of museums with small numbers of visits per annum has still increased, although their operations have been described as ‘marginal’. But even if some 50 per cent plus of museums attract less than 10,000 visits a year (or 30 visits a day at most) this means that combined they account for about 8.5 million visits (or over 10 per cent of the total market.

Most establishments are controlled by their own Boards of Trustees. Local authorities provide services to museums and support independent museums. The museums are under the regulatory authority of the Department of Culture Media and Sports (DCMS) and are also financed by four other government departments: the Scottish, Welsh and Northern Ireland Offices and the Ministry of Defense.

Museums in the UK are divided into five principal categories: National museums (19), University museums (300) , Military museums (200) , Local authority museums (800) and Independent museums (1100).

The official consultative body for all museums in the UK is The Council for Museums, Archives and Libraries launched in April 2000 in order to work with and for museums, archives and libraries within the UK, tapping the potential for collaboration between the sectors. Resource replaced the Museums & Galleries Commission and the Library and Information Commission and the new organization now also include the archives sector.

In 1993/94 Government spending for the cultural sector amounted to 446 million Pounds Sterling (33% of the total) and that of the local authorities was 215 million pounds (17%). In the last two years the Department of Culture., Media and Sport has invested 500.000 Pounds to support training and IT development in museums. The private sector has supported culture with 570 million Pounds, which is equal to 45% of total financing funding.

This remarkable amount of private financing was divided in the following way:

(38% from museum ticket revenue and sales of merchandise

(4% (a relatively high percentage) from business sponsorship, increased by a good tax incentive policy which provides tax concessions, not only for businesses but also for individual people

(3% from private support from “Charitable trusts” and foundations (also relatively high, if we consider that in this case tax incentives are not provided, neither in money or in goods).

The National lottery, set up by the British Parliament in 1994 to collect funds for six deserving projects (“sport”; “art”; “patronage”; “cultural assets”; “new millennium”; “new opportunities” –which included the “new millennium” percentage from 2001 onwards). 28% of the Lottery funds were allocate to Cultural assets. In year 2000 5.768 projects in all UK were financed corresponding to a value of more than 1.530.000.000 pounds: around 78% were designated to England, 12% to Scotland, 5% to Wales, 3% to Northern Ireland, and the remaining 2% to the rest of the United Kingdom. 721 museums and galleries have benefited from these subsidies.

Both organizations and individual people can access the money granted be the “Heritage Lottery Fund” if their project belongs to one of the categories eligible for subsidies (natural habitat, including local and the national green areas and historical parks; archaeological sites; historical places and buildings; museum collections; historical and photographic libraries; national transport and maritime industrial heritage).

4.2.10
Sweden
There are about 250 museums in Sweden, of which 40 are the responsibility of the State (with 19 national museums situated for the most part in Stockholm). There are 26 regional museums receiving additional national funds and 60 museums supervised exclusively by local authorities, the remainder being privately run, for example by companies or local history associations.

The Ministry of Culture is responsible for museum subsidies and policy. The Ministry of Education is responsible for the university museums, the Ministry of Defense for military museums and the Ministry of Communications for postal, railway and telecommunications museums.

4.2.11
Zooming in Bulgaria
In Bulgaria, the state authorities support a chain of national and regional museums. The art galleries have been recorded as a category of specialized museums. The museums have been classified as:

(Historical museums;

(Specialized museums, including art galleries;

Therefore, the research targeted the activities and the services offered by museums. Available specific data on art galleries are shown. The common attributes, applied for the museum category have been chosen as:

(Number for museums/galleries for the region

(Number of visit recorded for 1999.(that was the last available information)

(Number of art object, exhibited in the museums/galleries

(The total income of the museums and art galleries

(The subsidy of the state and it relative amount to the total income of museums

(The income, resulted from visits and it relative amount to the total income of museums

(The income, resulted from sponsorship and it relative amount to the total income of museums

The total number of museums, supported by the state is 230. The number of art gallery directly supported by the state is 44, representing 19% of the total museums domain. The greater part of the museums and art galleries are supported by the state. An average of 83% of the museum’s income is recorded. Very limited resources come from visits (an average 8% is estimated) and only a 3% of the total income comes from sponsorship.

To improve the relationship and the share of the income from different sources, the art galleries have to develop and to deploy new services and user applications. This will result in benefits in two directions:

(Increase in the total amount of the museums/art galleries income

(Increase of the relative amount of resource which are not related to the state financial support

As estimated, all 26 countryside regions in Bulgaria have at least one art gallery. The general part of the gallery incomes originates from the state financial subsidy. The relative amount of this support is in the range of 75% till 100%.

There is an exception though, which concerns the region of Gabrovo. The relative amount of the state subsidy is 46% from the total museum incomes. This means that this region successfully develops different channels of activities, which result in additional income. Particularly for this region a lot of hand made art goods are produced and offered for sale in folk regions and museums. As a result the museums are well supported and have a real market presence trading hand mode folk art objects: textile, woodcarving, metals.

For the regions of Burgas, Veliko Tarnovo, Gabrovo, Dobrich, Kustendil, Pazardjik, Plovdiv, Razgrad, Sliven, Sofia, Stara Zagora, Shumen. the state financial support for museums and galleries is less than 90% of the total museums income. But the relative amount of the resources which origin from museum visits differs in the range of 5 till 22%.

In general, museums and art galleries of Bulgaria do not offer additional services, related to the art market and art services. The general source of support is the state subsidy, which is about 90% of the total museum income. The relative amount of the income, originated from visitors and visits varies in the range of 5% till 22%.

4.3
Cultural heritage business

In the last years, the cultural heritage sector has gained much political attention due to its economic potential and its importance for market development in the information society. The expectations that cultural heritage institutions will become active players in the emerging information economy are high, even within national governments and regional authorities. Yet, to measure cultural heritage in economic terms alone would miss its true value. The notion that a cultural product is as valuable as its price in the marketplace, determined by the choices of the “sovereign consumer” and by the laws of supply and demand, is currently a prevalent one, albeit deeply flawed. Its fundamental flaw is the reduction of all value, which is so manifestly various and contestable, to a one-dimensional and econometric logic, the logic of “the free market”.

The true value that cultural heritage institutions deliver to society is often indirect and non-financial as they strive to provide intellectual enjoyment and raise awareness about the importance of cultural and historical knowledge. Added revenue or the ability to generate revenue often happens indirectly, for other sector economies, i.e. regional development, tourism or the publishing and media industries. As primary funding bodies, national governments and regional authorities are aware that their financing goes far beyond the economic value, but is a cornerstone of establishing a society’s cultural identity.
4.3.1
Forms of business focalizing in cultural heritage

4.3.1.1
Tourism

Cultural heritage tourism has a number of objectives that must be met within the context of sustainable development. They can be seen to include:

●The conservation of cultural resources.

●Accurate interpretation of resources.

●Authentic visitor experiences.

●The stimulation of the earned revenues of cultural resources.

Therefore, it is obvious that cultural heritage tourism is not only concerned with the identification, management and protection of heritage values but it must also be involved in understanding the impact of tourism on communities and regions, achieving economic and social benefits, providing financial resources for protection, as well as marketing and promotion.

One of the significant challenges facing cultural heritage tourism is to ensure the successful involvement of a wide range of actors concerned with tourism development and planning. These actors include:

→Public Sector:

●Planning Agencies

●Preservation Agencies

●Marketing Agencies

●Police/Fire Departments

●Attractions

●Transportation Departments

→NGOs:

●Tourism Groups

●Attractions

●Preservation Interests

●Environmental Groups

●Poverty Groups

●Community Banks

→Private Sector:

●Hotels

●Restaurants

●Transportation

●Travel Agents

●Tour Operators

●Attractions

●Retail Sector

●Suppliers

●Service Sector.

→The Community:

●Community Groups

●Building Owners

●Tenant

Each urban heritage area is being viewed as a destination with a large number of interdependent activities and concerns. This provides the community, as well as the many stakeholders involved in planning and management, with a more interdisciplinary and comprehensive form of tourism development.

There are a number of obstacles to achieving cultural heritage tourism destinations. Some major obstacles include the lack of financial resources, poor forms of governance, inappropriate project management processes, ineffective enforcement of regulations, corruption and lack of support for heritage conservation.

The cultural heritage tourism presents many challenges. Meeting these challenges is a major task for cultural institutions, involving actors and also communities. Some of them are:

●Integration

Communities and historical and tourism interests must ensure that cultural heritage tourism plans are integrated with the larger processes of policymaking and planning.

●Cooperation

All interests within the tourism planning process, especially those at the community level, must learn to work together in a co-operative manner. Sustainable development requires that all those concerned learn to deal with conflicts and to explore the creative use of partnerships as a way of sharing knowledge, as well as risks, in tourism development.

●Impact Assessment

If communities are to develop plans and policies that will meet their needs and respect their tangible and intangible heritage they must begin to measure the potential impacts of new tourism developments. In the impact process, the use of indicators is essential if communities are to be in a position to assess how well plans are meeting their objectives. While it is often difficult to find resources to carry out this work, it is essential for the community to know how well it is doing in its efforts to preserve cultural heritage as well as improve the quality of life for all of its residents.

●Interpretation/Presentation

If the community is to be in a position to define its culture and tell its story to its own residents as well as visitors there must be a creative use of various interpretive and presentation techniques. These techniques can range from visitor centers, re-enactments, first person interpretation, audio visual shows, interactive computer programs, signage and various forms of print media.

●Creative Financing

Given the scarcity of government funding in much of Asia and declining resources from international development agencies, it is essential that communities begin to look at various forms of creative financing.

The global effort in the direction of promoting cultural heritage tourism is obvious. There are plenty of organizations, associations, consortiums etc. throughout the world whose main goal is to promote tourism as the next form of business in the field of cultural heritage. A small list of such efforts in both the USA and Europe is given below:

USA

When the US government called for a series of regional natural and cultural tourism summits, the Federal agencies funded five regional cultural tourism forums administered by the American Association of Museums on behalf of Partners in Tourism; the American Express Foundation also provided significant national support. With additional funding from the Los Angeles Convention and Visitors Bureau, Partners issued a report on the forums with examples of successful cultural tourism projects. Through the Forums, Partners in Tourism identified four major priorities:

●creating sustainable and fruitful partnerships among the various stakeholders of cultural tourism.

●preserving cultural integrity, remaining true to the authentic story being told, and being faithful to the cultural organization's mission.

●involving the community in the cultural tourism development process.

●acquiring credible and consistent research demonstrating the social and economic impact of cultural tourism. 

Also the Travel Industry Association was formed with main goal to ensure the inclusion of cultural tourism development on the travel industry's agenda. The Association also encourages participation in National Tourism Week and Arts and Humanities Month by representatives of both cultural and tourism organizations. Some partners in this effort are:

●American Association of Museums

●American fir the Arts

●Federation of State Humanities Councils

●National Assembly of State Arts Agencies

●National Association for African-American Heritage Preservation

●National Center for Heritage Development

●National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers

●National trust for Historic Preservation

Europe

Since the Maastricht Treaty, the European Union is tasked with contributing to the flowering of the culture of the Member States, while respecting their national and regional diversity and at the same time bringing the common cultural heritage to the fore with all the advantages that this action represents.

The Union is here to encourage cooperation between both Member States and not, where necessary to support and complete their action in favour of improving knowledge of and access to the culture and history of the peoples of Europe and this especially through tourism. The European Union has also taken under consideration the benefits cultural tourism will bring to the local governments, thus promoting this matter through programmes of great significance. A few of them are below:

●Project FICHE. (Bulgaria) The main purposes are to enhance the tourism product (notably its cultural tourism element), to increase the sector’s contribution and create income in the regions, to improve the quality and the marketability of the Bulgarian cultural tourism product.

●Project Sterea Ellada. (Greece) The main purpose of the program is to boost cultural tourism in this territory of Greece, as an alternative way of adding to the territory’s development.

4.3.1.2
Site visits

Monuments and Sites use to play a relevant role within the scenario of cultural heritage; the UNESCO World Heritage Convention (Convention concerning the protection of the world cultural and natural heritage, Paris, 16 November 1972) is without any doubt the most successful legal instrument for the international protection of the natural and cultural heritage. There are at present 149 State Parties in the Convention, The "World Heritage List” which was established by this Convention, includes 107 party States, and 506 World Heritage properties (380 of them are cultural properties, 107 are natural properties and 19 are “mixed” – natural and cultural properties). The Ethical dimension is to ensure the survival of the most outstanding heritage sites in the future. The World Heritage Convention represents a mechanism to safeguard heritage and all achievements that characterise our civilisations worldwide.

The economic dimension is directly related to the idea to create a World Heritage List, this means that humankind has something in common. World heritage is a very important investment area. World Heritage sites represent the most visited sites in the world. Tourism has therefore a very important impact on the state of conservation of our heritage. On one hand, tourism will threaten the site; on the other hand it brings the money to restore the monuments and the protected areas. Therefore a dialogue between tourism and the protection of the cultural and natural heritage is required.

Dealing with monuments and archaeological sites there is a huge potential market related to innovative methodologies, technologies and products for: diagnosis, risk evaluation, protection, conservation, maintenance, restoration, sustainable management, enhancement, accessibility and re-use compatible functions.

Consortia of selected universities, research centers, companies, content holders and institutions are developing innovative tools to identify and assess the damage and conservation strategies compared to existing.

Such initiatives exploit conservation and enhancement of the movable and immovable cultural heritage for a sustainable exploitation of its socio -economic potential for employment and tourism.

As usual there is a need of thematic networks addressed to conservation and management so far it will be useful to exploit a pilot network of competence centers in Europe in order to act as a reference point for Monuments & Historical Buildings management. The transfer to operation should be based on semi-public organizations delivering services both to public and private organizations.

Summarizing possible activities in this field in a short list:

●Provide methodologies, technologies and products in order to support the activity of monuments maintenance, management, risk evaluation and re-use compatible functions (best practice handbooks and decision making, maintenance forecast, budgetary needs, schedule, priorities, based on optimal documentation systems...)

●Upgrade and enhance existing DB from documentation of historic buildings and sites systems to facility management systems addressed to conservational and maintenance needs, adding information about existing historical material resources

●Provide technologies and tools in order to exploit monuments and sites

●Establish a network of competence centers in order to coordinate and implement best practice in facility management and sustainable use of historic buildings all over Europe

●Preserve traditional crafts and skills define new profiles, employment opportunities and promote new enterprises

4.3.1.3
Auctions

It is widely acceptable that art auctions are one of the largest and most fruitful forms of business in the culture sector. Hundreds of artefacts are brought to the market, and billions of dollars are spent on buying them, either by private individuals or large organizations (including museums, libraries and archives), that seek to enlist the desired artefacts to their collections.
In order to investigate the role that art market is playing, through auctions, in the general economic climate, it useful to point out a statement made by the “Arts in America” magazine: “In spite of an uncertain U.S. economy, business was booming at the big New York auctions this spring”. And follows: “Totals for the biannual, two week long period of sales at the three major auction houses, met or exceeded expectations, as customers packed the salesrooms and brought more than $400 million worth of art”.

This statement is accompanied by economic features regarding the three biggest auction houses for this season; Sotheby’s, Christie’s and Phillips de Pury & Luxembourg. According to the magazine: “Sotheby’s came on top this time, with a total of $206.32 million for its auctions of Impressionist, modern and contemporary work. The figure was more than double the $101.1 million it took in last fall. Christie’s also had a strong season, realizing $180.2 million for these sales, topping its $179.6 million fall total. Sitting out the Impressionist and modern week, Phillips de Pury & Luxembourg generated $30.9 million from contemporary art only!”

Of course the amounts quoted above include the auction- house commissions. The last rate of both Sotheby’s and Christie’s is 19.5% of the first $100.000 and 10% of the rest, while Phillips charges 15% of the first $50.000 and 10% of the rest, resulting to extremely high revenues for the auction houses.
4.3.1.4
Exhibitions and sales
The common goals of all types of galleries are, fostering relationships with artists, educating artists about what it means to be represented by a gallery, exhibiting and selling art.
From the above goals becomes obvious that the exhibition and selling of art generates an interference of business within culture. For this reason it is that the galleries are divided to two main categories with respect to business:

●Non- profit art galleries, which are not supposed (technically) to make a profit from sales of art. Nevertheless, they can still charge commissions from artists (i.e. usually ranging from 33% to 50% in DC Washington area), or membership dues in order to pay gallery staff salaries, rent and other expenses.
●For- profit (commercial) galleries, whose main core of business is to represent, show and sell original art by living or/ and dead artists. Commercial art galleries stay in business by charging a commission on the work that they sell (i.e. ranging from 40% to 60% in DC Washington area) and charging for the entrance to their exhibits.
The revenues from such business are rather big and that is the reason for which gallery managers redesign storefronts to make their space more customer friendly. In an attempt to lure younger, wealthier customers and organizations, they market original artwork as a status symbol. Also gallery owners view the location as a critical component to a successful gallery. For instance many galleries are affected by the scarcity of parking. Others feel that the luck of an artist district has impacted their business. Galleries outside metropolitan areas fell their biggest obstacle is location and that a rural or suburban location makes it more difficult for them to be considered a legitimate gallery.
A survey performed by Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), on commercial art gallery business, in respect of the 1999- 2000 financial year, raised many interesting results.

The survey did not cover businesses involved in the sale of artworks as a secondary activity or forms of sales such as:

●direct sales by artists
●sales through auction houses
●sales by art museums
●sales by department stores, craft stores etc.
●market stalls involved in the display and sale of artworks
Summarizing the results there is an availability of resources on:
●Number of commercial art galleries and centres. At the end of 2000 there were 514 commercial art gallery businesses operating in Australia, comprising 31 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander art centres and 483 other commercial art galleries. These 514 businesses operated from 573 locations. A total of 417 businesses, (81%) reported that they represent artists on an ongoing basis.
●Sources of income. The total income of the commercial art gallery businesses in 1999- 2000 was $132 million. Commissions income from the sale of artworks (selling artworks on behalf of others) was $43 million (33% of total income). Income from the sale of artworks owned by the commercial art gallery businesses was $73 million or 55% of the total income.
●Items of expenditures. Commercial art gallery businesses had total expenses during 1999- 2000 of 12$ millions. The most significant expense for these businesses was the purchase of artworks for resale at $44 million (36% of total expenses). Wages and salaries were $22 million (18% of total expenses).
●Profitability. In 1999- 2000 the commercial art gallery industry recorded an operating profit before tax of $9 million, which represented an operating profit margin of 7%.
●Employment. At the end of 2000, there were 1,409m persons employed by commercial art gallery businesses. Females accounted fir 61% (857) persons working in commercial art gallery businesses.
All the finding are listed analytically in the table below

	
	1996-97
	1999-00
	Percentage change

	Businesses at end June

	Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander art centres
	No.
	Na
	31
	-

	Other commercial art galleries
	No.
	Na
	483
	-

	Total
	No.
	457
	514
	12.5

	Locations/ outlets
	No.
	Na
	573
	-

	Commercial art galleries/ art centres representing artists on an on going basis at end June
	No.
	415
	417
	0.5

	Artists represented at an ongoing basis at end June

	Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander artists 
	No.
	Na
	5,681
	-

	Other Australian artists
	No.
	Na
	11,268
	-

	Total
	No.
	17,366
	16,949
	-2.4

	Employment at end June

	Males
	No.
	434
	552
	27.2

	Females
	No.
	721
	857
	18.9

	Total
	No.
	1,156
	1,409
	21.9

	Income

	Commission income from the sales of artworks
	$m
	25.7
	43,4
	68.9

	Income from the sale of artworks owned by the business
	$m
	49.5
	72,7
	46.9

	Other income
	$m
	12.1
	15,6
	28.9

	Total
	$m
	87.3
	131.8
	51.0

	Cost of artworks sold

	Purchases of artworks on resale
	$m
	30.2
	44.4
	47.0

	Plus opening inventories of artworks
	$m
	28.0
	33.1
	18.2

	Less opening inventories of artworks
	$m
	25.5
	32.2
	26.3

	Total
	$m
	32.7
	45.3
	38.5

	Other expenses

	Wages and salaries
	$m
	11.3
	22.0
	94.7

	Other
	$m
	40.4
	55.7
	37.9

	Total
	$m
	51.7
	77.7
	50.3

	Operating profit before tax
	$m
	**2.5
	*8.8
	..

	Operating profit margin
	%
	**3.5
	*7.0
	..


Na: not available
..: not applicable

-: nil or rounded to zero (including null cells)

*: estimate has a relative standard error of between 25% and 50% and should be used with caution

**: estimate has a relative standard error greater than 50% and is considered to unreliable for general use

Table 3
Australian commercial art gallery business

4.3.1.5
Festivals

Festivals concerning cultural heritage are hosted throughout the world and are of great importance for the territorial development. Both the regional communities and the festival organizers have benefited from their presence. A review that backs this aspect, is the one produced yearly at its state of US. For instance in South Carolina the statistics are as follows:

	Revenues /income

	Money brought in by admission sales
	9.8%)

	Money brought in by contractual service
	7.7%

	Money brought in by investment and endowment income
	2.9%)

	Money brought in by sales of goods
	30.4%

	Money contributed by corporations
	39.7%

	Money contributed by foundations
	<0.1%

	Money contributed by the government
	7.6%

	Money contributed from private gifts, contributions, donations
	0.3%

	Money raised by fundraisers, galas, special events
	<0.1%

	Other income
	1.4%

	Total amount of revenue/income
	$50,780,135 (100%)


	Expenditures

	on administrative personnel
	19.2%

	on artistic personnel
	1.4%

	on technical/production personnel
	2.6%

	on artistic fees and services
	14.8%

	on other professional services
	5.5%

	on space rental
	1.7%

	Travel expenses
	1.3%

	on marketing
	12.4%

	on materials and supplies
	12.1%

	Fund raising expense
	5.1%

	Amount spent on debt interest
	<0.1%

	Amount spent on utilities
	3.2%

	on telephone bills
	0.6%

	Amount spent on any other expense
	9.6%

	Amount spent on the acquisition of all kinds of cultural works
	0.1%

	Amount spent on property expenses
	10.6%

	Total expenditures
	$50,457,476 (100%)


Table 4
South Carolina festival business
The above economic records are typical of the infiltration of business in the cultural heritage field. Similar records exist for the rest of the United States and for the European member states as well.

PART 2


5
E-BUSINESS IN THE FIELD OF CULTURAL HERITAGE

5.1
Reasons for e-business
The twenty-first century networked, digital world poses many challenges to cultural heritage organisations. As conservative institutions, designed to preserve and interpret static objects, art galleries and museums must come to terms with a constantly changing and evolving environment, where traditional audiences are fragmenting and new audiences are highly demanding.

The cultural heritage organisations are rethinking themselves and their traditional relationships to other organisations (and their publics) in order to maintain their relevance in this new digital century. As they struggle to find ways to develop programming and deliver content, they find themselves challenged by some of the constituencies that they have traditionally served. While cultural heritage organisations have often thought of schools, teachers, students and researchers as a natural community of users, the educational and research sector is developing its own culture of presenting “original” materials in digital form that may, challenge the nature and future of cultural heritage organisations themselves. When the idea of the cultural institutions has the organisational and presentational power that the many online exhibitions and digital museums on the Web show it has the need for real museums, libraries etc with the full curatorial and preservation apparatus may be called into question.

Ironically, the technologies that provide the tools for others to mimic the museums, libraries, galleries in a digital form, are the same tools that heritage institution professionals are embracing in order to continue to develop and deliver the stories and histories of the art and culture they preserve. Through an innovative use of digital communications technologies, and through creative collaborations with other organisations (including some institutions not traditionally thought of as allies) the cultural heritage community can establish a new relevance, as a touchstone of the real in an increasingly virtual world.

Cultural organisations may find they need to adopt a new business model to take full advantage of the Web’s potential. Otherwise, making their collections, performances or exhibitions available to a world-wide audience, adding value to them and creating new ways of presenting them, will usually require a more strategic approach than simply adding a chapter to their business plan and bolting their online presence onto the existing organisational structures, budgets and skill-sets. It may necessitate:

●changing structures

●re-training or bringing in new people with new skills

●changing acquisition and exhibition policies

●changing artistic direction

●developing new marketing strategies
On the other hand the Web can provide unique ways to add value to their collection such as:

●access to items in the collection that are not presented in the galleries and exhibition areas

●additional information to that which has been available to the general public when physically visiting heritage organisations

●multiple access points and pathways to information and services

●new ways of experiencing an object, performance or exhibition

●additional services, not just to the public but to the artists or performers with whom cultural heritage institutions deal.

Taking under consideration that in the online world, anyone can be a writer, critic and publisher, the cultural institutions should consider these issues:

●academic commentary and research will rely more and more on the online world, i.e. publication of works in progress inviting feedback

●text-rich publications may be subsumed by media-rich publications

●the new publishing channels emerging on the Web require a response from cultural organisations in their new business models. This is both a challenge and opportunity.

5.2
Cultural heritage and new technologies

World’s cultural heritage institutions are facing very rapid and dramatic transformations. These transformations are not only due to the use of increasingly sophisticated technologies, which become obsolete more and more rapidly, but also due to a re-examination of the role of modern public institutions in today's society and the related fast changing user demands. These trends affect all the functions of the modern cultural institutions, from collection management and scholarly study through restoration and preservation to providing new forms of universal and dynamic access to their holdings.

Technological innovation plays a major role in the way our cultural institutions develop strategies for valorising their collections. It equally impacts directly on all those industries that provide products and services to, or with, the cultural sectors. Traditional demarcation lines between different types of institutions, between different skill and competence profiles and between different stages in the creation and management of collections are fading away.

Taking these assumptions into consideration, the way cultural heritage institutions should approach technology-driven mutation has to be assessed and options and recommendations must be provided.

In the emerging knowledge society, there is an increasing demand for high quality, enriched digital content as life-long learning is no longer a buzz word and continuous education has already become a must. Cultural heritage institutions are in a prime position to deliver the kind of unique learning resources that are needed at all educational levels.

Information and communication technologies will play a major role to create and deliver these new contents, which goes far beyond the current stage of providing access to information about cultural heritage objects. In the future, users of cultural resources will be able to enjoy new interactive cultural heritage services and products that relate to their personal lives. They will be able to manipulate digital artefacts online and participate in communities of interest. They will be supported by intelligent tools and agents that help them to locate the desired information to create their own stories. In addition, deeply immerse environments will make museum visitors dwell on in amazement in view of virtual worlds they could not experience anywhere than in the digital realm.

According to David Bearman, AMICO, USA, offering highly interactive and rich environments will become a competitive factor with economic aspects within the cultural heritage community. As part of that community, cultural heritage institutions can utilise information and communication technologies (ICT) as effective instruments to direct public interest back to the original objects in their trust, by providing contextual information, enlightened with narratives and visualisations with computer-aided renderings and displays. As experience has shown, appropriate use of ICT does increase the interest in the original collection, and cultural heritage institutions should not leave this opportunity unused to add value to their holdings.

Yet, technology alone will not suffice to meet the growing user expectations. Equally important, it will require the knowledge and the intellectual “capital” that rests within the cultural heritage institutions themselves to create these kinds of new and highly desired content that increase the usage (both educational and economical) of cultural heritage material. Thus, cultural heritage institutions not only hold the key to a treasure chest of unique resources, they also have the potential to turn the key to “unlock the true value of our rich cultural heritage”. At present, however, these high promises are not yet fulfilled.

Today, archives, libraries and museums all over Europe face similar challenges as they try to take advantage of the enormous potential the use of information and communication technologies promises for memory institutions. These challenges are not only technical in nature, but affect cultural heritage institutions at their very core:

●How do new technologies affect the core business and how can they be best integrated into the current workflow?

●Which new technologies can be expected and how can cultural heritage institutions avoid to jump on the wrong technological bandwagon?

●What kind of institutional changes are needed to adopt and adapt new technologies?

●How can small institutions manage to participate in the emerging information society?

●What is the potential to commercially exploit cultural heritage resources and what are the future markets?

●What is needed to make cultural heritage services sustainable?

These are some of the questions that must be taken into account in order to assess the involvement of e-business in the field of cultural heritage and to provide a roadmap for orientation on the future layers of collaborations between content holders and distribution service channels.

5.3
Thinking e-business
A significant shift in thinking that many cultural organisations have already made in order to develop an effective e-business model is to recognise not only the worth of their collections, exhibitions, personnel and physical assets but also the worth of their online presence. Its worth can be measured in terms of:

●the intellectual capital of the organisation as manifested in the Website (i.e. what collections are online, how they are arranged, navigated and accessed)

●its value-added online services (i.e. reference guides, helpdesk)

●the additional audience it brings to the organisation

●the increased awareness of the organisation.

This new trend in thinking though, brings up new questions:

●Just how important is it that a specific heritage organisation retains its differentiation from other organisations?

●Can or should an organisation sustain any existing physical walls, intellectual and cultural barriers between it and others?

●Will the unification of “bricks and mortar” and online ventures between various types of collecting organisations be mandatory for survival in the Digital Age?

●Should this new e-business model incorporate strategies for mergers and/or strategic alliances?

Some cultural organisations regard their website merely as something else they have to manage, even a distraction from their core business. Whereas many others organisations are embracing the Web as an opportunity to improve the realisation of their organisations’ mission.

5.4
Surveys about the use of e-business by cultural heritage institutions

5.4.1
Size of digital culture sector in Europe

Every business operators within the digital culture market is supported directly or indirectly by museums and galleries. Digital access will enable museums to provide them with a much better service. The print and publishing industries, for example, already make extensive use of museum collections and images. The acquisition of digital reproduction rights has become one of most important new art markets in Europe. 

Despite the recognized value of the digital culture market among Central Governments as well as local authorities, none of the countries of the European Union has provided formal statistical data on the value of the above market for their country.

In order to overcome this lack of data, Terra Incognita Europa has elaborated its own methodology to identify the value of the digital culture market in each country of the European Union, based on a unique mix of internal market data, economic data from official sources, estimations and extrapolations dependent on polled opinions of its own network of experts.

The figures presented below refer to 2000 and give an estimation of the value of the digital culture market for each country (in EURO bn).
	The European digital culture market value (year 2000)

	Country
	Digital culture market value in EURO bn 

	Austria
	8,317

	Belgium
	9,300

	Denmark
	12,384

	Finland
	5,25

	France
	48,128

	Germany
	71,694

	Greece
	3,815

	Ireland
	3,266

	Italy
	36,677

	Luxembourg
	0,885

	Netherlands
	20,458

	Portugal
	3,470

	Spain
	20,247

	Sweden
	14,709

	United Kingdom
	54,110

	EU 15
	295,198


Table 5
The European digital culture (2000)
Only in UK, digital culture has contributed over 4 per cent to the domestic economy and employs around one and a half million people. The sector is growing faster than, almost twice as fast as, the economy as a whole. The contribution of the digital culture to the gross domestic product is greater than the contribution of any of the UK's manufacturing industries.

The biggest national digital culture market is the German one, with a slightly bigger value of EURO 70 bn. (It is worth to mention that in Germany there are more than 5000 museums against the 2500 in UK and the 4000 national museums in Italy). Based on data provided by ICCS, TINC has also tried to estimate the value of the Bulgarian digital culture market. Although the data are not completely homogeneous with the ones on which the elaboration of the value for the EU countries is made, the estimation of a value of around 375 Million euros can be taken - with a grain of salt - as parameter of reference.
5.4.2
Canadian cultural heritage institutions

A study in the direction of how much e-business has infiltrated in the field of cultural heritage has been prepared by Wall Communications for the Department of Canadian Heritage. The purpose of the study was to identify and assess current and potential future business models relating to the creation and accessibility of digital Canadian cultural content. It focuses on Canadian digital cultural content made available by federal agencies and corporations as well as not-for-profit cultural and heritage organizations.

In conducting the study, Wall Communications relied on data and information from two primary sources. First, a detailed survey was carried out to collect information on existing digital products developed by federal agencies and non-profit cultural and heritage organizations. The survey also collected information on the business models currently used to fund digital products as well as expectations with respect to the development and funding of existing and new digital products in the coming years. Seven organizations participated in the survey:

●the National Library of Canada (NLC),

●the National Archives of Canada (NAC),

●the Canadian Museum of Civilization Corporation (CMCC),

●the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC),

●the National Film Board (NFB),

●Canadian Institute for Historical Microreproductions (CIHM) and

●Historica Foundation of Canada (Historica).

The second key source of information used in the study was obtained from interviews conducted by recognised experts in the fields of cultural content digitization and business models for the delivery of content over the Internet. The experts interviewed in this respect were recommended to Wall Communications by Canadian Heritage.

The seven surveyed organizations vary considerably in terms of their size and mandate. Similarly, the nature, volume and scope of the cultural content held within their respective collections vary significantly and, consequently, so do their respective digital cultural products. In the relatively brief period (starting in 1995 or so) since most of these organizations first began to develop online digital products, a significant body and range of digital cultural content has been created by these organizations. While the main target audience for the content has been the general public, much of the content is geared towards Canadian students, teachers and researchers.

5.4.2.1
Annual expenditures

In terms of current annual expenditures, the total year-end 2001 budget allocated for digital product development and maintenance for the seven surveyed organizations, in aggregate, is approximately $26 million. This averages to roughly $3.7 million per organization. Excluding the CBC, by far the largest organization in the group, the average drops to between $2.0 and $2.5 million per organization.

The number of full-time-equivalent (FTE) employees involved with digital product development and maintenance varies considerably across the organizations. For all survey respondents combined, there are approximately 254 internal FTE employees involved in these activities, either directly or indirectly. This amounts to roughly 36 FTE employees per organization. The average, excluding the CBC, drops to between 15 and 20 FTE employees.

On average, roughly one third of internal staff involved with digital product development and maintenance is dedicated to the digitization of content. The majority of the remaining staff are involved in content management (i.e. product development, content selection and administration) and technical operations (i.e. website design, development and maintenance). Finally, a very limited quantity of resources is dedicated to copyright clearance matters, and resources devoted to the marketing and promotion are negligible.

5.4.2.2
Funding

The surveyed organizations reported that they currently rely on a variety of sources of funding for the development and maintenance of their respective digital products. Reported current sources of funding include the following:

●federal government funding / operations and/or project funding

●partnership arrangements / cost sharing and/or content access

●corporate/private sponsorship funding

●product sales and licence fees

●access/subscription fees, and/or

●provincial government funding

For all but one of the surveyed organizations, the federal government currently represents the most important source of funding by far. In this respect, it should be also noted that while partnership arrangements offer an alternative source of funding, the partners involved are frequently other federal government departments and/or agencies. Only CIHM and CBC have a user fee based funding approaches in place at this time, although the NFB is planning to implement as user pay model in the near future.

5.4.2.3
Challenges in funding

The surveyed organizations indicated that the top challenges that they have faced to date in developing and maintaining digital products include:

●funding

●building capacity (i.e. developing necessary in-house expertise and technical infrastructure)

●managing standards

●copyright clearance and

●meeting the needs of target audiences

Of these challenges, funding was the most consistently and frequently cited. Although, in general, most of the surveyed organizations reported that they have been able to meet either in part or reasonably well their digital product develop requirements to date.

In terms of medium- to long-term requirements, most of the surveyed organizations were unable to provide a clear picture of their future digital product plans and priorities or, as a result, future funding requirements. Most have an enormous volume of cultural content yet to be digitized (especially in the cases of the NLC, NAC and CBC) which could takes many years to fully digitize. However, to date, many of the organizations have only conducted limited assessments of both the success of existing digital products and the likely demand for new and expanded digital products.

In Wall Communications' view, any new digital products that are to be developed should meet actual user needs in a user-friendly format. Moreover, there should be a complementary strategy to attract and grow an audience for the digital product, and raise the "visibility" of the product among potential users. However, it is not clear from the survey responses whether there is the necessary comprehensive and rigorous user demand analysis being conducted in support of new digital product development.

That being said, it is considered that a continuation of existing funding levels (derived from all existing sources) in the near- to intermediate-term appears to be the minimum level of funding necessary to build on the achievements made to date. This would allow further progress to be achieved in terms of the scale, depth and features of each organization's collection of digital cultural products. However, if current funding levels are to be maintained, cultural and heritage institutions would likely continue to require federal government funding at or near existing levels in the near term. It would clearly be very difficult for the organizations to quickly adjust to a significant reduction in federal government funding or, even more so, to a complete elimination of that funding. Any significant changes in business model strategy would take some time to implement and, more importantly, there would be no guarantee that any new approaches adopted would necessarily be successful.

It is also important to recognize that government funding provided to date has done more than simply help cover the costs of specific digital cultural content projects. It has allowed the organizations to build capacity, technical infrastructure and expertise to continue the development of similar digital products in the future. The nature of the operations of the surveyed organizations is rapidly changing as a result of technological developments, as is the case in virtually all sectors of the economy today. Ongoing digitization requirements and the need to increasingly deal with "born-digital" cultural products will transform current digital product project activities into standard day-to-day operations. The investments made to date should provide cultural and heritage organizations with greater capacity to continue with future digitization activities in a more efficient manner.

Nevertheless, in the near- to medium-term, cultural and heritage institutions will continue to be dependent on federal government funding in order to continue with the development of digital cultural products and maintain their existing products. For further government funding to be granted, however, there should be clear evidence provided demonstrating the existence of user demand for any proposed new digital cultural product projects. Of course, it is recognisable that this factor would not form the sole basis for any assessment for any such funding requests or digital content funding programs.

5.4.2.4
New business models

There are several alternative business models that could be potentially adopted over the medium to longer term that could reduce and possibly even eliminate (in some cases) the need for ongoing federal government funding of the development and maintenance of digital products in organizations such as those surveyed. The approaches considered included those currently used by commercial online content providers; i.e.:

●advertising and/or sponsorships revenues

●user fees (e.g., subscription- or transactions-based usage charges)

●product/services sales (e.g., from related products and/or services)

●cross-promotion (e.g., of traditional media or commercial operations), and/or

●digital content licensing

These approaches are not unique to commercial online service providers. There is considerable overlap between this list and the approaches currently followed by the organizations surveyed for this study. However, a number of these commercial market approaches would have limited, if any, applicability in the case of cultural and heritage intuitions (with the exception of organizations such as the CBC) i.e. advertising, product/service sales or cross promotions.

On the other hand, while no single model would necessarily be effective in all cases, there are several promising approaches that, in combination with existing funding models, could provide cultural and heritage institutions with potentially sustainable alternative sources of funding for digital products. These approaches include increased reliance on (i) partnerships aimed at sharing costs and/or gaining access to content, (ii) corporate and/or private sector sponsorships, (iii) user fees and/or (iv) third party licensing fees. The two latter approaches likely hold the most promise in terms of longer term sustainability.

However, with respect to a user pay approach, it is questionable as to whether user fees are appropriate in the case of certain cultural and heritage institutions such as the NLC and NAC. It appears that charging the public for access to either of these two institution's general interest digital collections would be contrary to their respective mandates, although, it may not be inappropriate to charge for access to digital content developed specifically for market applications. In addition, licensing digital cultural content to third party content aggregators could raise similar concerns, to the extent that digital cultural content previously provided free of charge was shifted to a third-party content provider on a user pay basis.

While, the user pay and content licensing models could be effective and sustainable business model approaches for many of the organizations examined in this study, we would not recommend that the government necessarily favour these approaches over others. Just as the current funding approaches differ significantly from one organization to another, likely so would the business model approaches adopted by cultural and heritage organizations in the coming years.

For cultural and heritage institutions to successfully deliver online digital cultural content in the future, with significantly less reliance on federal government funding, they would need to adopt a more commercial approach to creating digital products and marketing those products. This implies that these organizations may need to re- focus their digital products to satisfy more narrowly targeted market segments or user groups. Consequently, to the extent that government funding is scaled back, government's ability to influence the type of digital cultural content that is made available to Canadians would ultimately diminish. Whether or not and under what circumstances this trade-off would be acceptable to the government would require careful consideration.

5.4.3
US cultural heritage institutions

The US Institute of Museums and Library Services (IMLS) have conducted a similar survey that presents key cumulative findings about the technology use and digitization activities by museums and libraries. It presents a series of results that compare survey responses by museums and libraries based on a variety of categorizations. The most significant of these categorizations is the one on which most sections of this report are based: museum, public library, academic library, and State Library Administrative Agency (SLAA). Further categorizations are by such measures as budget size, size of populations served, and current extent of technology use and digitization.
The survey results quantify, for the first time, the current status of technology use and digitization activities by museums and libraries. The reliability of findings varies somewhat based on the rate at which institutions in various categories responded to the survey. Nonetheless, some broad and significant cumulative findings are clear.

5.4.3.1
Technology usage and digitization activities

Libraries’ technology use is pervasive, particularly the basic technologies that automate and support services to the public.

Museums’ technology use is strong in the medium-sized and large museums, but lags significantly in the smaller museums

●87% percent of museums are using some technology to automate operations and support programming

●roughly 13% of museums currently use no technologies, and 42% of those have no immediate plans for adding technologies

●67% of the survey’s museum respondents has budgets of $250,000 or less. Among this group, only 55% have access to the Internet, e-mail, and standard office software. Only 41% has a Web site

Museums and public libraries alike demonstrate a marked gap between small and large institutions

Small museums are less likely to be using technologies than medium-sized and large museums. The distinction is pronounced: While 87% of all museums have some technology, the percentage of small museums with technology is significantly lower. 13% of small museums use no technology. Small public libraries fared better than their museum counterparts. For example, 85% have e-mail and Internet access. Yet they lag in use of online catalogs, desktop computers and Web sites.

Digitization activities are an emerging focus in museums and libraries, with substantial work being done by State Library Administrative Agencies (SLAAs)
●more than 78% of all SLAAs reported digitization activities in the past year. Compare this with 32% percent of museums, 34 % of Academic libraries, and 25% of public libraries. Larger museums, academic libraries, and public libraries are more active than the smaller ones

●SLAAs lead in all areas of digitization, including funding (primarily through the receipt of LSTA funds from IMLS and other funds from their states), collaboration among institutions, and digitization policies

●all groups have plans to digitize in the next 12 months and beyond, indicating a significant expansion of digitization activities
●collaboration in digitization activities and the adoption of policies and standard practices for digitization in museums, academic libraries, and public libraries lag significantly behind the SLAAs. These are important areas for development

5.4.3.2
Funding

The different kinds of libraries in the survey have sources of funds that have enabled them to invest in technologies

●public libraries have benefited from e-Rate discounts, grants from Private Foundations and State programs, which especially Library Services and Technology Act (LSTA) funds administered by the State Library Administrative Agencies

●academic libraries use operating funds, gifts from donors and IMLS funds

to support their technology needs

●State Library Administrative Agencies (SLAAs) use LSTA and operating

funds to implement technology

There are fewer sources of funds available for museum investment in technology

●the funding programs that have benefited libraries have not been available

to museums

●key sources of funding include operating funds, gifts from donors, and in-kind contributions. Twenty percent (20%) of all museums reported having ‘no funding for technology

5.4.3.3
Actions recommended for museums, libraries and SLAAs

Learn about the importance of having policies to ensure the long-term availability and usefulness of digital content

Libraries and museums that are engaged in or considering digitization projects should understand the importance of having policies to ensure the long-term availability and usefulness of the digital content that is created. Of particular importance are policies on metadata, standards for imaging, preservation of digital images, and selection of materials to be digitized, and access policies.

Explore the usefulness of registering digital products in centralized digital registries

One of the challenges created by digitization is the difficulty of knowing what digital resources exist and where they are located. To address this problem for projects supported through its LSTA-funded National Leadership Grants program, IMLS is considering a grant award to pilot the use of a new tool known as the Open Archives Initiative metadata harvesting protocol. If successful, the pilot would provide access to the more than 100 digital collections created with the IMLS LSTA-funded National Leadership Grant program since 1998. It would also help IMLS identify emerging best practices for the creation, management, and interoperability of digital resources.

Explore opportunities to coordinate digitization initiatives state-wide and regionally

The State Library Administrative Agencies (SLAAs) are in a particularly advantageous position to coordinate digitization initiatives within their states and regionally. They may want to consider the opportunities in their area to promote and coordinate collaboration among libraries and museums.

5.5
The e-business “manual” for heritage institutions

The first step the heritage institutions attempted in order to achieve e-culture and through this the fruiting of their economics, was to create a site and manage it. For this purpose there were certain actions that were taken. Below there is an analysis of these actions the cultural heritage organisations took in order to achieve their goal.

5.5.1
Managing the e-business
At any point in time an institution’s website was either being planned, under development or re-development, being launched, maintained, evaluated, enhanced and promoted or being assessed with a view to undergoing a re-birth. These stages formed a “life cycle” which was rather like that of a garden’s life cycle: the initial planning, each section planted out according to a schedule, plantings monitored and tendered to, sections developed further to cater for growth and the emergence of new trends in gardening. Any gardener knows that this life cycle requires constant management if it is to yield rewards.

The same goes with a website. At any point the website is located somewhere in the Life Cycle as explained below. The four stages identified in the website life cycle are interdependent, just as they are for gardens. Acknowledgement of the website Life Cycle and the need to manage it dispelled the myth that developing and managing a website finishes on the day it is launched; the launch is, to borrow a phrase, simply the end of the beginning. Successful websites, like successful gardens, are in a state of perpetual change which requires systematic management.

This Life Circle of the website simply consisted of eight sectors described below:

●planning the website. The sector includes designing, profiling and promoting the website

●building the website. Includes the documentation of the requirements and managing the development of the website

●maintaining the website. This sector is mostly about the technical maintenance and the content updating

●Evaluating the website.

Managing all the elements of each category effectively helped to ensure that:

●what the heritage institution was trying to achieve in each stage of the Life Cycle was realistic and achievable given the available people, resources and finances

●each stage of the Life Cycle was completed on time and within budget

●people in the institute were not over-stretched for time nor expected to undertake tasks for which they were not qualified or skilled (all of which leads to stress and unhappy people).

●each stage of the Life Cycle was carried out in the most efficient manner leading to maximum saving of money and resources, i.e. resources and money were not wasted due to poor timing or sequencing of events

●each stage of the Life Cycle was actually undertaken, i.e. evaluation conducted regularly

●risks were foreseen and managed appropriately, i.e. hold-ups due to difficulty in securing reproduction rights.

5.5.2
Planning the website

The purpose of a website and its intended audience were the fundamental bases on which the content, functionality, design and measures of success were determined. Putting time and effort into determining the purpose of the site made planning the site far easier and more effective. Using some of the features below identified the main aims and the commerciality of the website:

●greater access to the collection, performances, art form/art product

●creating efficiencies and time-saving

●raising revenue for the organisation

●providing new services

●improving the management of your collection

●providing information to the public

●promoting your organisation

●educating, i.e. providing analysis, interpretations etc

●entertaining

●supporting/promoting artists, performers, writers, creators etc

●supporting specialist activities, i.e. exhibitions, functions

●building relationships with audiences, visitors, supporters etc

●advertising services, i.e. restorations, evaluations

●reducing time-wasting processes e.g. taking bookings, mail-outs

●selling items from the shop

●create dialogue and a community

●other aims

5.5.2.1
Technical issues

A number of technical issues were first implemented, before the heritage institutions proceeds to the creation of their websites. The most important of them were the decision upon the type of the website.

A database-driven website is one that stores its content (text, photos, audio files etc) in a database. Any page of the website chosen by the user is created at that moment, by pulling in the relevant data from the database to construct that page. There are four compelling reasons for a site being database driven:

●it is an extremely efficient solution for maintaining the content of the site

●it allows any data collected from the user, such as contact details, bookings or orders and personalisation of the site to be stored efficiently for instant or later retrieval by staff, the user or automatically by the website itself

●it enables very effective searching of the site by the user

●it makes it easy for novice users of the internet (subscribers) to maintain their own data via a user-friendly maintenance tool on the site

Just how long a user has to wait will depend on two interdependent sets of factors controlled by the site owner and those controlled by the site user.

User-side factors that CANNOT be controlled by website owners:

●the capacity of the computer and modem being used

●the software running on the computer

●the quality of the connection to the Internet Service Provider (ISP)

●the ISP’s capacity and connection to the Internet

●when and how frequently the site is being accessed

●the age of their computer

●government contracts and obligations to use certain technical solutions

Owner-side factors that CAN be controlled by Web owners:

●the nature of the graphic design, content and functional elements in the website

●the speed and power of the Web server on which the website is hosted

●the speed of the connection the Web server has to the Internet.

Just how long users are prepared to wait for a page to download onto their screen was not an easy question to answer. What is “acceptable” will vary from person to person and for each one of us may vary on any given day. Some of the variable factors include:

●the reason for accessing the site, e.g. entertainment, information, education

●the user’s mood at the time

●prior experience with the Internet and therefore expectations

●the environment in which the site is accessed, i.e. an Internet kiosk at an airport

●the importance of getting the information at that very moment

●whether the user is paying for accessing the website at that time.

5.5.3
Promoting the website

As part of the planning process the cultural heritage institutions considered how they intended to promote their website. Several suggestions were offered.

5.5.3.1
Registration with search engines

Search engines are, roughly speaking, simply large databases that keep an index of websites organised by such things as subject, keyword, phrase and/or domain name. When a user enters a search word or phrase the search engine refers to its index and displays the websites that it has stored in its index against the search criteria. This is why searching for sites and keywords is so quick, it’s the database or index of websites that is searched, not the whole Web! The results are listed usually according to the degree of compatibility with the search criteria.

5.5.3.2
Metadata

The ranking can be improved by giving some thought to the structure of the institution’s page, and by the use of fairly simple meta-tags in the page, i.e. Title tag, description tag and keywords tag. If possible, a keyword-rich first paragraph on the registered page can be used. Once registered, a monitoring of the position of the site in search results would be useful. A comparison with sites that are better ranked can be made, in order to modify the institute’s, accordingly.

5.5.3.3
Other promoting strategies

●reciprocal links with other complementary sites

●incentives (i.e. discounts) and give-away competitions

●virtual postcards

●subscriber email lists

●all staff uses the site, talk about it to visitors and know its address

●have it set up in the coffee shop/foyer/entrance

●include the URL and other info in all email signature files

●stationery and publications, include the website address on:

●all letter-heads, correspondence

●all business cards

●complementary slips

●the franking stamp on envelopes

●advertisements in papers, magazines, radio etc

●job advertisements

●organisation profiles

●signage, where appropriate, e.g. outside of the building on the sidewalk, on the building

●on the price sticker attached to any items for sale

●receipts provided to customers in the shop, restaurant etc

●tickets to exhibitions

●packaging used to wrap items in the shop.

5.5.4
The website as a source of cost-saving and efficiency

It was expected that a number of line-items in the budget of heritage institutions required less “resourcing” in terms of dollars and staff time as the website gained popularity within the public, and staff used it increasingly to cut costs wherever possible. For this to occur, however, it was crucial that the Management Team, when contemplating what content and functionality to place on the site, gave high priority to those things that would drive cost savings and efficiencies. The site should be reviewed on a regular basis with view to incorporating additional features and content that would drive cost-savings as well as creating revenue generating opportunities.

The provision on the website of online forms, mailing lists, audience databases that enabled email-outs and self-updating of contact details, e-commerce solutions and the provision of downloadable files such as reports, fact sheets and programmes, contributed to cost savings. A list of the cost-saving centres and areas of efficiency gains across the institution was:

●Providing information. Reduce staff time on the telephone with customers by referring them to the website – also some telephone enquirers will be better informed as a result of referring to the site and therefore will take less time.

●Bookings and orders. Data entered into an online form with appropriate links into the organisation’s database accounting system bypasses staff, freeing them to market and sell more tickets, memberships etc.

●Publishing and printing. Reduce cost of outsourcing to printers and graphic designers for brochures, research, concert programmes

●Photocopying. Reduce through-put and need for more and/or larger photocopiers.

●Faxing –reduce cost and time involved in re-keying data and reduce errors in interpretation of poor quality originals, i.e. handwritten forms and poor quality faxes.

●Postage and handling. Reduces expense and time.

●Paper. Reduce the overall paper consumption and therefore cost.

●Processing time. Streamline processing of forms, i.e. online membership applications and orders.

●Account management. An e-commerce solution reduces processing of accounts, reconciliation, banking and improves cash-flow.

●Communication and meeting costs. Using email groups can reduce phone calls, time consumed in arranging meetings, number of face-to-face meetings, cost of getting people to meetings.

The Management Team investigated areas of cost savings and efficiencies. Recommendations were then made to the Project Manager and Promotions/Marketing person on strategies to enhancing aspects of the site and its usage that would facilitate cost-savings and greater efficiencies.

5.5.5
Revenue generating strategies

5.5.5.1
e-commerce
The term e-commerce refers to buying, selling or ordering goods and services on the Internet. The most obvious example of e-commerce is the online payment via credit card for goods or services that have been ordered, and in some cases delivered, online, such as high resolution images from an image bank or items from the institution's shop, or a ticket to a performance.

E-commerce is about any commercial transaction that is facilitated by the institution’s website. That transaction may simply be ordering an item from the shop yet paying for it by cheque or money order only when the online user receives it in the post. Therefore, e-commerce did not have to be an expensive or sophisticated function to add to the web site. It is simply another function that saved time for both the heritage institution and its online visitors.
5.5.5.2
Choosing an e-commerce solution

The following diagram illustrates the elements of e-commerce models available and the range of options within each
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Figure 1 
e-commerce models
It might have been useful to create a solution that was a hybrid of the options above. It could be changed once implemented, so the managers started with the easiest approach and worked their way towards more complex models over time.

At the time that he decided the solution that best suited the organisation he considered the following issues:

●security

●inventory control

●efficiency

●privacy. What he will and will not do with their details

●returns policy. Under what circumstances he will accept returned items

●reimbursement policy. For people who are unable to attend a function for which they bought tickets online.

●shipping policy. Freight costs, insurance, import duties, where he will not deliver goods

●fulfilment policy. What he will do if an item/service is purchased but he can not fulfil the order at all in reasonable time.

Having established an e-commerce capability he then started to sell through the site:

●digitised images, video or audio clips, perhaps held in a databank on the site

●items in the shop

●tickets/access to physical and online exhibitions, events, lectures etc

●membership to the organisation or a community of its supporters or “friends”

●subscription to specialist services, newsletters etc for which he normally charges

●specifically requested research conducted by the organisation's staff

●papers, monographs and journals produced by the organisation

●tour bookings where there is a charge

●venue/facilities bookings, ones that he makes available to the public for a fee.

5.5.5.3
Other forms of revenue generation

●Sponsorships

●Advertisements

●Affiliate programs

5.5.6
Building the site

5.5.6.1
Documenting the requirements

If the institute was outsourcing the building of the site or if, however, much or all of it was to be done in-house, it was still relevant and useful the production of a document such as that suggested here. Rather than calling it an RFP, it would be more appropriately named a Development Brief.

5.5.6.2
The request for proposal (RFP) document

An RFP provides potential developers with sufficient information on which to base a proposal to undertake the development of the site. It would be ideal if it were to contain enough detail for them to provide a firm quotation. Quite often, though it merely enabled them to provide an approximate quotation which was confirmed in the first stage of the project once they were appointed.

Below is the outline of a typical RFP that could be replicated and populated with information, figures, guidelines etc that have been determined in the planning stage of the website Life Cycle.

Section 1. About [the organisation’s name]

●Organisation’s mission statement

●Services/products offered

●Name of owners

●History of the organisation

Section 2. Web Project Vision and Objectives

●What is its vision?

●What are its objectives?

●What are the intended deliverables of the project?

Section 3. Target Audiences

It was about who the target audiences were. It was useful to provide as accurate a breakdown of the demographics as possible, i.e. gender, age groups, location (state, national, international, rural, city), interests and to provide some assessment as to their likely experience using the Internet.

Section 4. Project Management

Explanation of the management structure, which was supposed to be the decision-makers, their respective roles and internal decision-making procedures. Details of their expectations re project meetings:

●how frequently the project team was to meet with the developers

●the agenda for those meetings

●what was expected of the developers by way of reports

●how proceedings were to be recorded

●how disputes were to be resolved.

Section 5. Background to the Project

Provision of any relevant history to the project and/or the organisation, assisted developers to understand people and content sensitivities, schedule, design, aims of the organisation etc.

Section 6. Content

Indication of:

●content scope – how many words, images, maps, minutes of video, audio etc

●content type, i.e. text, photos, audio, etc and their current format i.e. digitised, hard copy

●provision of an information design map showing all headings and sub-headings that were to be used in the site and how they related to each other.

Section 7. Functionality

Identification of the functional elements that were to be included in the site. Description in as much detail as possible of how the institutes envisaged how each function would work from the user’s perspective. Inclusion of the results or information the institutions wanted and what tracking they wanted to be able to do when users accessed that functional element. For example, for each online form stipulate how many fields of information, what information is sought, to whom in the organisation the information they supply is to be sent and in what format, as an email or a comma delimited file that can be imported into a spreadsheet, or is it to go automatically to a database or other program?

Section 8. Graphic and Information Design

●Description of the corporate identity – does it need to complement the organisation’s existing branding (logo, font, colours) or is it purposely different?

●Detailing the design criteria and provide URLs of sites that users would like to look for.

●Description of how the information/content is to be organised (i.e. the information design) and provide guidelines.

●Specification of accessibility requirements.

Section 9. General Technical Issues

●Speed, optimum speed and any special factors that may impact on it

●Hosting and Web Server

●Usage monitoring and reporting requirements

●Industry standard solutions

●Miscellaneous, explanation of any restrictions that were possible to limit the target audience’s capacity to access the Internet, i.e. rural clients with poor access speed and capacity.

Section 10. Databases (if applicable)

If users of the site were supposed to “talk” to the organisation’s database(s), it proved important to consider:

●whether there was a need for instant links to keep the database up-to-date instantaneously or if periodic (i.e. daily/weekly) updating was sufficient

●what restrictions were required on access to the database(s) and what level of security was required

●how often it was expected users to access the database(s) and how many at any point of time, i.e. if the site was to accompany an exhibition, when did the institutions anticipated greatest access to the site?

Section 11. E-Commerce (if applicable)

If the organizations wanted users to be able to purchase products and/or services via this site, it was important to be specific about:

●the products and services which were to be offered online

●the payment process which were appropriate, i.e. instantaneous via a secure online payment solution or users to provide credit card details with their order leaving the organisation to process the order and payment manually

●the fulfilment details, how the institute was going to ensure supply and how the product or service was to be delivered

●how and where the terms and conditions of purchase (returns, refunds policy, disclaimers etc) were to be displayed to users.

Section 12. Maintenance and Training

Institute’s requirements for the needs to be maintained and how each of the following aspects of site maintenance should be addressed:

●the solution, browser-based or simply a third-party tool e.g. Dreamweaver or Front Page?

●content

●graphic and navigational design

●functions and features

●documentation

●training.

Section 13. Testing and Revision

●What was to be tested and under what conditions?

●Institute’s respective roles and responsibilities.

●Over what period would testing take place?

●Who paid for changes that were required as a result of feedback from the testing?

Section 14. Project Schedule and Deliverables

●Specification of the deliverables and milestones.

●Specifications of the timeframe and any stages that the institute specifically required in the development process.

Section 15. Instructions to Tenders

As the name suggests, this section of the RFP outlines:

●how tenders are to respond – format, number of copies

●when responses must be submitted, where and to whom

●the conditions governing the evaluation process

●what their responses must contain

●what their responses may contain

●the process and time-frame for evaluating the responses

●criteria for selection.

Much of this was often dictated by the institute’s existing purchasing policies.

5.5.6.3
Looking for a developer

Quite obviously the selection of the right developer that would undertake a website development, or redevelopment, was crucial to the success of the project. Fortunately, today there is no shortage of Web developers to choose from. The trick was picking the right one. The ideal Web developer for a particular project would rate “YES” to all the questions posed in the following checklist. In reality it was very difficult to find one developer that would achieve the perfect score. Most often the heritage institutions chose the developer mostly suited to the project.

Questions usually taken in consideration

●did the core competencies of the Web developer match the type of site the institution had specified? (.i.e. highly dependent on graphic design or e-commerce skills)

●had they built websites for this type of organisation before?

●had they built websites using the proposed solution before?

●was the proposed solution employed on a current live website that has been seen and explored?

●was the written submission easy to be understood?

●were they financially sound?

●was their solution value for money?

●did they propose a sound, workable project management methodology?

●did their proposal indicate that they would add value to the project beyond merely providing that which was specified in the RFP?

●did they seem to be good listeners?

●did they appear to be honest and professional?

●did they understand the project, especially its contents?

●did their solution pose an acceptable level of risk?

●did the representatives of the institution met all the key people from the Web development team who would be working on the project?

●had they agreed to sign the contract without alteration to any of the terms and conditions that the representatives deem to be non-negotiable, i.e. copyright, and without wishing to introduce new terms and conditions that were unacceptable to them?

●did the developers propose to give to the institutions as much control as they wished over the site after it was launched?

5.5.6.4
Staging the development

The development process was divided into three stages: establishing technical specifications, construction and delivery and deployment.

Stage 1: The Technical Specifications Exercise

The technical specifications stage resulted in clearly defined information on:

●the technical solution, i.e. authoring language, database solution, Web server and hosting requirements

●scope and nature of the content

●functionality and interactivity on the site

●graphic and information design and navigation parameters and rules

●documentation and training deliverables

●development and payment schedule for the project.

This was a very important stage in the building of the site as it confirmed what was to be delivered, the schedule for delivery and how much it would cost. It was reasonable to expect this stage to attract a fee of up to 20% of the cost of the whole project.

Stage 2: The Construction Phase

Once the project was under way it was controlled through regular project meetings. Agreement was already been reached on how to conduct these meetings, i.e. frequency, reporting. It was at these project meetings that any variations to the agreed deliverables, schedule, costs or required resources were raised and resolved.

Stage 3: Delivery and Deployment

Once the site had been constructed and the testing completed, the site was ready for hand-over to the heritage organisation. This stage of the development process required the web developer to:

●conduct the training

●install any third party software or templates designed by the developers that organization’s staff will use to maintain the site

●provide the site documentation, e.g. navigation maps, indexes of files

●return hard copy and soft copy materials used during the development of the site

●close the test site and email groups established to manage the construction.

5.6
Current situation in the cultural heritage e-business sector

In the mid-90s, the European Commission launched a remarkable programme to boost the use of information and communication technologies (ICTs) in the emerging information society. The programme promised economic growth, a growing employment market and an overall increase of quality in all aspects of our lives.

Triggered by Al Gore’s White Paper for building a national information infrastructure in December 1993 and the Bangemann Report, “Europe and the global information society”, in June 1994, the new technologies were considered as one of the key drivers of future prosperity. In 1996, all possibilities to realise this potential were open.

Between 1996 and 2001, the European Commission and national governments created regulatory frameworks removing some of the obstacles to the accessibility of the future e-business markets – breaking up the national telecommunication monopolies to lower access costs, for example.

The cultural sector, particularly the publishing and entertainment industries as main content providers, were seen as key players for the development of new products and services to be delivered over digital networks. The future appeared to be “rosy” and anything seemed possible.

However, in the last two years, the initial enthusiasm for the new economy has been severely dampened and there has also been a rude awakening for the content providers in the cultural sector. The fact that people expect Internet content to be free of charge, together with the continuing lack of effective legislation on international copyright, created major barriers for commercially successful ventures on the Internet. As a consequence, in many cases the expected return on investment did not materialise and since the year 2000, some companies of the new economy were forced to close down. However, this will only be temporary, and given European youth’s embracing of the new technologies, it is quite evident that better times can be expected in the future. Moreover, demand for quality content remains high

For the cultural heritage institutions, it will become increasingly clear on how to market their unique resources especially to the educational community. A clear digitisation policy will enable memory institutions to create digital cultural heritage resources efficiently, for future access over computer and mobile networks. The key to success will be cooperations and strategic partnerships at all levels with other memory institutions across the sector, intermediary organisations as well as commercial companies.

Thus, cultural heritage institutions can reduce risk and avoid wasting resources as the cost of valorising cultural heritage resources commercially will remain high. Staff in cultural heritage institutions will be more versatile and better trained, with the necessary information management and project management skills to develop the personalised services and highly interactive environments that future users will demand. Trained personnel and growing digital collections will be the key to success.

But lets attempt a zooming in the cultural heritage e-business sector

5.6.1
e-retailing

E-retailing means the sale of physical products over the Web. Purchasing, and often payment, take place online and delivery through the post (the weak link in the chain due to the costs involved).
Products relating to a CH institution’s “assets” include:

●gift shop articles

●cultural CD-ROMs

●posters

●calendars

●prints

●books and

●exhibition catalogues.

E-retailing can be combined with a membership scheme with special offers and discounts for members. The potential to generate revenue and reduce costs of transactions and fulfilment, however, needs to be tempered by limiting considerations. QUEST, for example, points out that “unless new markets can be tapped, online sales may simply be displacing those through traditional channels, creating a channel rivalry with the potential to increase rather than reduce costs.” (“Creating e-Value” P.40) It also notes that in the case of NDPBs with a retail function in the U.K., this function is tied to physical location and “relatively few are set up for mail order or catalogue delivery shopping and so are poorly prepared for online retail sales.”
Establishing a retail brand is also an important consideration in this market and requires an extremely large customer base. It also entails developing and producing unique products, which in the multimedia field is still a risky and costly business. It seems “Returns from most off-line multimedia products have shown to be very limited, profit often not being more than 1-3%, with many products not reaching the break-even point.” (DIGICULT – Final Report P.126) This effectively means that only large and well-known CH institutions have the capacity to generate enough trading to justify the investment needed.
Examples of success in this field are, in fact, limited in number. Among organizations in the U.K. which already have some form of e-commerce, it seems only the British Library, with its specialized document delivery service, is generating significant revenue. It currently generates 20% of annual funds through this service, which has grown since 1995 by 22%, from £21m to £25m, with more than 88% of orders received online. (“Creating e-Value” P.41). In the U.S.A., the Boston Museum of Fine Arts generated around $1m (gross) from online and retail and membership sales in the second half of 1999, and projected online revenues for the year 2000 were $2.4m.

In the case of organizations with a small trading facility, affiliate marketing (referral or indirect retail) would be more relevant. In this system, the organization refers its users to an online retailer it is affiliated with, receiving a commission on any purchases made (generally 5- 15%). This enables an organization to add value to its website with negligible risk or cost to the organization itself. There is also the fact that “Commercial organisations may be keen to partner high-profile cultural organisations which already have a high volume of traffic.” (QUEST report P.45) The most successful example of an affiliate model venture is Museumshop.com. This is a large online retail platform with more than 75 affiliated museums, showcasing more than 3,000 products. European partner institutions include the Musée d’Orsay, the Prado Museum, and the Victoria & Albert Museum. (DigiCULT P.128) In France, the Réunion des Musées Nationaux (RMN) has set up a retail e-commerce site for all its affiliated museums. This model, as well as outsourcing to a specialist third party supplier for occasional e-commerce needs, seems to be the best option for small CH institutions in particular. 

5.6.2
Digital commerce

Digital commerce is the selling or licensing of digital/digitised products, with the whole transaction (purchase, payment and delivery) ideally taking place completely online.
Products include digital surrogates of cultural heritage objects and educational material. In the case of digital surrogates or images, revenues are generated through licensing. Key markets are those which are content-driven such as publishing, broadcasting and multimedia providers. Advertising and corporate publishing also occasionally draw on content which a CH institution could provide. The authenticity and expert knowledge inherent in CH resources have a marketable value for publishers and broadcasters in particular. In a report commissioned by the Canadian Heritage Information Network (CHIN), it was found that across all market segments, photographs/images generally held the greatest interest and potential. Film and audiovisual recordings were also relevant, but to a lesser extent and mainly for broadcasters.
In the private sector there is a well developed image bank market, whereas in the CH sector, this market is, as yet, relatively untapped. Corbis, ImageBank, Comstock and Getty Images are examples of ventures in this field backed by large-scale investment. Getty Images, for example, has a 25% share of the image market. Its main customers are in the publishing and advertising sector, and about 40% of its sales are delivered over the Internet. An attempt on its part to expand from the Business to Business (B2B) market to the Business to Consumer (B2C) market, however, met with failure. A venture called Art.com offering prints and framing to consumers online, acquired in May 1999, was closed in May 2001 due to the high costs and low revenues.
In the public sector, BBCwild.com, the commercial arm of the BBC’s Natural History Unit, has proved to be a successful small-scale venture, winning the FT public sector website award in 1999. One of the main problems facing CH institutions in this market sector, though, is that related to intellectual property rights. The potential for unlimited and unauthorized copying and distribution of images on the Internet poses a risk to the dissemination of works which are not clearly in the public domain. In order to avoid liability, a painstaking and time-consuming process of obtaining item-by-item rights clearance is entailed. This inevitably impinges on a CH institution’s ability to compete with the private sector in terms of providing a fast turnaround delivery service.
Other problems relate to weaknesses in management structure and licensing competency, as well as the considerable investment of time and resources needed to reach industry standard. The CHIN report states that “Industry representatives suggest that the cost of developing competitive licensing systems and processes, as well as developing and maintaining catalogues could be prohibitive to entering the market. They recommend an alliance or partnership with an existing agency or broker as an alternative to building an in-house system.” The authors of the DigiCULT report, however, feel this would only be effective for institutions with highly valued art or unique collections. The problem would be to justify such a commercial alliance in the case of licensing less well-known resources online, as there would be little prospect of covering costs from its share of licensing fees. The implication is that only a part of a CH institution’s collection would be commercially relevant.
Operational costs, such as the re-allocation of personnel and other resources, as well digitisation, would necessitate a selective approach of this type. A market-driven approach dictating which resources should be digitised obviously clashes with the notion of increased access to the full range of CH resources.
Rather than restrictive joint ventures or competing on the same ground as private sector players, it would make more sense in the view of DigiCULT for CH institutions to draw on their own strengths and create their own market. These strengths reside in: traditional points of intersection with the publishing and broadcasting industry; the uniqueness and historic authenticity of CH resources; and the value-added aspect of the knowledge and expertise CH experts can bring to the selection and contextualization of resources.
Establishing or further developing a cultural heritage brand grounded on authenticity, knowledge-based interpretation and contextualization, would not only generate value, but also be more consonant with the mission of CH organizations.
5.6.3
The art market online auctions

This section is intended to give an estimation of the art market based on available data from the world leader in art market information Art price (http://art-market.net.searchartprice.com).
This estimation is useful to assess the importance and respectively the potential of the Regnet system, offering, among others, IT services to the art market. The auction market value for art objects for the last 10 years is analyzed below.
The index of the price of art objects for 1992 is set to 100%. The deviation of the index is given in the chart index (t), t = 1992 – 2001 year. Five art categories are presented: painting drawing, print-multiple, sculpture, photography. Each category is estimated in relation with the object size: very small formats, small, medium, large, very large, and monumental. The dynamic of the business transaction per quarter/per year is given in reference to the index value. The market dynamics is presented per every art category.
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Figure 2 
Art market index
For the time period of 10 years, the relevant importance of photography has increased to 155,51, for painting - 130,27 and sculpture 108,66. Respectively the market importance of drawing is approximately kept on the same level (95,83) but the print art object index is considerably decreased (67,19). As a whole, the art market index is 106.42 over the basis of 100 assumed for 1992 year. The above table gives information about the volume of transactions, maximum and overage price, and number of transactions (sells) for the 10 years period 1992-2001. The dynamics of the index, evaluated of the most 1000 successful market transactions per year are given in the figure below.
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Figure 3
 
Transactions per year on art market
This figure proves the fact that the relative importance and the value of the art objects are kept relatively constant through the years. Hence the investments in art objects preserve their value nevertheless the inflation rate. The behaviour of the market state differs per art category. Here is few estimates of the art market.
5.6.4
Education and e-learning

E-learning, or the digital provision of educational material and services, is in many ways the field in which CH institutions have most to offer. As expressed in a report by the Council for Museums, Archives and Libraries (CMAL) “A strategic plan for action” (and which can be interpreted as referring to all types of cultural heritage institution): “Museums, archives and libraries hold great richness and diversity of resources for the whole spectrum of learning, from formal education to the self-renewal gained from the chance encounter with a book, painting or forgotten fact. […] Learning at all stages of life is a crucial force for the improvement of individuals and communities…” ICT can uniquely help to integrate the cultural and educational sectors, and promote the important notion of lifelong learning. The value of providing for learning is reinforced by the findings of a survey in the U.K. carried out by the CMAL in 1998 on behalf of the Campaign for Learning. The survey found that:

●most adults were currently engaged in learning

●more than half did so outside the formal education system

●over half were learning in order to improve the quality of their lives rather than improve work skills or prospects
●the most popular methods of learning were studying or doing practical things alone and exchanging ideas and information with others

●people felt they learnt most at home (57%) or in libraries and museums (36% and 13% respectively); only 29% felt they learnt most at colleges and universities.

Through Web technology and ICT, homes and CH institutions can link up and cater directly to people’s preferences in terms of learning, as well as contribute to expanding access and social inclusion from the perspective of creating a “learning society”. As “A Netful of Jewels” puts it: “Museum collections and works of art have a special potential to engage people and act as a catalyst for debate and interaction with others and for personal research and enjoyment.”

5.6.4.1
Services and user expectations

In order to engage people and act as a catalyst, content and services need to be user-oriented. This entails, firstly, content which is tailored to the interests and needs of the users, whether they are individuals, groups or communities of interest. Secondly, it entails as much interactivity as possible. The more users are able to interact and actively do something with the material provided, the greater will be the interest and the greater will be the learning taking place. Thirdly, it entails providing users with a user-friendly interface and simple online tools for manipulation, as well as navigation. Lastly, and related to the previous point, it entails providing the end-user with integrated access to information and resources.

As pointed out in “Collections, Content and the Web” in relation to academic users: “…the important issue is not which institutions digitise which materials or on whose Web site they reside. The crucial need for academic users, both faculty and students, is to have the broadest possible access and the most powerful searching tools to locate digital resources wherever they may be found.” The desire for integrated resources can be generalized to all end-users. Joining up services is also one of the key recommendations of the QUEST report: “Bringing services together to create a seamless experience for the user is central to the approach that both NDPBs and DCMS could adopt in future: both by NDPBs collaborating with each other as well as other organisations, and by the different constituent parts of the cultural sector being joined up online at a national level.”
In order to cope with the high costs of developing high-quality interactive digital educational material, a subscription-based business model has been adopted by cultural organizations in this field. What proportion of online material should be free and what should be charged for is still an unresolved question. The U.K.’s National Grid for Learning seems to take the view that charging for access is acceptable, providing that enough free material is available for a potential subscriber to be in a position to make an informed decision as to whether to subscribe or not. The costs associated with providing content and services of high enough quality and attractiveness to justify monthly or annual fees, restrict this line of activity to major CH institutions, consortia, or new types of heavily funded CH organizations.
An example of a major cultural heritage institution in this field is Louvre.edu. It provides an interactive space, a “virtual environment”, with material that users, individually or as a group, can manipulate to produce something of pedagogic value. Realised by the Musée du Louvre and Pagesjaunes Edition, in partnership with the Ministère de l’Education Nationale. The environment builds on the Louvre’s digital library resources and digitised collection objects.
Users, who pay a subscription to access the space, are provided with a personal “virtual office”, which has a set of functions enabling images, texts and audio commentaries to be combined and regrouped, then stored or downloaded for external use, such as a classroom presentation or on an educational website.

5.7
Digicult’s recommendations for the players involved

The DigiCULT study was conducted by Salzburg Research Forschungsgesellschaft mbH for the European Commission, Information Society DG – D2, with the assistance and support from the following organisations:

Consorzio Civita, Rome (I)

Haus der Kulturen der Welt, Berlin (D)

Kungliga Biblioteket, Overages Nationalbibliotek, Stockholm (S)

Φsterreichische Nationalbibliothek,Vienna (A)

Scottish Cultural Resources Access Network – SCRIM, Edinburgh (UK)

Stichting Nederlands Filmmuseum,Amsterdam (NL)

As understood the work has been performed by a reliable independent consortium of researcher, academics and cultural institutions, and there is no doubt that the readers and authorities will find valuable information in this report. The study should help improve the way Europe's cultural actors prepare for the inevitable changes that will take place in the next five years.

The following section gives an overview on the recommendations for the different addressees of the study, decision-makers of European archives, libraries and museums (ALMs) on the one side, and policy makers at European, national and regional level, on the other side.

It is very important to point out that the study consortium was very aware of and recognises the differences that exist between institutions in the various cultural heritage sectors regarding their size, the subject matters that they cover, their missions and purpose, as well as in what might be called their horizons, whether they are local, national, international, where their funding comes from and where they are positioned in public perception. These distinctions make a difference in what ALMs see as success in any part of their ventures including the digital world. Therefore, the decision makers of ALMs need to interpret the following recommendations within the framework of their institutions, to fit their own requirements.
5.7.1
Archives, libraries, museums

Key Challenge 1: Raise the competence in cultural heritage institutions

Cultural institutions should put human resources development high on their priority list.

●Cultural heritage associations and educational institutions should set measures to speed up the transfer and integration of knowledge into professional training and develop special courses for key areas such as digital management and preservation.

●With regard to basic qualifications, cultural heritage associations and institutions should promote the adoption of the European Computer Driving License as an important requirement for continuing professional development.

Key Challenge 2: Cooperation at all levels is key to marketing to new target groups

Cultural heritage institutions should actively seek the cooperation and partnership with other institutions across the sector, research centres, networks of excellence, intermediary organisations, and commercial businesses to reduce risk, avoid market failure and waste of resources. Cooperation should be sought in order to:

●build enriched, interactive environments and new cultural services that customers will demand in the future;

●present and/or market their products and services on common virtual cultural heritage platforms as well as tourism networks that aggregate visitors and users;

●provide packaged material (e.g. course material) for the educational sector;

●digitise and manage cultural heritage resources;

●negotiate licensing models that involve creators and owners of digital cultural surrogates as well as distributors and licensees that work closely with various target groups

●build protected environments and enable the academic and educational communities to use licensed digitised resources.

Key Challenge 3: Strive to better exploit your own strengths and core competencies

Cultural heritage institutions should build on their strengths, authenticity, knowledge-based interpretation and contextualisation, and use new technologies to develop their own niche markets for licensed resources.

Key Challenge 4: Become methodical

Anchored in national digitisation programmes, cultural heritage institutions should formulate organisational digitisation policies that transparently state selection criteria based on:

●user demands

●the quality of the source material, and

●future management of digitised material
5.7.2
National and regional governments

Key Challenge 1: Develop a methodological and coordinated approach to digitisation

National governments and regional authorities should formulate clear digitisation programmes enabling cultural heritage institutions to formulate their own organisational digitisation policies. Instead of funding individual digitisation projects in separate cultural heritage institutions, national governments, regional authorities and other funding bodies should invest in comprehensive digitisation programmes. National governments and regional authorities should build on ongoing coordination initiatives for digitisation programmes. They should strive to establish an information exchange infrastructure or interface connecting top-down initiatives vertically with regional initiatives, as well as horizontally, with other Member States.

Key Challenge 2: Empowerment of small ALM institutions and regional cultural heritage initiatives

National governments and regional authorities should develop mechanisms allowing small and under-resourced memory institutions to participate. National and regional governments should ensure that small cultural heritage institutions can participate in all e-culture initiatives and make full use of the opportunities provided by new technologies.

Key Challenge 3: The educational market is a key area for cultural heritage

National governments and regional authorities should see the educational use of digital cultural heritage information as a key target in any national digitisation programme. National and regional governments should support the establishment of virtual protected environments as the most relevant future platforms for cultural e-learning.

Key Challenge 4: Take care of and ensure access to born-digital cultural heritage resources

In those European Member States that have a legal deposit system, national governments should expand the legal deposit to include electronic and born-digital material. In countries without a legal deposit system, national governments and regional authorities should nevertheless appoint trusted organisations to collect, make accessible and preserve born-digital cultural resources. These trusted organisations should then enter into negotiations with content providers to decide on rights agreements for deposit and future use.

Key Challenge 5: Secure access to cultural heritage material also in the future

National governments need to take immediate action on long-term preservation and formulate a digital preservation strategy as part of their national information policy. The strategy should involve the creation of a network of certified organisations that will archive and preserve digital cultural resources.

Key Challenge 6: Establish a supportive infrastructure for cultural heritage institutions (slipstream model)

Governments and other funding bodies should invest in specialised organisations that support small- and medium-sized archives, libraries and museums in the setting-up and managing of digital collections (e.g. digitisation, collection management, online registration of users, licensing, and transactions). National and regional governments should support cultural heritage institutions in developing digital on- and off-line products that bring the richness of their collections to a broader public. This includes creating conditions favourable to partnerships with private businesses as well as sponsorship.

Key Challenge 7: Set up effective coordination and dissemination mechanisms for cultural heritage know-how

National governments and regional authorities should set up a coordination and dissemination infrastructure that helps cultural heritage institutions to make informed decisions on future technological developments.
5.7.3
The European commission

Key Challenge 1: Enable small and under-resourced cultural heritage institutions to participate in future Research & Development (R&D) programmes by narrowing the existing technology gap

The European Commission should ensure that small cultural heritage institutions can participate in all e-culture initiatives and make full use of the opportunities provided by new technologies. The European Commission needs to lower the entry barriers for small memory institutions and develop a slipstream model for R&D participation. The European Commission should find a good balance between the funding of innovative, high-risk projects and R&D programmes that allow smaller cultural heritage institutions to catch up. The European Commission should fund the dissemination of best practice information on digitisation and ensure that this information is readily available to ALMs Europe-wide.

Key Challenge 2: Raise awareness for the potential of cultural heritage in the educational market

The European Commission should fund a current assessment of the educational market as one of the key markets for digital cultural heritage information, and disseminate best practice in the field of educational-cultural projects.

Key Challenge 3: Raise awareness for the use of standards

The European Commission as a primary funding body should actively promote the use of announced or open standards by making standards compliance a requirement for future funding for propositions of cultural heritage (and all other) projects.

Key Challenge 4: Future R&D

In the 6th Framework Programme for Research, Technological Development and Demonstration Activities, the European Commission should solicit proposals for projects in the following areas:

Area 1: Intelligent user guidance and navigation

●Development of intelligent narratives and contextualisation tools for cultural heritage data

●Automated image analysis tools for historical pictorial data

Area 2: Digitisation automation and mass storage

●Best practice cases in mass storage;

●Automated mass digitisation;

●Metadata capturing at the point of digitisation and integration of digitisation with collection management.

Area 3: Long-term preservation of complex digital resources and research related to dynamic digital objects

●Long-term preservation strategies for complex digital cultural heritage resources;

●Best practice cases in emulation as a long-term preservation strategy;

●Preservation solutions for dynamic digital objects;

●New approaches to naming on the web and further development of persistent identifier systems;

●Raise awareness for long-term preservation issues outside the cultural heritage community.

Area 4: New tools

●High productivity tools for non-technical users (e.g. knowledge based authoring)

●Interactivity through a wide range of human-machine interfaces

●Collaborative tools supporting various modes

●Intelligent systems supporting users at different levels

●Research in the usage of advanced technologies within cultural heritage applications

Area 5: Intelligent Cultural Heritage and Knowledge Technologies

Cultural heritage provides an excellent test bed for future knowledge technologies. The European Commission should therefore foster the use, adaptation and adoption of knowledge technologies by cultural heritage institutions, and encourage further exchange of expertise between cultural heritage experts and knowledge technologists.
5.8
Best practises
A comparable cultural network with a high level of complexity is the one introduced by AMICO (The Art Museum Image Consortium), and therefore it is main REGNET potential competitor.
The Art Museum Image Consortium was formed in September 1997 as an independent not-for-profit membership organization of institutions with collections of art. AMICO Members are collaborating to enable educational use of museum multimedia documentation; specifically, they have created a digital library, the AMICO LibraryTM, from their collective resources. The experience of AMICO as a consortium, of the individual institutions who are its members and users, and of the organizations who are its subscribers and distributors, serves as a case study of the issues involved in building multimedia digital libraries. In constructing networked cultural heritage resources AMICO is creating new products and processes. These new activities require new methods and strategies. Together AMICO members are facing social, economic, legal and technical challenges, as they strive to bring their collections together into a coherent and useful educational resource.
As well as integrating data, however, they realized that they were integrating people, institutions, and systems. AMICO was founded to encourage broad use of museum collections in digital form. Such collections needed to be persistent and searchable. While most museums now have a web site, the function of these sites varies from institution to institution; with few exceptions, they are not designed to be collection catalogues.
Most museum sites change content regularly to attract visitors to new museum exhibits or programs. Even when museums have decided to keep a substantial core of collections information available, it is difficult for users with a research objective to search across these online resources, which understandably have a very institutional focus.
Technically, most quality museum content that can be viewed on the web, isn’t really on the web at all; it resides in databases that are linked to the web rather than in static html pages. As a consequence, standard search engines are most unlikely to reveal this richness. The value of a single source for quality museum content was demonstrated in the experimental Museum Educational Site Licensing Project (MESL) and the institutions which founded AMICO turned that lesson into a permanent program (Getty, 1998a&b).
AMICO also has roots in the need to efficiently administer educational licenses. Museums contain works that are under copyright, they hold copyrighted photographs of works in their collections, and they create intellectual property in publications, interpretive programs, sound, video, and databases. Museums also negotiate with (and often pay) artists and artists estates for rights to reproduce works still under copyright.

In a stringent funding climate, museums are wise to want to protect their own assets. They must manage the rights they license to others to ensure that they are able to leverage their investment in the creation of images and information about their collections.
But museum licensing can become a cost centre rather than a profit centre when serving the educational community. The objection of wanting to dramatically increase educational use of digital resources while having to grant rights (often without fees) on a work by work, use by use, teacher by teacher, course by course, basis was enough to spur museum administrators to examine methods of more efficiently administering licenses collectively. Efficient administration also benefits users, for they are not supporting multiple transaction costs.
Museums are not equipped to support digital library services: 24x7 help desks and huge digital content delivery infrastructures are incidental to the museum’s mission. AMICO members felt that other institutions, which are in the business of distributing digital content to a variety of educational institutions, could best develop both the services and the necessary interfaces and tools for effective use of multimedia documentation of works of art.
AMICO Members also wanted to create a forum in which they could exchange information and learn from each other about the technologies and techniques employed in the digitization of collections documentation. Building links among the museum professional staff who were creating museum multimedia resources ensured that the solutions being developed were not reached in isolation, and encouraged a more standards-based and integrative approach to technology strategy. Sharing information also leveraged institutional areas of expertise.
Reaching out collectively to the users of museum digital documentation was also appealing. As a consortium they built links to user communities and learn from them and their use of our collections. AMICO’s Members faced challenges that all creators of multi-institutional information resources encounter. These can be characterized as:
●Building Community and Defining Roles: Reasons for collaboration. Who does what?
●Selecting Content: What is going to be compiled?
●Defining Documentation: How will it be described?
●Specifying Technology: How the digitization is going to happen and how it is accessed. What delivery methods should be used
●Administering Intellectual Property: Who has the rights to do this? What rights could be offered
●Understanding Use: Who wants it, and what do they want to do with it
●Sustaining Economics: How can it (collectively) be paid
Each of these inter-related areas affected the design and implementation of a social, technological, legal, and economic system for providing access to networked cultural heritage.
5.8.1
Building community and defining roles

There are many organizational and individual players involved in the social system that enables the creation, delivery and use of a digital library resource. In AMICO’s case, member institutions created the digital multimedia documentation without additional funding from AMICO or income tied to AMICO use. AMICO staff compiled, validated and enhanced the data, and passed the compiled Library on to distributors of networked information resources; they operated on income from members and subscribers.
Distributors integrated the AMICO Library into their service provision networks, provided access to it, and supported subscribers. Subscribing institutions coordinate access for their users, and support their use, possibly by integrating sub-sets of the Library into local systems; this (new) resource competes with other resources for institutional funds. Individual users both search the entire Library online, and integrate selections into their own teaching and research environments. Each of the participants in this chain depends on the actions of the one before, to meet the needs of those who are in turn relying on them. The following figure diagrams these relationships.
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Figure 4

Relationships within AMICO system
5.8.2
Consortium members
The Art Museum Image Consortium was founded by 22 institutions in the fall of 1997 after a six-month, self-funded planning exercise. Membership in the consortium was open and growing. There are now over 30 members in North America. New members are welcome, and AMICO’s managers are actively pursuing collaboration with European institutions. One measure of success of any such consortium is its continued ability to sustain original membership and to attract new members.
Membership in AMICO has both benefits and responsibilities. Members support AMICO’s activities through paying annual dues, scaled to their own budget that ranges from $2,500 - $5,000. They contribute catalogue records, images, texts, and multimedia files regularly to the Library (in annual increments).
In return, AMICO Members gain access to the entire AMICO Library under a museum license (AMICO 1999b), for use in their educational programs, in galleries, their reference library, curatorial research, and other museum activities. They also profit from the technical expertise and assistance of the central staff of the Consortium and attend the AMICO annual meeting. They govern the organization and participate in its Working Committees – Editorial, Technical, Rights, and Users. This participation is itself a major benefit as it serves to develop staff expertise in an area in which all of the members can benefit from each other’s experience.
Maintaining a commitment of staff in member institutions through building professional and personal relations is crucial to such enterprises. Membership activities are facilitated though a password-protected website and a series of topically focussed mailing lists.
5.8.3
Central staff

In theory, compilations of distributed resources could be created through implementation of common standards, but in practice digital resources, even in mature areas such as union lists of library holdings (Coyle 2000) require central staff.
The central staff of AMICO (now approximately 6 and growing to 8 FTE professionals) assisted members in the digitization and documentation of their collections, and helped them make their contributions to the AMICO Library. In addition to compiling the resource, AMICO staff provided advice, training and support on an as-needed basis, and also developed specifications and best practices that serve the needs of all members.
The management of the legal agreements that provide the foundation for AMICO is also the responsibility of its staff. Any multi- institutional consortium is built on such legal agreements and needs to be open to their evolution over time. Each AMICO member signs both a Membership Agreement, providing AMICO with a license to use its digital documentation, and a Museum License, providing the Member with the right to use the full AMICO Library (AMICO, 1999a, b).
AMICO also managed agreements with Distributors, who provide the Library to end users, and with Subscribers, who sign license agreements appropriate to their circumstances (AMICO, 1999b-e). AMICO staff has also negotiated a consortium-wide agreement with the Artists Rights Society (ARS) to facilitate the clearance of rights associated with modern and contemporary works that remain under copyright. AMICO administers this agreement and the associated royalty payments on behalf of its members which relieves them of what otherwise would be a significant administrative burden and extra costs. 

AMICO compiled each Member’s contribution into the AMICO Library, verifying data formats and vocabulary to ensure consistency. To do this, central staff built a series of software tools (a Contribution Management System) which include functionality such as online editing, term lists, biographical files and term occurrence reports that help the museums to more consistently edit their own data. AMICO staff also enhanced indexing and construct and apply authority files to add terminology that will further enable access for the end user. Image and multimedia files were validated, and record structures and links checked before the assembled digital library was transferred to Distributors.
5.8.4
AMICO distributors

There are many different user communities interested in access to networked cultural heritage. AMICO recognized at least three fundamentally different audiences based on the academic level, sophistication and age of the users, the political jurisdictions and geographical locations of the subscribers, and the language of the interface. Rather than assume that they would be able to create distribution systems that catered to all these diverse needs AMICO has contracted with established network information providers to delivery the AMICO Library to their constituencies. Each distributor integrated the AMICO Library into their systems, and provided access through an interface that meets their client’s needs. It was, therefore, possible to gain access to the AMICO Library through a number of distinct service providers: The Research Libraries Group (RLG) offered an academic and research focused application. A state-wide consortium in Ohio (OhioLink) has developed a delivery to higher education and will be experimenting with K-12 delivery in the coming year. The California Digital Library of the University of California is exploring more user- focused interfaces for their multi-campus system. Other distributors are being approached for primary and secondary school users, public library users and users in other countries. This strategy enabled distinct communities to encounter the AMICO Library in environments they already know, integrated with other data which adds value for their purposes, and with tools that provide for their needs. Their key goal was to have users encounter the AMICO Library content when and where they are searching for information.
AMICO itself offered a “Thumbnail Catalogue” freely on the web at http://search.amico.org operating as an “online brochure” this abbreviated version of the AMICO Library, contained only small images (maximum 128 pixels) and a limited selection of the fields of textual description about the work. It allowed prospective subscribers to browse the Library, gives the public an overview of the member museums’ collections, and provided a facility to comment on particular works. The Thumbnail catalogue also contains work-level links to the Rights and Reproductions office of the each museum, so that those seeking rights beyond those AMICO can offer may easily request them. The first full application delivering the AMICO Library was developed by the Research Libraries Group (RLG – http//www.rlg.org) a not-for-profit membership association of libraries and research institutions. RLG offers bibliographic services, and a series of online resources in the humanities, including abstracting and indexing services, archival resources, and a developing cultural resources service.
Integrating the AMICO Library within the RLG environment offered a number of advantages for existing RLG users. First, the interface was familiar: if you could use one of RLG’s other files in Eureka, you could use the AMICO Library. The RLG eureka application provided users with the full data in the AMICO Library, in a number of different views that will seem familiar to users of image databases. Search results are presented in list form, accompanied by a small thumbnail image. A click on any image, opens the full record for that work. Clicking on the image in the catalogue record opens the full image (at one of two pre-defined resolutions). Users may also order the TIFF images through RLG to be delivered offline.

5.8.5
Subscribers
Educational institutions subscribe to the AMICO Library on behalf of their user communities. Universities, colleges, schools, libraries, museums, and galleries are all potential subscribers, and pay an annual license fee for unlimited access to a growing library. Each user community receives access under a license tailored to their needs. (AMICO 1999e).

Development of these license agreements has taken several years – terms for them were originally developed in discussions in the Museum Site Licensing Project (MESL) and adapted through experience in the AMICO University Testbed Project – and represents yet another benefit that AMICO has been able to deliver to its members. The license agreement specifies who can use the AMICO Library (such as faculty, staff, students, researchers, walk-in users and distance education students) and what uses they can make of the content (non-commercial educational uses, including presentations, papers, theses, lectures, and integration into in local systems, if they are access controlled). No AMICO license allows publication, web or other redistribution or commercial use of works in the AMICO Library because these rights need to be granted directly by each rights holder AMICO has provided a shortcut approach to obtaining publication rights by including the link to each members Rights and Reproduction Office.

5.8.6
Selecting content
Collections development for networked cultural heritage will remain a challenge for some years. The size and scope of the problem – collections comprising millions of works are not uncommon – requires any solution to be incremental. At about 55,000 works there are more gaps in the AMICO Library than there are strong points – more holes than cheese – and opinion differs as to the appropriate strategy for collection development. In theory, a consortium could “pull” content from its members by requesting specific works, but as a voluntary organization that does not fund the activities of its members AMICO treads a fine line when it recommends strategies for collection development.
Since AMICO Members contributed content that they digitize themselves, it is most likely that the majority of the works chosen for each year’s edition will be those that reflect members priorities. This “push” strategy has some unsuspected advantages – content currently being used by the museums not accidentally intersects with the interests of the users: new acquisitions, loans, temporary or loan exhibitions, permanent collection gallery reinstallations, and published works are all those in the public eye. In addition, content being used by the museums in any given year will have the best documentation and the best photography. Push from the repositories is also a more efficient strategy for collections development. Digital documentation (indeed even museum photography) does not already exist for much of a museum collection. Often significant research is required in order to document collections. If other priorities are driving digitization, photography and research, it is most efficient to use the resulting record to build collaboratively constructed resources.
Strategies to construct content by “pulling” what users request or editors suggest, is complicated by the differences in opinions between different users as to what constitutes critical mass or desirable content. In focus group studies conducted by AMICO in 1999, we found tensions between users who want breadth of coverage, and many representative works, and those who want depth of coverage, many images of a particular work along with detailed documentation and accompanying multimedia.
It was found that some potential users wanted works that they were familiar with while others thought it would be more valuable to have obscure works and works from hard to get to collections. In short, the expectations and desires of digital library users will colour their perception of networked cultural heritage resources. Collectively they will not seek the same content, for the same purposes.
AMICO has accepted that the AMICO Library will grow over time. Vehicles to facilitate communication between users and AMICO Members to identify pockets of broadly useful content may be a way forward.
5.8.7
Defining documentation

Of course the question about what content to include and how to obtain it did not end with which works should be included. Indeed, choices about content only began with the identification of which works would be included in the digital resource. The more significant choices were what documentation of each work to include. AMICO is not a slide library –its value resides in the textual descriptions and other documentation about the work, not just in an image of it. As the range of multimedia about each work in the library increased (sound files, movies, structured texts) and the depth of each of these files increased, the decisions about content multiplied. One important consideration was that the content itself would be regularly updated, for technical reasons as well as because the knowledge available about a given work expands. Content itself must be sustainable and extensible. Ideally it will be sufficiently granular to support a variety of views and sufficiently interoperable to connect to other resources. Some of the goals conflict with others.
The data model developed by any digital library project would be critical to its success. But this was not a simple matter of adopting an appropriate standard, because as of yet the museum community and the digital library metadata community are without standard record architectures. If the data model of the digital compilation requires each institution to re-create its existing documentation, significant costs would be incurred and technical problems would be encountered, a fact that will be barriers to content acquisition. In some relatively small, focussed, and discipline driven projects – such as the Beowulf project (University of Kentucky http://www.uky.edu/~kiernan/ eBeowulf/guide.htm) or the Rossetti Archive (University of Virginia http://jefferson.village.virginia.edu/ rossetti/) –it may be possible for scholarly participants to significantly enhance each item of documentation to make it conform to a new standard. But broader collections will find institutions cannot afford to participate in numerous digital library compilations if each requires different data from what they normally make for themselves and different from that of each other project in which they are involved. The AMICO model has several levels of granularity and few mandatory fields. It does not typically require any new data to be created, but its extensible record architecture creates a relatively rich connection among text, multimedia and computer file documentation.

A work in the AMICO library is documented by at least three logically and physically separate parts.

The first is the catalog record that describes the work of art itself, recording a wide variety of fielded textual information, including its physical description, the circumstances of its creation, information about its creator, past history, provenance, social and artistic context, and providing access points for these details. The AMICO Data Specification (AMICO 1999f) outlines the field structure and format of the catalog record. It was constructed to use data categories defined by the Categories for Description of Works of Art (CDWA, 1995).
Each catalogue record must be accompanied by at least one digital image of the work of art, providing critical visual evidence. This image has been defined as a minimum of 1024 x 768 pixels in 24-bit colour at 72 dpi. The minimum was set based on current display technology and Internet transfer speeds. Members are, however, encouraged to contribute images of much higher quality, and the Library includes files that range in size up to approximately 30 MB. These files come to AMICO as uncompressed TIFF files, and are subsequently sized and sampled for distribution, with the full images available should a user request them.
AMICO Works may also be documented by other associated images, showing details of the work, or views in different lighting conditions (such as x-rays, or raking light views). “Records” may also include linked multimedia files, such as QuickTime videos (with or without sound), sound files from an audio tour including a narration about the work, and extended texts (in SGML, XML, PDF or other format) ranging from condition reports, to catalogue entries to articles published about the work. All these linked files may be submitted in any registered MIME type, according to the AMICO Multimedia File Specification. Each digital object – MIME Type linked to a catalog record – is itself documented by a text metadata record, providing information about its creation, physical and technical dependencies, rights and restrictions and relationships. These multimedia metadata records are essential to managing and interpreting the digital objects both in the compilation of the library and over time, as they provide essential data that is extrinsic to the physical file format itself. The content of Multimedia Metadata records can be found in the AMICO Data Specification (AMICO 1999f).
In the library community, the economics of copy cataloguing motivated the adoption of shared standards for bibliographic records. The artefact-based cultural world is without widely accepted and implemented standards for documenting works of art and artefacts because the uniqueness of the objects of study has, until now, denied any economic benefits in sharing their cataloguing. Sharing cataloguing of digital surrogates could, in theory, change this and lead to greater acceptance of description standards.
But even if standards were universally accepted, cultural objects are not self-describing (they lack title pages and ISBNs created by publishers). Since one can rarely catalogue the interesting aspects of most cultural objects simply with information from the artefact itself, any two descriptions of the same item will differ. In addition, descriptions will differ as a reflection of the nature of the repository which holds them and their potential users. A local history collection may hold a mass-produced object, collected and catalogued because it was owned by the town’s founder. A work of art may offer little evidence about where and when it was created, and its significance may be where it was installed, or who commissioned it, as much as who painted it. In addition, opinions about cultural artefacts often differ, and descriptive systems need to accommodate both uncertainty and conflict in cultural information if they are to reflect the basic requirements of humanistic discourse.
How digital collections represent knowledge is critical to their utility and authenticity. In the cultural arena, simply adhering to “standards” isn’t adequate to ensure good documentation. How standards are implemented is crucial. AMICO has developed a number of strategies to implement community- based recommendations such as the Categories for the Description of Works of Art. For example, the AMICO Data Specification separates display data from access data. This makes it possible for us to respect the nuance of the curator’s prose, while providing predictable indexing of its content. Editorial consistency can be improved through shared authority files and indexing rules, but not all institutions are able to implement recommendations to the same level. So AMICO has developed a set of field-level parsing routines that index textual descriptions of dates (such as circa 1876), and some full text strings (such as artists names). Where possible, we do this in conjunction with existing external reference files, such as the Art and Architecture Thesaurus and the Union List of Artists Names (ULAN).

But these files are not comprehensive, so processes must be put in place to extend them with the new data found in AMICO Library contributions. For example, over 30% of the names in the 1999 edition of the AMICO Library were not found in ULAN.
Over the coming years there is a need for collaboration among organizations creating networked cultural heritage information to articulate guidelines for the application of existing documentation standards, to develop means for articulating best practices, and to define them when necessary.
There are also issues in documenting complex multimedia objects that are only now being addressed in for such as the MPEG 7 discussions. As creators of complex information objects the AMICO’s mangers are in serious need of formats that enable them to describe and maintain sophisticated document structures.
Until complex document descriptions in a language such as RDF are widely deployable, they will have to be vigilant in the maintenance of the links between their various multi-part digital information objects. Significantly, the cultural and humanities communities are just beginning to consider the issues involved in cross-resource discovery and information use. It is still very difficult to move across collections, and to link from original materials to other resources such as abstracting and indexing services, or full texts online in resources such as JSTOR.
5.8.8
Specifying technology
The digital library is a hybrid systems environment, where information moves with great rapidity between and among technological and communications systems. Systems integration becomes a great challenge. Within the AMICO framework:

●members collections data has been created for and resides collections management systems, image capture and management systems, audio systems, video systems for film, videotape and digital delivery, multimedia authoring systems whose content in delivered to in-gallery interpretive environments and to online/web-based systems and editorial/publication production systems
●AMICO itself has a central contribution management system which validates image, text and multimedia adherence to AMICO specifications, file format verification tools, and member and distributor support systems
●AMICO’s distributors have database management, indexing and retrieval systems, user authentication systems, and information delivery interfaces and tools
●subscribers have local on-campus systems, including online public access catalogs, local image and database resources, course web pages, and other teaching and testing tools, and
●users themselves have a range of analytical, research and study systems
The information about works in cultural heritage collections delivered over networks must move freely between and among these systems; cultural heritage information is integrated into systems throughout organizations, each of which supports specific functions. Shared and widely, consistently deployed standards are essential to preserve the integrity of information at a technical and a logical level during these transportations and transformations.
Multimedia file formats and structures are the most vulnerable at the moment, and the most challenging, because they remain un-standardized. The verification and maintenance of links within and among complex objects relies in part on consistent and unique resource naming and the establishment of a means of persistent identification. But consistent information capture and description standards are just as critical for the creation of digital cultural heritage information with integrity.

Authentication is a matter of maintaining systems security, and managing access and use permissions. Authenticity requires the maintenance of trust in the digital environment and in a particular digital representation of knowledge (Bearman & Trant, 1998). Regardless of how secure a system is, if you can’t trust, or interpret the information that it contains, its utility is greatly compromised.
5.8.9
Intellectual property issues

Consistent intellectual property terms and conditions, that enable a wide range of educational and scholarly purposes, are critical to the creation of viable and useful networked cultural heritage resources. Frameworks are required that provide for the distinct needs of different kinds of communities, and that recognize the varying levels of risk inherent in particular uses.
Many creative works are under copyright, and AMICO’s managers believe they need to find ways to ensure that history and scholarship do not stop with the public domain. It is possible to craft agreements that work for copyright holders while respecting the economic realities of education, as AMICO’s agreement with ARS has shown. But the way forward is not denying these rights, for that will only result in intransigence on the part of the rights holder. Instead, they admit they must negotiate away from fixed per-work fees that impede the construction of large collections, towards more flexible frameworks that respect the changing realities of digital publishing, and varying kinds of digital uses
There are many ways to protect intellectual property in the networked environment, and they admit they have to be careful that they are not impeding use through protection. For example, some types of “watermarking” interfere with digital images in such a way as to make them useless for certain kinds of analysis (Bissel et.al., 2000). Closed distribution systems prevent the incorporation of digital content into new creative or analytical environments. A range of social, legal, and technological protections are going to be required to support the variety of users and uses of cultural content in the years to come.
5.8.10
Understanding users

Digital resources are created for the end-users, but until they have been made and distributed, the AMICO’s managers believe they can only imagine (and hope) who these users might be. In reports from participants after the University Testbed Project which AMICO conducted in 1998-1999 (AMICO 1999g), AMICO members were delighted to learn that the users of the AMICO Library came from a wide range of academic departments and disciplines. Creative faculty and students integrated cultural content throughout the curriculum.
As might have been expected, strong use was made in Art History departments, as images were projected in class, used in student assignments and assigned for in-depth study. Art Studio students also used the Library as a resource, browsing it for works that represented particular concepts and using them as inspiration for their own work. One of the goals in structuring access to the AMICO Library institutionally was to encourage new and unexpected uses by non-traditional users. In a Cultural History course taught by Professor Marc O’Connor at Boston College, works from the AMICO Library provided visual context for text and music, as Dürer’s Large Passion series of prints was show along with J.S. Bach’s St. Matthew Passion, and Martin Luther’s Freedom of a Christian. (see Figure 8). In Technical studies works from the AMICO Library challenged students in image database courses and in a School of Printing.
One lesson of the Testbed experience of relevance to any networked cultural heritage digital resource is that teachers need help in imagining how to use new resources, and time to adapt their teaching and research methods to new media, in addition to upgraded facilities in classrooms and software tools provided by Academic Computing centres. Changing educational methods does not follow directly and inexorably from publishing digital libraries.
As the preceding description of AMICO Library creation, distribution, and use shows, there are many players in this system. Each of these stakeholders is struggling with similar issues about the content of the Library, its documentation, the technology used to create, distribute and use it, the intellectual property framework, and economics of networked information distribution. These players are also engaged in community building, discovering areas of common interest amongst previously disconnected and different groups.
5.8.11
Sustaining economics

Creating quality digital cultural heritage is expensive. The richness and complexity of the information that managed in cultural collections adds to the pressure on our already stretched economic systems. Enabling long-term access requires attention to self-supporting economic structures when projects are designed.
AMICO’s managers were realistic about funding sources. Often grants get projects started but few sources are available to support on-going operational requirements, AMICO was designed to be a self-supporting not-for-profit, which operates without dependence upon grant funding for its core activities.
There are costs and benefits throughout the information creation and use chain. Their goal was to find a balance, where all institutional participants have a financial stake. Within the AMICO model, no money is returned to members for their participation in the consortium. Member’s dues and subscription fees support the new costs involved in the collation and distribution of the AMICO Library. Where possible AMICO leverages members’ contributions and encourages members, distributors, and subscribers to develop tools to enable use of the Library and to add value to it. (This is allowed by all the AMICO Licenses).
Key in their financial model is the principle that access remains free at the point of use. Pay per view models act as inhibitors of the widespread use of cultural information that they wanted to enable. Rather, they are looking at the costs, benefits, and investments made by all participants, and trying to create a balanced system, that enables participation by all. As a not-for-profit organization, AMICO has a set of fixed costs that it has to recover for the compilation and distribution of the Library. These do not increase in direct proportion to the overall number of users. Rather, as is the case with much digital information, the first copy costs are substantial, and subsequent users represent a modest cost increment. So the more subscribers there are to the AMICO Library, the lower the cost is to each one.

PART 3


6
APPROACH OF REGNET SYSTEM FOR THE BUSINESS IN THE GLOBAL MARKET

6.1
Target Institutions

REGNET aims at setting up a functional network of service centres in Europe which provides IT-services dedicated to Cultural Heritage organisations and will be an enabler of e-business activities for CH organizations. Multi media industries enabling the production of electronic publications will be integrated. It will provide access and use of digital data (scientific and cultural) as well as of physical goods as provided by museum shops. The four players within the network are the content providers, the service centre operators, the system developers and end users.

The content providers (museums, libraries, archives etc.) will provide access (via wired and wireless communication) to their digital contents, services and products and offer them to their clients (B2C). In return they can use the REGNET facilities for multimedia productions and data base management, or cooperate with other REGNET partners during the creation of data bases, generation of multimedia products or creation of a virtual exhibition (B2B).
The service centre operators will generate income by providing the technical infrastructure (software/hardware) to content providers and other partners within the REGNET network. They offer additional IT-services and consultancies. And the system developers are selling the REGNET system to other cultural service centres and content providers. They implement additional components for the REGNET software system (additional “nodes” like an “exhibition creator”, etc), and will generate income via licence fees for the REGNET system.
For the end user the system will offer easy and wide access to cultural heritage data information and the purchase of CH related goods and services at one point, with stress on the production of personalized goods (i.e. CDROM) and services.

Main objectives of REGNET are:

●Development of a service infrastructure which enables business to business (B2B) transactions as well as business to consumer (B2C) transactions

●Development and use of existing - locally held - electronic catalogues (OPACS: Online Public Access Catalogues) referring to cultural & scientific objects contained in libraries, museums, archives, and galleries, as well as to goods and services.

●Integration of a distributed search and retrieval system to achieve a “virtual union” catalogue of all OPACS and product/service catalogues held locally

●Definition of Information Products and Services including necessary “'supply chains” and the connected business processes and functions to deliver digital and physical goods (to provide high quality services an editorial committee will be installed)

●Setup of a legal framework necessary for all business transaction on the B2B and B2C level (containing payment features, copyright systems, authentication control, etc)

●Integration and test of existing components, standards, and methods in the field of distributed search and retrieval and e-commerce

●Access to the REGNET-WEB services with mobile devices via de facto standard protocols (such as wireless application protocol, WAP etc).

●Run a trial service (demonstration phase) which should be followed by a regular service.

6.2
Target Market

6.2.1
Target institutions

REGNET network provides IT-services to cultural heritage organisations. It will integrate multi media industries enabling the production of electronic publications and will provide access and use of digital data (scientific and cultural) as well as of physical goods to the education and cultural community.
Therefore the main target institutions of the REGNET network are Archives, Libraries, Museums and Galleries of all Europe which are now facing the challenge of how to react to new ICT technologies whilst taking full advantage of this evolving e-world.”
Only in Europe, there are about 100.000 cultural institutions, whose 25% has been estimated in year 1999 to have a web site. This number has been continuously growing in the last years also thanks to the support from the national governments to exploit the benefit of the new ICTs in the education and culture sector.
Among people, interest in culture online material is growing; as indicated by a specific survey carried out in April 2001 by the Department for Culture, media and Sport in UK (DCMS) 29% of English adults-representing 11.5 million people- are interested in visiting a web site “bringing them arts and culture from best national and local cultural organisations to their computers”.
Museums enable people to explore collections for inspiration, learning and enjoyment. They are institutions that collect, safeguard and make accessible artefacts and specimens, which they hold in trust for society. Internet and Information and Communication Technology (ICT) in general have had a profound impact in developed countries in both social and economic terms. Internet represents a powerful channel of communication and integration. Its socio-cultural importance is such that the British government, for example, has committed itself to providing universal access to Internet by the year 2005. Its scope and potential has not only given rise to the so-called new economy, but has also led to a re-evaluation of the role of public institutions in the modern world.
In the field of cultural heritage, Internet opens up a vast area of opportunity in terms of access to cultural heritage (CH) resources, the provision of new services, and increased efficiency in institution’s dealings with the public and (potentially) new sources of revenue.
Research among schoolchildren carried out by Resource in UK, in 2001, suggests that they still have a relatively positive attitude towards museums and galleries. However, the aim in future years must be to increase the current proportion of children (33%) who return to museums and galleries that they have visited with their school. In order to do this museums and galleries have to continue to evolve, not just on-site but also through audience development and marketing generally. Use of the internet is an obvious method which needs to be developed further - 27% of schoolchildren have visited a museum or gallery web site and 23% consider the internet to be the best place to learn outside school).
At the same time, the opportunities offered by modern technology and the new approach required if it is to be successfully exploited, raise numerous problematic issues. Major decisions need to be taken with regards:

●whether access to public CH resources should be free or whether there should be charges for cultural services, given the enormous investment and running costs involved

●the issue of intellectual property rights. The potential for unlimited and unauthorized copying and distribution of copyright material on the Internet imposes severe restrictions on CH institutions in terms of digital access to their collections

●the question of interoperable standards. Seamless access to cultural databases implies homogeneity of metadata standards. At present, however, CH institutions not only use a wide range of metadata standards, but also, in many cases, use their own classificatory systems. Developing commonly shared standards is an organizational question rather a technological one.

REGNET network will provide CH institutions of West and East European countries a technical, legal and business infrastructure. From a legal point of view, REGNET organisation, through the Regional Poles, will provide IPR consultancy and services for the online selling of digital products, images and contemporary works of art (online auctions). From a technical point of view, REGNET will provide a full range of technical services, supported by the REGNET building blocks.

In fact, REGNET system is composed of several building blocks (nodes) which consist of:

●REGNET – Portal (access to remote data entry, distributed search, e-business)

●REGNET – Cultural Heritage Data Management (search over distributed meta data repositories connected to stores containing digital content)

●REGNET – e-business Data Management (e-commerce system allowing access to distributed product/service catalogues)

●REGNET – Ontology (Metadata) Subsystem (containing the specifications of all metadata needed in the Cultural Heritage domain as well as in the e-business domain, this subsystem also stores specifications of workflows and process related metadata)

●REGNET – Electronic Publishing Subsystem (allowing the production of personalised digital products based on standardised meta data and workflows)

From a business point of view, REGNET will be able to provide specific customised business planning consultancy services to Cultural Institutions aware of the fact that the application of ICT poses a challenge in terms of adapting to the new underlying logic and developing, as it were, a new mind-set.
REGNET organisation moves from the assumption that the digital world entails new forms of organization and new relationships with new (and old) audiences. Museums and galleries are one of the most popular cultural and learning activities all over the world and the demand of quality of services provided continues to rise year after year.
The new technology in itself is not enough to foster new working procedures: what is needed is a radical structural change in institutions to allow for an effective implementation of ICT. At present, many CH institutions do not have a clear strategy with regard to reorganizing to effectively exploit the opportunities offered by the digital world, both in terms of internal practices and processes and external service delivery and enhancement. Their level of development in terms of exploiting the potential of the world wide -web is fairly limited and one-dimensional. In the conclusions of a report by the Quality, Efficiency and Standards Team (QUEST) (“Creating e-Value” - August 2000) on the development and application of Internet and e-commerce across Non-Departmental Public Bodies (NDPBs) funded by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) in the U.K., it is stated that: “The bulk of the use of internet initiatives to date has been focused primarily on putting information online.
However, internet technology is evolving rapidly, and other organisations are using it to generate new relationships with their audiences and to develop their core services. Comparatively few of the NDPBs in the cultural sectors are yet poised to take full advantage of this evolving e-world.”

6.2.2
Target markets and market potentials

REGNET addresses the so-called “digital culture market” which is the result of an interaction between “traditional” culture (content), the Multimedia/ ICT sector2 (technology) and services/distribution.
The great advantage of this definition is that it covers all value adding chains – horizontal and vertical - i.e. not only the sector we are interested in, with its content-oriented, creative activities, but also the whole sector of infrastructure suppliers and devices. The difference between traditional and digital culture is important in this context because in the new or traditional culture, new skills and therefore business opportunities are emerging at the interfaces between the different sectors, and not within the classic segments.
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Figure 5
Interaction between traditional culture and services\ distribution
6.3
The Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG

6.3.1
General introduction to the European Economic Interest Group concept

Research on the establishment of the REGNET legal and partnership framework mainly focussed on the adoption of a very open and flexible structure which would allow the cooperation of a wide variety of partner types (as museums, archives and libraries, cultural heritage professionals, research institutes, technology providers, independent committees etc.).

At the end of the evaluation process it was found that the company model of the European Economic Interest Group, EEIG, would support such a specific type of light trans- national cooperation that allows the partners to keep their legal and economic independence but nevertheless establish an independent legal entity with own legal capacity. The common activity of an EEIG should be mainly ancillary to its members and this is exactly in the spirit of REGNET.
The EEIG company structure was created in 1985 by Council Regulation (EEC) No 2137/85 which came into force on 1 July 1989. The European Economic Interest Group is intended to form an association between companies, other legal bodies, firms or individuals from different EU countries who need to operate together across national frontiers. Quoting a note by the DGXXII of the European Commission the EEIG function should be seen as “as an instrument to assist companies and other organizations wishing to participate in cross-border cooperation. The trans- national measure (available since July 89) was needed to assist companies which had previously been hampered by single-national legal systems. It aims to allow companies to overlap some of their economic activities whilst developing new and complementary functions for which they intend to cooperate. The EEIG supplements joint venture agreements and contractual agreements of co-operation. It assists in particular, smaller enterprises to exploit the advantages of the Single Market, by combining the legal capacity of a company with the freedom of form and function which comes from simple contractual agreements.”
Therefore the EEIG works as a trans- national legal instrument within the European Community for a light cooperation between companies. It allows legal entities from different Member States to join activities and benefit from creating synergies between themselves. While the member companies retain their legal and economic independence the formation of the EEIG also establishes an independent legal entity with an own legal capacity. By registering in the State where it is based (a notice also being published in the Official Journal of the European Communities), the EEIG acquires full legal capacity and can conclude contracts in its own name and execute them.
According to a statistics of the European Commission there had been set up around 1186 EEIGs by the beginning of 2002 and the creation has been evaluated as being very successful. The EEIG has to be related to the activities of its members and its principal objective is to look after the interests of its own members; unlike a company, it is not directed at third parties. Its aim is to develop and facilitate its members’ economic activities by a pooling of resources, activities or skills. It is also not intended to make profits for itself and any profits will be apportioned among the members and taxed accordingly.
Within this short introduction we want to point out the main features of an EEIG which led finally to the decision to found the Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG. Upon registration the EEIG gains full legal capacity in all Member States. It can act in its own name, has full rights and may conclude contracts throughout the Community, as well as with organisations based outside the Community. Members of the EEIG must come at least from two different Member States and might be companies, businesses or natural persons. An EEIG must never be a member of another EEIG and cannot have more than 500 employees.
The members will conclude a formation contract in which they declare the object, the EEIG’s name (the acronym “EEIG” has to be included), seat, duration (if foreseen), and name, business name, official address and legal form of the members of the EEIG. The formation contract also establishes a committee of members and the management of the organization. In addition the contract might also organise other features of the cooperation like the way of financing, the share of profits and losses, the EEIG bodies, the appointment of managers and other. The EEIG’s official address can be transferred quite easily from one Member State to another. Within the formation contract the members will also decide how the EEIG will be run. They are free to decide on the votes (usually one vote per member) and the voting procedures, provided no member holds a majority of the votes.
Certain important decisions, like the alteration of objects, number of votes, extension of duration, contributions, transfer of official address or other alterations to the formation contract will require unanimous decisions.
The bodies of the EEIG are the members and the managers. Full members must have their official address within the European Community and must also carry out an economic activity within the Community. This economic activity is being interpreted very broadly and thus allows also certain public bodies, or semi public and public scientific organizations (universities, research institutes etc…) to become member of the grouping. The EEIG may subcontract or conclude joint-venture contracts with non-Community organizations. And non-community organizations might me included with associated member agreements.
The managers are nominated by the members and responsible for the administrative management of the grouping. No start-up capital is required for the formation of the EEIG, but if contributions are being made they can be in form of cash, skills, services or property, etc.. It is not taxed as a corporate identity but through the individual members and national provisions.
Due to this financial flexibility the EEIG’s members also have joint and several unlimited liability. This liability might be regulated within the statutes of the EEIG.

Summary of main features
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Figure 6

Summary of main features of EEIG
6.3.2
The Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG Organization structure

The Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG has two main bodies, the Members Assembly and the Management Committee. The Member Assembly, including all the full members of the EEIG will elect among itself a Management Committee. This Committee will initially consist of three full members and might be extended in the future. The Management Committee is headed by a President. The EEIG Management Committee defines the policy and strategy of the Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG which then is being carried out by its members.
Furthermore the Management Committee will nominate one or two Manager(s) who will head the Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG Office, now being established in Graz, Austria. The Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG Office is responsible for the administration, the project-coordination and the EEIG’s financial and legal affairs.
Additionally the Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG will establish within an operational platform working groups. Initially there will be working groups for the areas content engineering, technical development and marketing and portal issues. Working groups within other areas shall be established in future.
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Figure 7

EEIG organizational structure
6.4
The REGNET –CSC partnership model

6.4.1
The REGNET Service Network

The goals of the REGNET project and respectively the services offered by the REGNET system which is under development are defined as:

●“The REGNET project will deliver a system, which provides a service infrastructure, technical and legal framework to service centres, supporting cultural institutions and industries ”, [REGNET project, Annex 1 – Description of Work, p. 4]
●“The REGNET project is developing building blocks to set up a service infrastructure for organizations and users in the field of Cultural Heritage ” [REGNET project, Annex 1 – Description of Work, Attachments, p. A-9]
●REGNET aims to set up a functional network of service centres in Europe, which provide IT services, dedicated to Cultural Heritage organizations, [REGNET project, Аnnex 1- Description of Work, p.5 ]
Hence the primal target of REGNET is to develop a set of cultural service centres throughout Europe. These centres will operate by networking their services, repositories and technical infrastructure. The development of a distributed network and the offering of a set of powerful services for every user, dedicated to the area of Culture Heritage is the greatest advantage of the REGNET system.
While the Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG governs and further develops the REGNET systems and provides it to the Service Centres, the Service Centres themselves contribute other value-added service not included in the basic REGNET System to the Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG Services Pool. These services might be for instance special knowledge in watermarking, theme-based research, digitalizing or other. Being member of the Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG each Service Centre can profit from this wide variety of services which otherwise would be impossible to offer.
6.4.2
The REGNET operational and strategic network

The distribution of REGNET will be organized within an operational and strategic network. The REGNET operational Network, comprises all organizations, institutes, CSCs, Sponsors, Individuals etc. having some kind of a relationship with REGNET. Out of these participants there is being formed a small group of members constituting the strategic network. This network will adopt the legal form Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG.
Any of the above mentioned partners in the REGNET operational network might be a partner in the Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG. It is envisaged that newly formed regional Cultural Service Centres have to be members of the Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG. The legal framework of the Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG is constituted by internal agreements and the CSC Europe EEIG statutes. The REGNET strategic network will conclude external agreements with non-members which want to become REGNET members or purchase a REGNET license. This type of REGNET members adhere to the operational REGNET network but are not members of the Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG.
Finally the are the external users. These are individuals or organizations that search the REGNET system or order goods and services using the REGNET public portal facilities but are not REGNET members. These users will have only restricted access to REGNET services.
6.4.3
The Organizational Scheme of the REGNET system

Following the definitions about the REGNET system we can decompose its organizational hierarchy on several levels:
International network level. The CSC Europe EEIG This level supports the integrity of REGNET as an international networking organization. It gives the overall framework index, which the REGNET services are offered/ developed. The lack of this organizational level will dismiss the idea of the international network and the common access of services, directed for the Culture Heritage area.
Service centre level. This level consists of the regional poles or cultural service centres. They offer the latest technical infrastructure and perform IT services dedicated for CH users and content providers; and store and deal with the cultural digital objects. This level is the general service/application provider to the REGNET users and customers. Their current work is done in networking manner by exchanging and performing tasks, originating from the REGNET servicing network. The poles of REGNET can be considered as the “nodes” of the REGNET service network.
The level of the REGNET customers/ users. As the REGNET system offers objects and services regarding cultural heritage the REGNET users can be divided into to two general classes:

First there are the entities and users, related to the content providing activities for the CH area. The members, who consist this branch of users are:

●museums

●libraries

●galleries

●scientific institutions

●individuals

Second there are the entities and users, who play roles as customer of CH objects. The participant of B2B and B2C are also classified here.
Hence the general organizational hierarchy of REGNET consists of three explicit levels. The members of the lowest level participate in a client-server structure. The server level is done by the regional poles – level II. The client level, level III, explicitly defines the customers as content providers (CH institution) and users.
To be operational the organization structure must exist and operate in a legal framework, which takes into account the negotiations between the hierarchical levels of REGNET. This legal framework must consider all the organizational relations of the REGNET system.
Thus the legal framework has been developed taking into account the actual organizational relations in REGNET.

6.5
The REGNET organizational scheme in the Eastern European Environment

6.5.1
Introduction

To set up the operational e-Business network for the REGNET system and to cope the Eastern European partners in an international network of culture service centres, a suit of unified agreements on international and national level is applied. This set of agreements is based on the 3 types of documents:

●REGNET Membership Agreement (RMA),

●REGNET Regional Pole Agreement (RPA),

●REGNET Cultural Org. Agreement (COA) between the Cultural Service Center with the Content provider entity and/or users with REGNET Individual Agreement (RIA)

The cooperation of the participants in the REGNET project is stated according the REGNET Membership Agreement. This agreement utilizes the best practice, derived by the AMICO Membership Agreement [RN_D3V01_appendix.pdf, page 9]. The matters, dealing with copyrights and licensee issues are dealt by COA type of agreement The negotiations and the partnership model is presented accordingly the organizational scheme, stated as follows.

6.5.2
REGNET organizational scheme

The organizational scheme defined for the Eastern European partnership model is influenced by the tasks allocated to ICCS. Particularly, ICCS must develop and support a regional node of REGNET for Eastern Europe partners and Russia.
The REGNET pole, which operates as organizational unit is the Culture Service Centre in Bulgaria (CSC-BG). It offers and supports all services and international links towards the REGNET CSC network and services.

The partners of the CSC-BG are:

●ICCS. This legal entity performs the functionality as a REGNET pole in Bulgaria. ICCS provides the technical infrastructure for the CSC-BG. As a member of the REGNET consortium, ICCS has signed the REGNET Membership Agreement. Respectively ICCS by implication will operate according to the REGNET Regional Pole Agreement.

●The Union of Bulgaria Artists (UBA) as a legal entity is nominated to be a Content provider for the region 6 of REGNET . For the exploitation of REGNET UBA will sign the REGNET Cultural Org. Agreement with ICCS as a regional pole in Bulgaria. As a sequence of the role of UBA for the Artist domain, UBA will offer to his members a membership in the REGNET system. The agreement, which determines the terms under which the REGNET system will be available for the artists, will be based on the REGNET Individual Agreement. The later agreement deals also with the copyrights and license matters.

Applying the three level hierarchies of REGNET Agreements, the Bulgarian pole (CSC-BG) may associate to REGNET system not only the Union of Bulgarian Artists but many new providers, organizations, museums, libraries, CH entities. Such a solution keeps the REGNET network open for new participants on the culture heritage market as a potential new content provider is regarded the Ethnographic museum in Sofia.

●User groups. The CSC-BG can associate directly artists or group of artists to the REGNET network. This association will be managed under the REGNET Cultural Org. Agreement and REGNET Individual Agreement.

●The subcontractor SOUTHERN URAL STATE University (SUSU) for the exploitation of REGNET will sign a REGNET Cultural Org. Agreement. The partnership will be based on the REGNET Membership Agreement.

SUSU (Russia) on its own will support this partnership model on national basis. According to Regional Pole Agreement, Cultural Org. Agreement and REGNET Individual Agreement the Russian partner SUSU will extend the content providers group with individual Artist and Art/Museum organizations.

6.5.3
Peculiarity of the REGNET CSC partnership model

This model minimizes the needs of signing different types of agreements. Generally two types of agreements satisfy the requirements for an international e-business network.

●Agreement on national level: REGNET Regional Pole Agreement and REGNET Individual Agreement. These agreements concern both content providers and users of the domain arts. The Copyrights and licenses matters are set up between the partners according to the national legislation according to the Low of copyright and neighbouring rights act [see attachment]

●Agreements on international level: The REGNET Membership Agreement is generally used. It consists of partnership functionality, which are applied by AMICO as best practice example. The establishment of new pole is defined according to the REGNET Regional Pole Agreement.

6.6
Process for the development of the REGNET System

The aim of this part is to explain the process that is going to be implemented in order to produce the REGNET System. The main aspects are summarised below.
6.6.1
General description

Project risks include the size and complexity of the system and the use of new technologies which are unfamiliar to most of the development teams. The provision and use of a development process to assist development and management teams can provide mitigation of this risk.

Aside: Deficiencies in the Traditional Lifecycle Model

The waterfall model is generally understood to be a serial process comprising the following steps:

●Requirement capture (Analysis)

●Design

●Implementation

●Verification and Validation (V & V)

●Deployment

This model has been effective in highly structured organisations where requirements change slowly, if at all and where there is sufficient budget and resources allocated to the support functions (V & V). This scenario is usually found in highly regulated applications where risks of failure of the system are well-understood and significant. The realities of the commercial market place are that requirements change almost continuously. In addition, the risk of failure is discounted to the degree that funding for support activities is insufficient to support the rigorous V & V effort necessary. Recent advances in software technology, specifically the advent of modelling tools and languages now make it possible to address the limitations of the waterfall model through a new technique called iterative development. An iterative development process entails a series of short cycles through a “waterfall-like” process. Initial requirements are identified through standard methods of use case analysis, user interviews, examination of existing systems and so forth. A subset of these requirements are then expressed in a model or set of models built with one of the rapid prototyping tools now commercially available. The model(s) are then evaluated against the initial requirements. The initial model(s), analysis results and new or additional requirements are combined to serve as a baseline for another iteration of modelling. The expectation is that the next iteration of the model would cover a greater percentage of the requirement. Hence more closely resemble the planned system. This process repeats until the behaviour of the system is expressed in sufficient detail in the model that implementation becomes a matter of software assembly instead of on-the-fly design. As this process continues, the live experience with the model will cause some requirements to stabilise. Those stable requirements can then be “frozen” as baselines for development of the actual system, and actual development of the system can commence. Since the development is taking in smaller increments against clearly understood requirements and is based on a working model, the effort is better understood, easier to manage and has a greater likelihood of being completed on time with fewer defects and less rework. The advantages of this approach are that requirements can evolve throughout the modelling process. The behaviour of the system can be realised and understood more fully early enough in the process where resulting requirements changes can be integrated as a matter of course instead of as an exception after the fact. Depending on the architecture of the system and requirements of the user community, it is possible to release the completed increments of the build process into production (internal or external) as standalone deliverables. This is referred to as Incremental Delivery. Incremental deliveries should be between 10% and 20% of estimated overall project effort. The first incremental delivery for a project should focus more on allowing the organisation to become comfortable with the process and less on actual delivery of a workable increment.
The advances in software tool technology has given rise to new development methodologies which address the limitations of the traditional “waterfall model”. The primary limitation of the waterfall model is the difficulty with timely capture and implementation of changes to requirements. This section documents the approach.
One of the most important aspects of the development process is the management of risk. Risk areas include for example, integration issues, unfamiliar technologies and resource availability. Risks should be actively sought out and addressed up front, rather than deferred.
In practical terms, a risk management approach involves identifying and solving high risk issues in earlier iterations. In other words, early iterations of the project should focus more on eliminating unknowns and less on delivering a “laundry list” of features based on possibly faulty assumptions.
With the majority of unknowns resolved early in the project, the later iterations will be more predictable and can proceed according to a well-defined schedule. A significant class of risk comes from deferring architectural analysis until after the business requirements are fully defined and modelled. It is believed that separation of technical architecture from business and application requirements into a “two track” approach as described below assures that architectural risks are brought forward and managed as described above. In this approach, separate tracks are defined to allow architecture to represent a specific focus within the project independent from functional concerns for an application required by the business.
The four principles of the approach to process are summarized in the table below.
	Principle
	Summary

	Incremental and Iterative Development.
	Increments should be limited to 2-3 months. This provides visibility for management, allows requirement changes along the way, and would potentially allow intermediate versions of the system to be delivered.

	Risk-Oriented Planning
	Based on the ‘T’ approach, each increment should focus on the list of risks to be evaluated and managed, rather than on producing functionality while still leaving major unknowns. The deliverable of an increment is not just working code, but also the reduction of risks identified before planning of the increment.

	Separate of technical and functional architectures
	Following the two track approach, separate tracks are defined to allow architecture to represent a specific focus within the project independent from functional concerns for an application required by the business. A common cause of failure in complex projects is the focus on business functionality, with architecture risks only managed after this functionality is fully defined and modelled. This defers these risks towards the end of the project. The separate architecture track should instead mitigate these risks as early as possible



	Continuous change management
	Since the requirements are generally continual evolving and subject to both internal and external project drivers requirements capture cannot be a one-shot activity performed at the beginning of the project. This requires a continuous requirement management approach coupled with a formal request for modification process. That is tailored to the constraints and methods that are introduced in component based development.


Table 6
The four principles for the development process
This approach proposes a development approach, which:

●Fills the semantic gap between business analysis and software development

●Is Business Component centric with support for standards and technical architecture based on distributed object technologies

●Encourage the reuse of core functionality across applications
●Focuses on architecture to enable the flexible upgrade of pieces of the system, whether they were developed in-house, by third parties, or purchased off-the-shelf.

6.6.2
Project management

The component based development approach supports project management by providing structure to assist risk-driven incremental planning avoiding high-risk approaches as described below.
The first high-risk planning approach is the “ultimate delivery” syndrome. That is every activity need to be fully completed before starting a new one. Generally this kind of strategy leads to no delivery. Furthermore it is probably not an achievable goal, because the every “finalise” activities provide some feedback that may have impact on activity itself. This can lead to an endless improvement circle.
Another key point is that this strategy does not consider the changes that are likely to occur during the project life. In summary, this approach consumes a lot of time. The following diagram illustrates this kind of planning.
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Figure 8
Planning finalization
The second one is the “massive parallelism” syndrome. That is, every activity is run in parallel in order to deliver the product sooner. Generally, this kind of strategy generates a lot of deadlocks because some activities need results from others. In all cases the delivery date is unpredictable. The picture below illustrates this kind of planning.
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Figure 9

Parallel planning
In order to avoid these two syndromes, actions should be taken.

	Syndrome
	Actions

	“Ultimate delivery”
	Incremental and iterative process 

	“Massive parallelism”
	Check and co-ordinate the dependencies between work packages


Table 7
Recommended actions for the confrontation of “Ultimate delivery” “Massive 

parallelism” syndromes
These considerations drive towards the iterative and incremental planning model pictured below. It is important to notice that the different activities can be conduct by different teams with corresponding skills.
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Figure 10
Iterative and incremental planning model
Increments definition
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Figure 11
Increments definition
6.7
Description of REGNET system

The REGNET Project supports the introduction of new ways of co-operation between different cultural stakeholders (“CIO”: Cultural Institutions and Organisations, Industries, Administrations, etc.) by setting up a technical infrastructure and organisational framework in the light of globalisation and world wide markets. The main activities within a support environment for (Internet) Markets comprise: Content Engineering, Platform Engineering, and Enterprise Engineering.
The REGNET (Cultural Heritage in REGional NETwork project) targets to all of the three areas. The project was introduced under the Action Line “Access to digital collections of cultural and scientific content” of the European Union IST-Information Society Technologies Programme and 23 partners, cultural organisations (museums, libraries and archives) and IT-industry representatives, from 10 European Union states as well as Bulgaria and Russia are participating.

6.7.1
Envisaged agreements

REGNET will set up a functional network of cultural service centres through Europe which will provide IT-services dedicated to Cultural Heritage organisations. A technical and legal framework, the REGNET system, for such a service infrastructure will be developed. This will offer services like data entry, search and retrieval, and e-Business. It will be based mainly on integration work using state-of-the-art components.

The network will integrate multimedia industries, content providers and service centre operators. Existing cultural infrastructures will be exploited and new infrastructures should be developed where necessary.
The technical infrastructure should allow setting up even low cost service centres. The membership concept of the service centres will generate a critical mass of digital or physical goods contained in Content Provider's organisations.

6.7.2
Standards and Metadata

REGNET will provide a unique facility to metadata definitions for both CH-related data and e- Business related data via the search entry in the REGNET – Portal and the REGNET – Ontology subsystem. Here not only meta data related to objects is addressed, but also definitions of work flows, business processes, etc. are included which lead to the concept of Ontology within the Cultural Heritage domain. Within the project a data entry facility using WEB-browsers and adaptable to different needs within different domains (Museums, Library, Archives) will be established. This facility will support existing standards (ICOM/CIDOC, UNIMARC, ISAD(G), etc) and is configurable by the REGNET System user. At the e-Business level REGNET provides the generation of a customised shopping cart system within the business to consumer (B2C) framework.

6.7.3
Mobile entry

It will be examined how next generation mobile networks can be exploited to widen the potentiality of WEB services in the field of Cultural Heritage. Appropriate gateway functions and interfacing units will be envisaged to connect the REGNET architecture with the UMTS (Universal Mobile Telecommunication Systems) structure and ensure a seamless provisioning of REGNET services to mobile customers.

6.7.4
Electronic catalogs

Already existing electronic catalogues (OPACS: Online Public Access Catalogues) referring to cultural and scientific objects contained in libraries, museums, archives, and galleries, as well as to goods and services will be used. Where there are no catalogues yet new catalogues will be developed in order to establish a “virtual union” catalogue of all OPACS and product/service catalogues held locally.

6.7.5
Business engineering

In addition the work includes the outlining of necessary “supply chains” and the connected business processes and functions to deliver digital and physical goods. All the business transactions on the B2B and B2C level (containing payment features, copyright systems, authentication control, etc) will be guided by a legal framework that will be worked out accordingly. The reorganisation of existing processes and introduction of computerised functions which make transactions for low money goods worth while (e.g. small copyright fees for digital images) is an essential part of the project.
6.7.6
REGNET architecture

The building blocks which constitute the REGNET System are supporting access to cultural and scientific information as well as to product and service information offered by different organisations. The building blocks are outlined in the figure below.
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Figure 12
REGNET building blocks
6.7.6.1
REGNET building blocks

The REGNET system is an Internet based collaborative network of Cultural Heritage Organisations and Institutions. The organisations / institutions are organised in a geographic way: each one is managed by a cultural service centre (CSC) which supports the local Cultural Heritage Institutions / Organisations (CIO). Each CIO provides different sets of functionalities according to specificities. All REGNET entities share common knowledge which is called Ontology. This knowledge deals with user profiles, data formats and presentation of information.
REGNET functionality has been split up into subsystems. The aim of this part is to describe main functionalities of these subsystems.
The REGNET System consists of different building blocks (called nodes) which can be located on different Hardware/Software-Platforms. These nodes are:

●REGNET-Cultural Heritage Data Management

●REGNET e-Business Data Management

●REGNET-Ontology Checker

●REGNET-Electronic Publisher

These building blocks host REGNET subsystems (called components) which provide the following functionalities:

●Repository Management (subsystem-1)

●Reference System (subsystem-2)

●Knowledge Base Access (subsystem-3)

●Data Generation (subsystem-4)

●Search and Retrieval (subsystem-5)

●e-Business (subsystem-6)

●Product Catalogue Management (subsystem-7)

●Electronic Publishing (subsystem-8)

●Procurement and Delivery (subsystem-9)

6.7.6.1.1
REGNET portal

The REGNET-Portal consists of three components (subsystems), enabling access to following system functions:

●Data Generation (subsystem-4). This subsystem enables the generation of metadata either via a (configurable) data entry facility (loaded into the user's browser) or by sending a harvester to repositories included in Subsystem-1. Meta data is either stored in Subsystem-1 or - 2. The data entry and harvester processes can be triggered by document type definitions (residing in Subsystem-3) as needed by the end user (librarian, archivist, curator).
●Search and Retrieval (subsystem-5). The Search Subsystems allows the distribution of searches to different repositories and the merging of different result sets delivered by the repository subsystem. It includes a subject gateway which directs the queries in a domain or user profile specific way to the repositories. This subsystem also provides the user with the possibility to distribute queries to product catalogues related to e-Business systems (i.e. a museum store). Searches can be done on collection or item level.

●e-Business (subsystem-6). Besides the pure access to digital collections of cultural and scientific content, REGNET supports business processes based on digital surrogates. This can be a simple buying function (B2C) of digital surrogates or real objects (museum shop) or even an order to produce a personalised CD-ROM based on raw data coming and pre-selected (shopping cart) from different repositories. The second case involves Subsystem-8, which supports the generation of digital goods, and might involve several suppliers in a B2B case. It also supports electronic payment, copy right management, data entry, etc.

6.7.6.1.2
REGNET cultural heritage data management

The REGNET-Cultural Heritage Data Management subsystem facilitates the management of data related to scientific and Cultural Heritage. The connected repositories contain electronic documents as well as surrogates (i.e. images) of “real objects”. This node type consists of two components:

●Repository Management (subsystem-1). Manages repositories containing digital surrogates of “primary” (real world) objects. They may be accompanied by a data base containing metadata within this subsystem which can be accessed by standard protocols (HTTP, Z3950). Using conversion facilities, data from legacy systems or not compliant with the REGNET metadata framework can be imported into the REGNET environment.
●Reference System (subsystem-2). This subsystem contains metadata related to the repositories included in subsystem-1 or subsystem- 7. It allows distributed searches over those repositories. The metadata data base is populated by uploads of subsystem-1 or subsystem-7, or metadata generation done within metadata subsystem-4 (data entry, harvesting).

6.7.6.1.3
REGNET e-business data management

The REGNET e-Business Data Management system facilitates the management of data related to products and services. This node is connected to the procurement and delivery of goods and services provided by cultural organisations and consists of two components:

●Product Catalogue Management (subsystem-7). This subsystem includes metadata describing products (real or digital) offered by content providers up to services offered by service providers (i.e. consultancy, digitising projects, etc). REGNET allows also search and retrieval of distributed product (and service) catalogues (as included in the ebXML specifications). Doing this the user will be able to compare products which supports his/her buying decision.

●Procurement and Delivery (subsystem-9). This subsystem provides access to products and services and transforms requests into real orders or logistic processes. Contractual matters and partnerships among the different stakeholders in the REGNET System (Content Provider, Service Centres, Added Value Generator, Dealer, etc) are dealt with by this subsystem.

6.7.6.1.4
REGNET ontology system
The REGNET-Ontology System is a core element of the REGNET system and guarantees unification with respect to terminologies, metadata, business rules, etc. There is one component hosted by this node:

●Knowledge Base Access (subsystem-3). Subsystem-3 includes data about repositories, document types, domains, user profiles, product catalogues, terminologies, external systems, etc. It can be considered as a layer between the “user access points” (Subsystem-4, -5, -6) and the different repository (content) related subsystems (Subsystem-1, -2, -7). In addition it will act as a common “knowledge base” for all subsystems by storing and distributing information and data between the subsystems and even between multiple REGNET Systems. It includes different administration tools for managing authority files, thesauri, metadata schemas, document type definitions, etc). This subsystem might be connected to external registries.

6.7.6.1.5
REGNET electronic publisher
The REGNET-Electronic Publisher system provides the production of digital products like CD-ROMS, WEB-sites, etc. This node consists of one component:

●Electronic publishing (subsystem-8). Raw data located in digital repositories combined with commercial available data are the basis for personalised electronic publishing. The structuring and navigation of content is supported by the use of a theme based approach which is part of a comprehensive user support according to the LATCH (Location, Alphabet, Time, Category, Hierarchy) structuring model. Underlying knowledge and methodologies are accessible via this subsystem allowing the reuse of existing expertise in the handling of this subsystem by other users. Besides the production of CD-ROMs (i.e. using predefined story boards and workflow) the creation of virtual galleries or exhibitions or even WEB-sites are supported. Products or new workflow specifications generated can be used as new input to the existing range of products and services.

6.7.6.1.6
REGNET connector
The REGNET connector provides the infrastructure that allows the communication between the participants of the network. Communication takes place between CIO and CSC, and between different CIOs. Due to that, this building block is related with all collaborative activities (i.e. distributed search, exchange of material, etc.). This system is the entry point for B2B collaboration in the way that it is in charge of the marshalling and not-marshalling of data and messages according to the ebXML standard.
The interconnection between different REGNET components, are presented in the following figure:
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Figure 13
Interconnection between different REGNET components
[image: image17.png]
A REGNET-Site can include all REGNET nodes (Portal, etc), but it is possible that a site contains only a subset of nodes, e.g. if a centre is not providing e-Business functions the e-Business related components will not constitute this site. The conceptual framework for a REGNET Network is presented in the left figure

Figure 14
Conceptual frame
●The REGNET Network consists of one or more

●REGNET Systems (Sites), which include one ore more

●REGNET Nodes. A REGNET Node can include one or more

●REGNET Components.

A REGNET network can look like this:
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Figure 15
Possible REGNET network

6.7.7
Content creation, platform management and enterprise engineering

Within the REGNET system there are three building blocks which can be considered as vertical functions:

Content creation and management is based on actual standard efforts in the field of the different organisations involved. “Application Ontology” define standardised metadata used in the Library (MARC21), Museum (AMICIO/CIMI/MDA), Archives (EAD, ISAD-G), and Artist (CDWA) domains. To enable “cross domain” searches the REGNET-search & retrieval component uses a mapping of application domain related metadata into Dublin Core metadata. A further development of Z39.50 based methodologies is using XML and provides distributed searches based on the latest technology.
This technique, to make Online Public Access Catalogues (OPACs) interoperable, is essential to REGNET, and will also be applied to the REGNET shopping system providing a virtual catalogue of products and services offered by Cultural Institutions (e.g. museum shops) connected to the REGNET Network. Regarding the collections of the REGNET-content providers it is already possible to develop “themes” which provide a path to relevant information within the REGNET System.
The platform management is based on up-to-date internet technology and is the basis for the middle ware being the agent between content and service supplier and the requester (user). It is expected that during the implementation of REGNET the first large trials of systems following the ebXML reference architecture will deliver results and might influence future REGNET-developments.

The interconnection of REGNET Nodes will be based on SOAP to enable communication between different development environments (JAVA-PHP) or on direct JAVA to JAVA-communication (RMI). For data hosting XML-related tools will be preferred which does not exclude the integration of proven technologies like relational data base management etc.
The enterprise engineering will focus on some selected business processes and functional units: access to distributed catalogues, a shopping cart system, creation of a personalised catalogue based on retrieved data from the 'virtual catalogue' (in printed and electronic form), an internet auction system (i.e. offering duplicates of posters), and a delivery system for physical goods (i.e. goods from museum stores).
On a “horizontal” basis the XML/XSL-technology is used to structure data semantically and physically. This affects the creation of metadata, describing real (primary) objects (artefacts, nature facts...), media objects (photos, videos ...) or bibliographic type objects (literature in the broadest sense). On the other hand all information within business transactions is wrapped within XML structures: Order, Invoice, Despatch, Report ...). The recent developments in the field of XML/EDI standardisation will be used (ebXML). Another topic will be the definition of information products by appropriate document type definitions and style sheets. This should enable the 'non-media-professional' end user to easily generate catalogues or even CD-ROMs on demand. This might be the first step into the direction to create virtual exhibitions on demand by users themselves.

6.7.8
User scenarios
The scenarios outlined below can be considered as a first reference to e-Business processes only.

Business to Consumer (B2C):

A tourist wants to buy articles related to the Cultural Heritage of a region; he/she is interested in physical goods from one or more museum shops as well as in specific surrogate (images) of cultural objects located in museums, archives, or libraries in the region. He/she can use a terminal at a tourist office where he/she searches the REGNET virtual catalogue for relevant images and information, browses for articles located in museum stores and places orders.
Business to Business (B2B):

A museum wants to produce a CDROM containing information about specific objects that he/she is interested in and which are related to a region. The curator at the museum's side selects relevant information (text, images, films); he/she contacts a media producer, selects the basic layout/storyboard for the CDROM and works out together with the industrial partner- eventually with the help of other expert(s) - the final storyboard and the work flow necessary for the production process. He/she signs a contract for the production process and receives the master copy of the CDROM.
Consumer to Consumer (C2C):

The owner of a private collection wants to sell some of his/her assets on a maximum prize. He/She thinks about putting the offers on the internet. He/She digitises with the help of a REGNET-Partner (i.e. Cultural Service Centre/CSC) surrogates of the goods which will be sold. Additional information and expertise are gained after consultation of the Virtual Catalogue. A dedicated Internet Auction System is set up at a Cultural Service Centres (CSC) site and offers bidding to interested user communities. The marketing of this auction is supported by the CSC. This business case can be considered as combination of B2C and B2B functions and demonstrates that a stakeholder can obtain different roles
6.8
Licensing models/ pricing
Three basic licensing models for REGNET have been identified:

●Licensing model for commercial purposes

●Licensing model for educational purposes

●Licensing model to individuals

They regulate the copyrights and other rights of REGNET digitised objects, including images, texts, multimedia material, etc… granted to licensees.
The main differences among them are the following:

●the licence for commercial purposes grants rights to profit organisations for the inclusion of digitised objects in commercially available products and services (i.e. CD-ROMs, books, guides, web-sites and so on)

●the licence for educational purposes grants rights to cultural and educational institutions to provide their audience the possibility to access collections of digitised objects for inclusion in research and educational projects

●the licence to individuals allow them to access and use digitised objects for their own private non commercial interests

For each of them, a licensing agreement has been described in full in the Legal Framework section. They have been adapted from corresponding licensing agreements. Pricing issues will be defined in the next period.

6.9
REGNET unique selling proposition
The value of the REGNET system lies fundamentally in its contribution to the European objective of providing low-barrier access to cultural heritage to all its citizens. Affordable, high-speed Internet access for everyone and networked convergence and interoperability for ease of access are key conditions for the realisation of this objective. Through the European Commission’s e-Europe Initiative, national governments have committed themselves to making the implementation of new technologies a key element in regional development agendas, to help provide the necessary infrastructure to make high-speed Internet available in less favoured regions, where private investment alone is not sufficient.
REGNET’s contribution regards the second key condition for universal access: the possibility of seamless access across institutional and sectoral boundaries. Seamless access demands agreeing on shared metadata standards for object description. REGNET addresses the issue of metadata definitions for both CH related data and e-business data through a harmonized search and retrieval facility across different domains. The technical and legal framework of the system will enable a collaborative process facilitating standardization, thus providing for seamless cross-institutional and cross-sectoral access.
A further, and equally important, contribution made by REGNET is that of supporting small CH institutions and regional cultural heritage initiatives. REGNET offers a supportive infrastructure helping small and medium-sized museums, galleries, archives and libraries to set up and manage digital collections. Through the system of Regional Poles, small and under-resourced CH institutions are given the chance to participate in e-culture initiatives and make full use of the opportunities offered by new technologies.
The Regional Poles are in an ideal position to connect regional initiatives to a higher level European framework, as well as enabling such initiatives to get on board larger initiatives or projects. Interconnections of this type, both horizontal and vertical, would help smaller institutions in terms of visibility and with regards maximizing the revenue-generating potential of their cultural assets.
The Regional Poles, as language and user-friendly access points to the system as a whole, have the advantage of being able to cater directly to a known environment and audience. They enable access through an interface meeting their audience’s needs and are able to add value to services appropriately tailored for the specific communities of users.
The multi-cultural and multi-lingual situation present in EU member states, and the need to give a voice to diverse cultural identities, also lends weight to the value of a regional focus. The possibility of contextualizing services within a larger framework allows this diversity to express itself more effectively, thus expanding access to cultural heritage throughout Europe.
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