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Y cmammi po3ensioaromsCsi OCHOBHI yrpas/iiH-
CbKi Npo6iemu, 3 SKUMU CMUKarmbcsl ycma-
HOBU cghepu icmopuydHoI criadwjuHu. poroHy-
0MbCS1 MOX/IUBI WI/ISIXU BUPILWEHHST BUOINEHUX
rpob6siem. JaembCsi BUHaYEHHs OedhiHiyii ycma-
HOBU Cchepu OXOPOHU ma 2pOMadChbKoi mpaH-
cnsayii icmopuyHoi  crnaduwjuHu. [MposodumsCsi
OPIBHSIHHST YUX YCMAHOB 3 IHWUMU opaaHi3ayj-
MU U ycmaHosamUu cehepu coyiasibHo-Ky/abmyp-
Ho2o cepsicy. Ocobnusa ysaza npuodiisiemsCsi
creyuchidHUM i HaltibiIbW akmyasibHUM 3aB0aH-

HSIM MEHEeOXXMEHMY YCmaHoB8 cghepu icmopuy-
HOI' criadWuHU y MOPIBHSIHHI 3 IHWUMU Op2aHi-
3ayigmu Kyabmypu abo opeaHizayismu cehepu
coyja/ibHO-Ky/TbmypHO20 CEPBICY.

KntouoBi cnosa: icmopuyHa criadwjuHa, ycma-
HOBU Ky/ibmypu, My3ell, eKoHOMIKa Ky/bmypu,
MeHeoXMeHm.

B cmambe paccmMampusatomcsi OCHOBHbIE
yripas/neHyeckue npobsieMsl, C  KOMOpbIMU
cMmasiKugaromcsi y4pexoeHusi cghepbl ucmopu-
4ecKoeo Hacneousi. [pednazaromcsi BO3MOX-
Hble Mymu peweHusi BbIOe/IeHHbIX MPob/IeM.
Jaemcsi ornpedesieHue OebuHUyUU y4ypexde-
Husi cgbepbl OXpaHbl U 06WecmseHHoU mpaHc-
J194UU ucmopu4eckozo Hacsiedust. [posooumcsi
CpasHeHUe OaHHbIX y4pexoeHuli ¢ opyaumu
OpaaHu3ayusiMu U y4pexoeHusiMu - cghepbl
coyuaibHO-KyibmypHo20  cepsuca.  Ocoboe
BHUMaHUe ydessiemcsi crieyuchudeckum u Hau-
6o/1ee akmyasibHbIM 3adadaM MeHedXMeHma
yypexoeHull cghepbl LCMOPUYECKO20 Hac1eoust
10 CpasHeHUHo € Opy2uMU OpaaHu3ayusiMu Ky/lb-
Mmypbl Uu op2aHu3ayusimu cghepbl coyuasibHo-
Ky/IbmypHO20 cepsuca.

KnioueBble cnoBa: ucmopuyeckoe Hacsedue,
YUpEXOeHus1  Kyabmypbl, My3ell, 3KOHOMUKA
Ky/Ibmyphbl, MEHEOXMEHM.

Problem statement. Historical heritage institu-
tions are institutions, which preserve, produce or dis-
tribute historical heritage. In turn, historical heritage
is defined as the ideas, performances and artifacts
(including objects and buildings) that are considered

by professionals and the public at large to represent
and embody the legacy of a civilization, culture or
community and hence to deserve preservation, dis-
play, transmission or reproduction. Thus, historical
heritage institutions include institutions whose mis-
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sion is to preserve and make accessible historical
heritage. Museums and preservation sites, as well
as libraries and archives are the material historical
heritage institutions. In fact, until recently, historical
heritage institutions have to a large extent focused on
material artifacts. Moreover, historical heritage insti-
tutions are for the most part service organizations.
The distinctive element of most service organizations
relative to manufacturing organizations is that ser-
vice is produced with the simultaneous presence and
sometimes even with the collaboration of the cus-
tomer, whereas manufacturing organizations can pro-
duce their goods in advance and stock them. Thus,
scalability of service operations in a given locale
is limited, by the size of the restaurant, hairdress-
ing saloon, museum or orchestra hall, for instance.
Therefore, a distinctive challenge of service organiza-
tions is how to manage the interaction with customers
in the production of the service, which is an experi-
ence for customers. This is also clearly the case for
the display function of historical heritage institutions,
but less for restoration and maintenance of tangible
heritage, tasks which are performed in the absence
of the final customer.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
The works of famous foreign and domestic scientists
are devoted to problems of economy of historical
heritage, activity of public institutions in this sphere
and problems of management of the sphere of cul-
ture. In particular, these issues are considered by
such scientists as: D. Rypkema, I. Rizzo, A. Mignosa,
J. Hausner, A. Karwinska, J. Purchla, D. Vaughan,
A. Rubinshtein and others. At the same time, some
aspects of this multifaceted problem remain beyond
the attention of scholars and are insufficiently sub-
stantiated, namely: the management problems faced
by the institutions of the sphere of historical heritage
and the possible solutions this problems; definition of
the institution of the sphere of protection and public
transmission of historical heritage; tasks of manage-
ment of institutions of historical heritage in compari-
son with other cultural institutions or organizations of
the sphere of social and cultural service etc.

Formulation of article goal. The goal of article
is to identify the main problems and solutions in the
field of management of historical heritage institutions
in the context of increasing their service nature.

Presentation of the main material. One could
say that, in their display function, historical heritage
institutions could be managed like any other service
organization. For instance, institutions which dis-
play tangible cultural heritage face like other service
organizations such the task of organizing customers’
movement within the organizational space. However,
a systematic assessment is necessary to uncover the
extent to which historical heritage institutions can be
assimilated to other service organizations and thus
whether there are organizational specificities, which
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pose particular managerial challenges. The demand
perspective focuses on the experience that custom-
ers generally have of the service offered. The supply
perspective refers to internal features of organiza-
tions. From the demand perspective, historical heri-
tage institutions can be compared to other service
organizations on the basis of at least six dimensions
of the customer experience: human interactivity, tech-
nological interaction, aesthetics, emotionality or emo-
tivity, education and symbolic attachment.

Technological interaction relates to the way cus-
tomers use technology in consuming the service.
Aesthetics refers to the degree to which customers’
experience of the service has an aesthetic dimen-
sion. Education considers whether customers decide
to engage in the service experience to educate them-
selves. Symbolic attachment relates to the degree to
which the customers see the service as a central part
of their culture. Emotionality or emotivity is the degree
to which customers experience emotions when con-
suming the service, or have feelings about it. All the
other dimensions can of course generate emotions.
For instance, aesthetic appreciation is also an emo-
tion, whether pleasurable or not.

By exposition, historical heritage institutions offer
the public the possibility of accessing cultural heri-
tage. For instance, museum visitors often have to
purchase a ticket for the visit of several rooms to con-
template the objects. This is similar to the experience
of visiting a theme park where customers (visitors)
walk to different attractions. Thus, in institutions deal-
ing with tangible historical heritage, customers have
very little interaction with the organizational staff —
other than the cashier or the ticket check attendant,
and maybe the cloakroom attendant, the security staff
and the guide. In a restaurant and particularly in the
hairdresser case, the interaction is much more impor-
tant: the customer has to choose among different
options or express his preferences to organizational
members who can help shape them. Substantial
human interaction in historical heritage organizations
only takes place in face-to-face education and more
marginally in some museums or sites when visitors
rely on guides. Consumers’ use of technology in the
consumption of historical heritage can be higher than
in other service organizations. Historical heritage
institutions such as museums can use information
technology to encourage customers’ interaction with
or access to more information relative to the artifacts
displayed or ideas discussed, enhancing the educa-
tional role [1, p. 52—63].

The consumption of historical heritage can also
be compared to other services. Services such as
restaurant dining and getting a haircut also can have
such dimensions. However, in contrast to historical
heritage, we probably do not go to the hairdresser
with an educational goal in mind. We go to a historical
heritage site to discover its contents, to learn about
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a community, its architecture, its religion and its his-
tory, or to learn about the work of an artist and his or
her context and personality. Customers’ educational
goal may be the most distinctive dimension of the
visitor experience in historical heritage organizations
relative to other service organizations. Of course,
customers’ educational orientation in consuming his-
torical heritage depends on their human and cultural
capital. The greater an individual’s human and cul-
tural capital, the more acquainted and knowledgeable
she is with heritage. Thus, for individuals with sub-
stantial human and cultural capital, consuming his-
torical heritage might have, relatively speaking, more
of an entertaining function than an educational role —
going to “consume” works, which they already know
and appreciate.

Consuming culture in general provides not only
topics for conversation but also certain legitimacy
or status. Properly educated citizens are supposed
to be acquainted with historical heritage, particularly
with their own community’s heritage. By consuming
one’s community historical heritage, individuals rein-
force their allegiance and attachment to their com-
munity. This consumption therefore has a symbolic,
communitarian dimension, which is absent from the
consumption of most other services. The symbolic
dimension, which refers to the history and identity of
a community, is also the reason why heritage and its
institutions are supported by governments, particu-
larly those whose jurisdiction includes the institutions
in question. The community-related symbolic dimen-
sion of heritage institutions is particularly salient, as
their very existence stems from the consideration
that they preserve and diffuse the central symbols of
a community. From this derives the managerial chal-
lenge for cultural heritage institutions of establishing,
maintaining and enhancing the heritage dimension of
a site, object or intangible [2, c. 62—69].

Historical heritage institutions can also be com-
pared to other service organizations from a supply or
internal point of view, in terms of their power structure
and dynamics, staff composition and legal and prop-
erty form. In terms of power structure, historical heri-
tage institutions have traditionally been dominated
by cultural professionals. Professional status comes
from knowledge certification to exercise the profes-
sion and in certain cases professional associations
when they grant certification, fix rates and salaries,
organize continuing training. In addition, professions
are distinguished from occupations by the importance
that the opinion and recognition by other members of
the profession outside the organization in which the
individual works has in guiding the individual's behav-
iour. In historical heritage institutions, given their
specialized knowledge, the core profession such as
curators in museums, librarians in libraries or instruc-
tors in educational organizations — individuals usu-
ally with certified knowledge in their respective areas

from universities — holds to a large extent decision-
making power over the organization’s direction and
tasks such as which objects to purchase, preserve,
display and how.

Cultural mediators often have significant training
in a related discipline, but they are usually not as
powerful as curators or librarians. In fact, in some
organizations, a power struggle and accordingly
structural reorganizations are taking place between
the traditional core cultural profession and the new
semi-professional staff category of cultural mediators.
The professionalization of historical heritage man-
agement with the emergence of specialized degrees
and associations in the last 20 years has also gen-
erated tensions in historical heritage institutions.
Whereas cultural professionals also used to hold the
top managerial position in most cultural organizations
until the 1990s, since then, in many cases, boards
have created a managing director position, distinct
from the top cultural position, and recruited people
trained in cultural management for the new post.
Given that management is supposed to be concerned
with the overall organizational performance including
economic and financial, and not only cultural perfor-
mance, this has generated some tensions with cul-
tural professionals.

Another distinctive characteristic of staff com-
position in historical heritage institutions as service
organizations is often the presence of volunteers who
are not formal organizational members but partici-
pate in core organizational tasks or provide important
resources. The presence of volunteers and friends’
associations in cultural institutions is possibly due to
two phenomena: first, the fact that most cultural insti-
tutions are not financially self-sustaining and second
the emotional and symbolic nature of their existence
and activities which motivates individuals to give their
time and other resources. Resulting from both staff
composition and power locus, in historical heritage
institutions there tends to be a bipolar structure where
the two poles are cultural professionals and manage-
ment professionals, somewhat like in restaurants
where there is some tension between management
and the cooks (creative staff). In contrast, in most ser-
vice organizations, there is a more integrated struc-
ture and culture, given that there is no dominant pro-
fession at the operating core [3, p. 209].

Although there are some for-profit enterprises in
the historical heritage domain, many cultural institu-
tions have a different legal and organizational form.
In some cases, the not-for-profit goal stems from the
impossibility of generating profits, given the cost struc-
ture and the socially constrained prices. However, in
many cases the intrinsic, primary organizational goal
is genuinely distinct from profit generation, such as
access, diversity, artistic or cultural quality, or innova-
tion. The different legal and organizational forms also
have an impact on the goals. Public organizations
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tend to promote access and diversity, whereas pri-
vate organizations are able to devote themselves to
more constrained objectives. That said, their funding
structure might also condition their activities. Having
discussed the different specificies of historical heri-
tage institutions, now turn to their distinctive mana-
gerial challenges as they regard the internal and the
external environment of the organization.

For historical heritage institutions, managing the
external environment perhaps has a particularity:
assuring the legitimacy of the organization as well as
of the field at large. Legitimacy is the extent to which
relevant external audiences perceive an organization
or more broadly the institution it represents as being
appropriate, i.e. pursuing worthy goals in an appropri-
ate manner. So, each historical heritage institutions
faces a challenge in this respect. This legitimacy
mainly refers to the societal and expert perceptions
that the institutions does actually contain and diffuse
historical heritage, i.e. that the tangible or intangible
goods displayed by the organization have a symbolic
dimension [4, c. 156].

Information and communication technologies and
digitization enable virtual consumption of intangible
heritage or virtual visits of tangible historical heritage,
making less necessary the visit to a physical space to
“consume” the object of cultural heritage or to expe-
rience intangible heritage. This is particularly salient
for tangible historical heritage institutions, which have
traditionally defined themselves as spaces or recep-
tacles for the display of such heritage. As mentioned,
historical heritage institutions face legitimacy chal-
lenges at two levels: the organization itself in particu-
lar and the field as a whole.

One of the main issues, if not the fundamental
one, for organizations is the definition of their mis-
sion, which influences their internal identity and exter-
nal image, legitimacy and reputation. Historical heri-
tage institutions are particularly confronted with this
issue because they claim to preserve and showcase
part of the historical heritage of a community. More-
over, historical heritage institutions face two specific
legitimacy challenges regarding the preservation of
purchased or donated objects which are not shown
and their role in actually creating heritage.

The first issue is that the name and actions of the
organization have to be consistent with the mission.
Despite the fact that organizations overtime tend to
go beyond their initial activities, the name and stated
mission of the organization sometimes remain unal-
tered and thus becomes inconsistent with the orga-
nizational reality. However, changing core attributes
such as an organization’s name and mission can also
have detrimental consequences in terms of reliabil-
ity and loss of some supporters. The second crucial
issue in defining a mission refers to the fact that the
mission — and the specific projects the organization
proposes to carry out — will determine how easily it
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can attract an audience and garner the support of
experts, donors and sponsors. The nature of the mis-
sion determines in part the extent to which public
authorities deem the organization worthy of receiving
public funds or even being owned by a public admin-
istration. In most democratic countries, public authori-
ties tend to favour organizations and activities which
provide cheap or free access to heritage to the entire
population. But they also favour prestigious organiza-
tions which might attract a relatively small and privi-
leged audience [5, c. 72—75].

There are two main legitimacy challenges. The first
relates to the questions some raise about preserving
or simply storing works, which cannot be displayed
for lack of space or proper conditions. Although pres-
ervation of historical heritage is part of the mission
of these institutions, if heritage cannot be displayed
in the foreseeable future it defeats its ultimate pur-
pose, i.e. appreciation by the public. That said, new
technologies such as the internet might allow for at
least electronic or virtual exposure. The second and
more problematic specific challenge refers to the eco-
nomic and societal implications of historical heritage
institutions in actually creating heritage. Every histori-
cal heritage institution makes a claim that it contains,
preserves and displays or diffuses heritage of one
or more communities. Thus, the organization often
engages in a promotional role to obtain and preserve
professional and official recognition as such. The
legitimacy of that claim is in relation to the defining
values of the community and of art historians, crit-
ics, cultural sociologists and anthropologists, which
might change over time. At the end of the day, it is a
judgement about what the community considers its
heritage and wants to preserve and showcase, its
notable past and contribution to humankind. There-
fore, historical heritage institutions face the challenge
of achieving and maintaining societal consideration
as part of the historical heritage of one or more com-
munities. Lobbying towards stakeholders who make
it possible to earn the label of cultural heritage is thus
critical. The literature on lobbying (now sometimes
called non-market) strategy and stakeholder man-
agement as well as on public agenda setting might
be useful in that regard [6, s. 252—253].

Another question is the legitimacy of the appro-
priation of the benefits deriving from the treatment
of an object as historical heritage. In particular, art
museums and especially contemporary art museums
acquire and display objects of relatively young and
unknown artists. By doing so, these objects become
“institutionalized” and part of heritage. Artists benefit
to the extent that such “institutionalization” grants
them a prestige, which allows them to ask for greater
fees for their production. These positive externalities
created by museums in their purchasing and display-
ing are to large extent appropriated by the author of
the purchased object and those who already hold
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other works of the artist. Public administrations also
generate externalities when they include a given site
or building as part of the official historical heritage:
some negative for the owners of the site who cannot
make free use of it any longer and some mixed for
the neighbouring community. It might create positive
externalities in the form of economic benefits due to
public attraction, but also nuisance.

For the museum case, given that it is the muse-
um’s action which generates the value-added and,
given that many museums are public or publicly sub-
sidized, the positive externalities appropriated by pri-
vate actors are produced thanks to public money. It
would seem reasonable that museums should be able
to appropriate at least part of the positive externali-
ties they generate. Beyond the legitimacy challenges
each historical heritage institution faces, the field as
a whole faces a major challenge about its legitimacy
and hence its public transmission and the support it
obtains from society for it. Legitimacy is audiences’
perception or judgement about the appropriateness
of the focal actor’s ends and means. The legitimacy
challenge historical heritage institutions face is thus
twofold. The first one concerns the methods which
historical heritage institutions use to undertake their
current societal mission, i.e. the preservation and dis-
play of tangible and intangible heritage. The second
legitimacy challenge some institutions of cultural heri-
tage face deals with their mission and, more precisely,
with the relative importance of different functions.

Most tangible heritage institutions are still con-
ceived as physical receptacles. This is the case of
museums or heritage sites, as well as libraries. These
physically constrained means to making historical her-
itage available to the public have being challenged for
a few years by the new IT and, in particular, digitiza-
tion and the internet. These technologies are capable
of creating virtual spaces so individuals can have a
similar experience to visiting a historical heritage site,
at their convenience and pace. Of course, it is still
a virtual visit, without the authenticity of the visitor’s
co-location in the real site or physical proximity to the
objects. The substitutive effect of these new technolo-
gies is even greater if not complete in libraries. This is
why some libraries are searching for new roles, new
uses for the physical space, like hosting cultural and
community activities. The Schumpeterian substitutive
role of new technologies affects the attractivity of a
given field or industry. The challenge is to redefine
these institutions by redefining their role in society and
hence repositioning themselves, given existing and
forthcoming technological changes among others.
One of the critical questions is the degree to which
virtual visits or purchases online are substitutive or
complementary to real visits. The substitutive effect
is much greater for libraries than for historical sites,
given that the experience of reading a text remains to
a large extent the same whether it is contained in a

paper book or displayed on a screen. Instead, virtual
visits to sites might have more difficulty in recreating
the experience of a real visit.

Following the analysis of the specificities of the
internal structure of historical heritage institutions
when compared to other service organizations, it
is possible to identify two specific managerial chal-
lenges in regards to their internal environment. The
first one deals with the influence of a dominant pro-
fessional logic on the overall organizational logic. The
second refers to how these institutions can organize
themselves for more innovation, given the external
challenges identified. Historical heritage institutions
have traditionally been characterized by a core pro-
fession that thanks to training and certification — and
the knowledge asymmetry which ensues — is entitled
to a large extent to define and manage the activities
of the organization. Furthermore, these professionals
often take and are expected to take a professional
orientation, that is, to defend the values and means
of the profession, both as a cognitive framework
which prescribes certain actions and as a social net-
work which links many of the professionals beyond
their individual organizations. Professional values or
the search for professional recognition and prestige
might sometimes run against broader organizational
goals, such as public access, understandability or
enjoyment [7, p. 3-19].

A tension between the values of cultural profes-
sionals and organizational values seems to have
emerged with the “professionalization” of cultural
management and thus the staffing of the top deci-
sion-making positions with individuals who are not
only cultural experts in historical heritage organi-
zations, as in cultural institutions in general. These
individuals tend to be trained in business schools or
economics’ departments. The overall organizational
perspective that these managers bring focuses on
achieving the different organizational goals, namely,
the cultural mission as well as financial health. How-
ever, management does not only potentially bring
rationalization in budgeting and finances, but also an
approach to marketing the organizational services
and products, organizing the operations and manag-
ing the organizational staff. By adopting a customer
orientation, for instance by listening to the public and
the non-public through surveys, management can
even attempt to redefine the organizational mission
and activities. This customer orientation has been
negatively termed as commercialization, particularly
by certain cultural professions and part of the aca-
demic community.

Although managers can try to use incentives to ori-
ent professionals towards the desired goals, assum-
ing they are extrinsically motivated, probably the best
way to gain their collaboration and allegiance is to
involve them in decision-making. As in cultural institu-
tions in general, cultural heritage managers are usu-
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ally in the position of having to assert their power and
defend a broader, more multidimensional conception
of organizational goals and performance, to the detri-
ment to a certain extent of the core profession’s val-
ues. Therefore, managers might find it necessary to
bring into the decision-making process other voices
representing other dimensions of the desired organi-
zational performance, such as the public, donors or
other staff members. This is not to say, again, that
the core professional logic is no longer relevant. By
adopting this broad participatory approach, the fact
that the different stakeholders can listen to each
other’s logic and expectations might facilitate under-
standing among them, and prevent all the tension
from being focused only on management.

At the organizational level, historical heritage insti-
tutions can benefit from the accumulated knowledge
in the innovation and creativity literatures. This litera-
ture discusses the role of incentives, structures and
processes that can be put in place to try to encour-
age creativity and innovation within organizations. In
general, a climate supportive of new ideas, even if
they fail, is considered necessary. But there is also
an opportunity for institutional entrepreneurship and
change to redefine historical heritage institutions.
Institutional entrepreneurs, like organizational inno-
vators, can come from existing organizations or be
outsiders from other fields. In any event, the impor-
tance for any community to treasure and share its
historical heritage together with the challenges dis-
cussed above are probably going to spur a new wave
of innovations in this field. Digitalization and new
communication technologies challenge, in part, some
of the functions of historical heritage organizations.
However, they also offer an opportunity to redefine
these functions and, more broadly, the institutions of
historical heritage.

Summary. The article describes the specific chal-
lenges that historical heritage institutions face as ser-
vice organizations and briefly provides pointers and
references on how the management literature could
respond to them. Thus, the first task was to define
historical heritage and analyse the particularities of
historical heritage organizations relative to other ser-
vice organizations. There are significant differences
in the degree of symbolic attachment, human inter-
activity and an educational function. Few differences
appear though in terms of emotionality. As for the
internal structure of historical heritage institutions
when compared with other service organizations,
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there are three main differences: the first one lies in
the power of the core cultural profession and the bipo-
lar structure and culture it has generated with the pro-
fessionalization of management. The second differ-
ence is the distinctive presence in historical heritage
institutions of volunteers. The third deals with the fact
that historical heritage institutions typically exhibit a
more variegated palette of legal and organizational
forms than other service organizations. This entails
a substantial challenge given that the measures for
their goals are more difficult to obtain. Looking at the
managerial challenges in dealing with both the exter-
nal and internal environment of historical heritage
institutions, and considering the current specificities
two issues emerge: the issue of both organizational
and field legitimacy and the need to redefine the mis-
sion and ways of working of particular organizations
as well as the institutions they represent in general.
This led to a discussion of the internal challenges
consisting in the relation between the values of the
dominant or core cultural profession in the organiza-
tion and the overall organizational values.
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