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Abstract
In recent years, there has been an increase in the research of various as-
pects of digital cultural heritage, including issues of access, re-use, intellectu-
al property rights, use of emerging technologies, linked data, etc. However, 
the specific effects of the European Union’s (EU) digital cultural politics and 
digital impact on LAM institutions (Libraries, Archives, and Museums) have 
not yet been fully addressed. This paper deals with the complex relationship 
between technological and policy logic, placing digital cultural heritage with-
in the EU policy context, specifically focusing on how both technological and 
policy drivers are reshaping LAM institutions. It discusses the impact of dig-
ital transformation on LAM institutions, as well as the implications of cur-
rent EU policies that are affecting the digitisation of cultural heritage. With 
this paper, we aim to expand the present body of research of the development 
of LAM institutions by analysing the interaction of its external pressures – 
EU infrastructure, data, and memory politics – and institutional transfor-
mation shaped by the digital age, a connection which is largely unexplored in 
current literature. This perspective is important because it provides a better 
understanding of the evolving relationship between EU policy and LAMs in 

1	 barbara@irmo.hr; ORCID 0000-0002-8823-2011
2	 The research is part of the activities within the project CULTMED— – Interdisciplinary Re-

search on Cultural and Media Policies and Practices: Developmental and Democratic Poten-
tials (December 31, 2023 – December 31, 2027) that has been funded by the National Recov-
ery and Resilience Plan 2021-2026, NextGeneration EU program.This funding was provided 
under the Program Agreement (Class: 643-02/23-01/00016, Reg. No.: 533-03-23-0002, dated 
8 December 2023) between the Ministry of Science, Education and Youth and the Institute for 
Development and International Relations (IRMO), Zagreb, Croatia. The specific allocation for 
this project was outlined in the Decision on Allocation of Financial Resources (IRMO, Class: 
402-03/23 01/17, Reg. No.: 251-768-04-23-5, dated 11 December 2023).
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the digital age. To achieve this goal, I conducted a qualitative content analy-
sis of EU policy documents and relevant academic literature. 

Keywords
digital transformation; digital cultural politics; digital cultural heritage; cul-
tural heritage institutions; sovereignty; platformisation;

Introduction

Libraries, Archives, and Museums (LAM institutions) are experiencing fast 
transformations due to digital advancements, thus requiring them to adapt to 
new social and cultural environments. This transformation is not just tech-
nical but also requires a re-evaluation of their roles in society. The environ-
ment in which LAM institutions operate is becoming increasingly competi-
tive: they are expected to maximise visitor numbers, attract new users, etc. In 
order to achieve this, LAMs actively use platforms and social media, which 
alone are generators of much of today’s cultural production and consump-
tion. Consequently, the digital environment is reshaping access to culture, as 
well as its interpretation, production, and consumption (Uzelac et al., 2016), 
with a significant influence on cultural memory.

Both potentials and challenges concerning the impact of digitalisation have 
been addressed in academic literature (Valtysson et al., 2022; Krotz, 2017; 
Rogač Mijatović, 2014). The “potentials” perspective highlights the pos-
sibilities for (re)use of cultural heritage (Matanovac Vučković et al., 2021), 
democratisation and transparency (Valtýsson, 2020), and enhanced cultur-
al participation (Navarrete, 2013). The “challenges” perspective raises issues 
concerning the potential for misuse and surveillance (Fuchs, 2010), empha-
sising the social and political implications (Krotz, 2017). In this context, the 
policies governing LAM institutions in the European Union (EU) must adapt  
so that they maximise digital opportunities while addressing the challenges 
in the digital landscape. 

In recent years, digitalisation has been considered to be an imperative for the 
LAM sector (Stokstad, 2020), as well as a cultural policy imperative (Hen-
ningsen & Larsen, 2020). Digital cultural politics,3 according to Valtysson 

3	 “Digital cultural politics” is a term that stands for data policies, media policies and everything 
that accompanies the digital age, and derives from other sectors besides culture (Valtysson, 
2020).
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(2020), can serve as a governing tool to promote specific interests and dif-
ferent rationales. This perspective aligns with the view that digital cultural 
heritage itself is both a political concept and a practice (McCrary, 2011).

Digital cultural policies are a shared competence between the EU and its 
Member States. The EU’s regulatory framework is quite complex. In addition, 
the fragmentation of the legal system among the Member States is an obstacle 
to the realisation of the full potential of the EU’s digital cultural heritage. The 
development of digital culture in the EU is very much affected by implicit 
cultural policies4 that come from communication, media, and business sec-
tors, thus shaping the wider context of digital transformation. Data policies, 
in particular, are increasingly central to the EU’s digitisation policies (Uzelac 
& Lovrinić Higgins, 2025), influencing the creation, distribution, and con-
sumption of digital content. Data has therefore gained not only economic 
and political importance, but also cultural significance (Capurro et al., 2023). 

Recent research shows that digital cultural infrastructures, particularly Euro-
peana, are considered both a policy instrument and a valuable social and eco-
nomic asset in the EU (Capurro et al., 2023). Within the EU’s digital cultural 
policy framework, two distinct strands can be distinguished, both grounded 
upon shared infrastructure: 1) a focus on data politics and a parallel empha-
sis on 2) identity and memory politics. Thus, digital cultural infrastructures 
are not only setting specific technical standards, they are also determineing 
the logic of how cultural (memory) institutions should operate online, di-
rectly impacting their digital practices and online engagement. Considering 
the relevance of such a framework and the importance of data within it, the 
question is, how that affects the evolution of LAMs in the digital age?

Within such a context, this paper explores the impact of the EU’s digital 
cultural policy on the evolution of LAM institutions, a relationship that has 
only recently gained more interest within the academic research communi-
ty. Based on the desk research methodology, this research aims to analyse 
trends within the LAM sector, examining their evolution and the perspec-
tives from which they are analysed. Special attention is given to the EU policy 
documents and their effects on the LAM sector. Following the collection of 
relevant literature by Google Scholar as a main resource for identifying rele-
vant references, a qualitative content analysis of both EU policy documents 

4	 According to (Primorac et al., 2015: 4), cultural policies can be explicit and implicit, depending 
on whether “the policy is explicitly articulated, designed, implemented and monitored in a 
systemic way, or if it is implicit and discretionary, its’ effects on the society have to be analysed.”
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and academic literature concerning the LAM sector is conducted, taking into 
consideration relevant articles, reports, and recommendations. Through this 
analysis, I aim to determine the thematic focus of current EU policy relevant 
to the future of LAM institutions.

LAMs’ Institutional Transformation and Convergence

The impact of digitalisation on the LAM sector can be observed across three 
domains: LAM institutions, LAM professionals, and the user base of LAM 
institutions (Valtysson et al., 2022). The institutional transformation presents 
the most visible and tangible manifestations of digital transformation’s effects. 
In other words, LAM institutions are going through a profound transforma-
tion in the digital age, as they shift from traditional knowledge repositories 
to dynamic hubs of innovation and engagement. The evidence of this shift is 
LAMs’ adoption of new models like labs5, platforms6, and digital incubators7, 
all of which make a considerable impact on collaboration and creativity in the 
heritage sector, and in this way aim to address the diverse needs and interests 
of today’s users.

LAMs’ transformation has been facilitated by collaboration with diverse ex-
perts (art historians, digital humanists, science and technology experts, etc.) 
as well as the active participation of users. As Parikka (2013) suggests, we have 
all become curators in the digital age. Our daily interactions on platforms, as 
well as interactions facilitated by algorithms (Hoskins, 2023), contribute to 
the co-creation of knowledge and narratives of digital archives, influencing 
in this way the evolution of traditional LAM institutions. In other words, the 
Internet offers a transformative potential for engaging with cultural memo-
ry, enabling new forms of access, interpretation, and dissemination that ex-
ceed the reach of traditional institutions (Stainforth, 2022). This potential is 
additionally enhanced by open access policies, which enable the public to 
access and re-use digital cultural content for free. For example, in 2012, the 
Rijksmuseum introduced Rijksstudio8, a digital application offering down-
loads of high-resolution images of the collection at no cost (for both personal 

5	 https://labs.biblios.tech 
6	 https://www.pluggy-project.eu 
7	 https://ars.electronica.art/doors/en/about/
8	 https://www.rijksmuseum.nl/en/rijksstudio?ii=0&p=0&from=2024-04-27T13%3A29%3A19.

6754016Z 
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use and commercial purposes). Two years later, the “Rijksstudio award”9 was 
launched to reward the most creative uses of the Rijksmuseum’s collections. 

Hence, open data is expected to foster “social engagement”, defined as the 
process of communicating and participating within online communities (Di-
rective EU 2019/1024). Furthermore, the development of new services (apps, 
platforms, and digital tools in different sectors such as urban development, 
tourism, etc.) is of significant interest for different stakeholders in the EU. 
Yet, opening LAMs’ collections online is far from being a default reality. Ac-
cording to Vézina and others (2022), barriers to open culture can be clustered 
into three main categories: money (lack of resources, fear of losing revenue); 
people (lack of staff, knowledge and skills); and policy (outdated policy and 
legal framework, copyright in particular, the absence of a policy encouraging 
openness). On the one hand, all LAM institutions must respond to digitalisa-
tion regardless of their size (Valtysson et al., 2022). On the other, many LAMs 
are still in the process of digital transition, and at different stages or phases of 
digital transformation.

In a similar regard, King et al. (2016) identify a gap between digital herit-
age theory and its practical application, noting that large-scale projects of-
ten exceed LAM’s institutional capacities. While some European countries 
lag in digitisation processes, hindering national institutions’ ability to meet 
high-tech demands, nations like the UK, Denmark, and the Netherlands are 
effectively translating policy into actionable practice (e.g., the UK’s Culture is 
Digital project, the Danish Cultural Heritage project). It seems that address-
ing the varying institutional capacities for digital engagement across Europe 
requires coordinated national policies. However, research on LAM institu-
tional development remains rather limited (Vårheim, 2019).

In recent literature (Hylland & Primorac, 2023; Rasmussen & Hjørland, 2022; 
Valtysson et al., 2022; Warren & Matthews, 2020; Vårheim et al., 2019), the 
institutional transformation of the cultural sector and LAMs in particular is 
mostly analysed through the concept of convergence, referring to the pro-
cess of institutional characteristics merging in the digital age. However, the 
current push for collaboration and convergence in the LAM sector is not 
entirely new. The example of archives in museums demonstrates that some 
institutions have long been working together, even when the dominant trend 
was towards separation (VanderBerg, 2012). Although libraries, archives, and 

9	 https://www.rijksmuseum.nl/en/collection/user/entries-rijksstudio-award--144597 
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museums have distinct domains, they share many similarities, such as their 
public administration, political goals, the social standing of their profession-
als, and their core values. Their shared similarities are essential for under-
standing the changing pressures they face, but also for the establishment of a 
shared institutional framework (Valtysson et al., 2022). Namely, the conver-
gence creates the foundation for an institutional framework for LAMs known 
as “memory institutions” (Kirchhoff et al., 2008). From the point of view of 
users who access LAM content online, they are indifferent to the location of 
the original material (Martin, 2007 as cited in VanderBerg, 2012). This user’s 
perspective mirrors the “single point of access” offered by digital platforms, 
a concept that increasingly characterizes LAM’s convergence as a unified ap-
proach. Thus, the focus on convergence is largely encouraged by the oppor-
tunity to build trans-institutional portals enabling remote access. Hence, the 
main driver of convergence is digitalisation (Rasmussen, 2019). 

Even though digitalisation has facilitated the convergence of LAM’s institu-
tional characteristics (Valtysson and others, 2022), the convergence of LAMs 
is arguably a complex phenomenon driven by multiple factors that, in ad-
dition to the digitalisation imperative, has to do with the evolving nature of 
capitalism, user-centricity, and the rise of participatory practices (Rasmussen, 
2019), as well. In spite of these diverse drivers, the convergence of archives, 
libraries, and museums into “digital memory institutions” is helping to in-
crease the visibility of these institutions (Kirchhoff et al., 2008). Taking this 
into account, LAMs’ institutional convergence benefits the sector but it also 
does so for its different stakeholders. The benefits of collaboration in the digi-
tal environment and convergence among LAMs, in addition to the advantag-
es this brings to users, also include their improved financial effectiveness and 
strengthened political advocacy in pursuit of common goals (Timms, 2009 as 
cited in VanderBerg, 2012). Furthermore, the EU is using LAM’s convergence 
in terms of shared digital infrastructure to achieve its political objectives.

The Politics of Infrastructure: Shaping EU Digital Cultural Heritage

The imperative for heritage digitalisation, described in the preceding section, 
is further complicated by what Jin (2013) terms “platform imperialism”, a 
concept that highlights how digital platforms can exert power and control in 
a globalized world, thus raising important questions about their economic, 
cultural, and political influence. Expanding on this understanding of plat-
form power, platformisation is a concept derived from “platform”, and here it 



Ba
rb

ar
a 

Lo
vr

in
ić

 H
ig

gi
ns

139

is understood as “the penetration of the infrastructures, economic process-
es, and governmental frameworks of platforms in different economic sectors 
and spheres of life” (Poell et al., 2019).

Nowadays, platforms are very much part of our lives. Since the Internet of-
fered new possibilities for cultural production and consumption, platforms 
have become instrumental in manifesting and prioritising certain cultural 
products and trends (Valtysson, 2022). Platforms are trending in the field of 
cultural heritage as well. Due to constant technological advancements, to-
gether with the rise of projects related to cultural heritage, there is a rise in the 
number of digital platforms for heritage. The recent rise of digital platforms 
for cultural heritage is showing two points: first, platform logic can support 
the organisation of the world’s cultural heritage in a way that it is accessible 
through “only one gateway to the digital world” (Pesce et al., 2019: 2). Sec-
ond, it shows a quest for community (Lagerkvist, 2014), that is professional 
or local. 

Europeana10, a unique access point to European digital cultural heritage, 
demonstrates this evolution. Over less than two decades, it has transformed 
from a “digital library” to a “portal” and then a “platform” (Thylstrup, 2019; 
Stainforth, 2017). Furthermore, Europeana also functions as an important 
community for digital cultural heritage professionals in the EU and beyond.

The digital cultural heritage politics of the EU are closely intertwined with 
mass digitisation projects such as Europeana. With mass digitisation projects, 
the question of scale has been a “central point of political contestation used 
to signal infrastructural power” (Thylstrup, 2019: 106). In other words, the 
scheme is to digitise as many cultural heritage items as possible. The infra-
structure of mass digitisation mediates, connects, and converges upon dif-
ferent institutions, actors, social media, etc., increasing the radius of using, 
working, and reading (Thylstrup, 2019). 

Powered by the sudden increase of data from new and emerging technolo-
gies, the hyper-connected world is transforming existing businesses and cre-
ating new ones. The integration of technology and data is managing both val-
ue chains and ecosystems. The current framework of the EU’s digital cultural 
politics, grounded in shared infrastructure, shows two strands: one focused 
on data and digital sovereignty, the other on European identity and memory. 

10	 https://www.europeana.eu/en/collections 
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While both are influenced by geopolitical power struggles, the implications 
for LAMs are not yet fully understood.

Data Space and Digital Sovereignty 

“Data space for cultural heritage” is a new form that is designed by the Euro-
pean Commission to support multi-layered ecosystems. Data sovereignty is 
one of the key concepts of EU data policy, which opposes the concept of plat-
formisation, where all data is concentrated and held in the hands of private 
companies whose interest is to exploit data for commercial purposes, and 
aims to ensure that Member States reaffirm their authority over the Internet. 
Data space for cultural heritage is not the only “data space” politics of the EU:

“(…) the data space [for cultural heritage] should leverage its participa-
tion in other connected initiatives such as the data spaces for tourism 
and media, the language data space, the cultural heritage cloud, and the 
competence centres for 3D.” (European Commission, 2024)

Europeana is viewed as a foundation for building the “common data space” 
for cultural heritage, but also as a platform for re-using and sharing digitised 
heritage material: 

“It will allow museums, galleries, libraries, archives across Europe to 
share and reuse the digitised cultural heritage images such as 3D models 
of historical sites and high-quality scans of paintings” (European Com-
mission, 2021).

In this regard, Member States should strengthen the role of the aggregators 
as intermediaries between Europeana and cultural heritage institutions and 
encourage their active contribution to the data space (European Commis-
sion, 2021).

Recent literature highlights that the sovereignty narrative is growing in EU 
discourses (Bonnamy & Perarnaud, 2023; Broeders & Kaminska, 2022). The 
concept of digital sovereignty refers to the idea that Member States should 
reaffirm their authority over the Internet and protect their autonomy in the 
digital sphere (Musiani, 2022, as cited in Bonnamy & Perarnaud, 2023). In 
fact, the language of “digital sovereignty and strategic autonomy” has already 
become integrated into the policy statements and documents of the Euro-
pean Union (Broeders & Kaminska, 2022). The main rationale behind the 
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“European digital sovereignty” is to challenge the geopolitical dynamics and 
concentration of global technological market power in the United States and 
China (Bonnamy & Perarnaud, 2023). In its 2019 digital strategy, “A Europe 
Fit for the Digital Age”, the European Commission declared Europe’s need 
to strengthen its digital sovereignty and establish its own standards for data, 
technology, and infrastructure, rather than “following those of others” (Eu-
ropean Commission, n.d.).

In a similar vein, the announcement of Google Print (later known as Google 
Books) in 2004-2005 (Jeanneney, 2007, as cited in Grincheva & Stainforth, 
2024) has motivated the creation of Europeana. Google’s intention was to 
digitise books from the most important libraries in the US and the UK (the 
Universities of Harvard, Stanford, Oxford, and the New York Public Library). 
The European Commission had a concern that Google would privatise Euro-
pean works, and thus proposed to start its digital library. Today, Europeana 
is one of the largest aggregators with more than 50 million cultural heritage 
items from over 4000 galleries, libraries, museums, and archives in Europe. 
Since Europeana is mainly funded through the European Commission, it is 
closely tied to the geopolitical goals of the EU. 

The creation of a common European data space for cultural heritage is ex-
pected to enable LAMs to build on the scale of the single market, in line with 
the European Data Strategy (European Commission, 2021). Europeana has 
affiliations with the economic aims of the Digital Agenda for Europe and the 
digital single market (Valtysson & Holdgaard, 2019). For example, on the 
Europeana Creative project website, it is stated: 

“The re-use of digital content is an essential part of the Digital Agenda 
for Europe. Several activities are already stimulating the re-use of cul-
tural heritage in order to demonstrate the social and economic value of 
cultural content.” (Europeana Foundation, n.d.). 

Another example is the EU mass digitisation project “Time Machine”11, 
which aims to develop the Big Data of the Past. This will be achieved by “cre-
ating a huge distributed digital information system mapping the European 
social, cultural and geographical evolution across times” (Time Machine, 
n.d.). Furthermore, the infrastructure will “enable Europe to turn its long 
history, as well as its multilingualism and interculturalism, into a living social 
and economic resource” (Time Machine, n.d.). In one of the keynote address-

11	 https://www.timemachine.eu/about-us/ 
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es at the Time Machine conference in 2019,12 it was stated that the web is not 
sociable, as it has become fragmented. Thus, the full digitisation of the world 
is currently not happening. There is a need for a third, central platform for 
building companies and our lives, and which will be as important as the web 
or social media. This new structure will be the operating system of the world. 
It will concern heritage, the future, and the territory, all of which are impor-
tant for its governance. 

There are several advantages to having an infrastructure for cultural heritage: 
to have dominance over data, demonstrate the social and economic value of 
cultural content, and to have control over certain narratives. 

Memory Politics

The fragmentation of cultural heritage content across various platforms is 
contributing to a fundamental transformation of LAMs, impacting not only 
institutional structures but also the very concept of collective memory as well 
as the heritage community. Digital technologies, therefore, represent not sim-
ply a set of tools, but a catalyst for conceptual change when they are, for ex-
ample, employed, built upon and conceptually and methodologically used by 
a European Research Infrastructure Consortium such as DARIAH EU that 
“enables, develops, maintains and operates an infrastructure in support of 
ICT-based research practices and sustains researchers in using them to build, 
analyse and interpret digital resources” (DARIAH EU, n.d.), and thus keep-
ing this stored memory alive.

From a cultural perspective, heritage is the materialisation of collective mem-
ory. The nature of memory has been debated for a very long time now. The 
empiricists state that memory demands “stored beliefs”. The connection be-
tween memory and its storage still makes the core area of research within 
memory and heritage studies theory, highlighting the critical role of storage 
mechanisms in shaping our understanding of how memory is created, main-
tained, and retrieved.13 The intertwinement of media studies with memory 
studies has resulted in conceptual shifts regarding memory: Assmann (2008) 

12	 The Time Machine Conference 2019 took place on 10-11 October 2019 at the Deutsches Hy-
giene-Museum in Dresden, Germany. More about the conference at: https://www.timema-
chine.eu/events/time-machine-2019/ 

13	 For example, the concepts of “storage” and “archive” are essential to the understanding of mem-
ory by contemporary media theorists such as W. Ernst, J. Parikka, and A. Hoskins.
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used “working” or “reference” memory, Sutton (2007) proposed “connection-
ist memory”, and Pentzold (2009) came up with “global memory”. 

In the recent years, media researchers have brought attention to the concept 
of “mediatisation of memory”. The main rationale behind this concept is that 
through digital technologies, memory can be reshaped in different ways, so 
that new combinations of signification can occur (Hoskins, 2009, 2014). The 
concept of “connective memory”, as proposed by Hoskins (2009), suggests a 
paradigm shift from collective memory, which is grounded in social frame-
works, to a model that accentuates the socio-technical realities of the hyper-
connected world. Some authors like Robinson (2012) argue that the digital 
age has created a need for re-evaluation of “memory institutions”, as memory 
is increasingly shaped and accessed through digital platforms. Yet, there is 
still a research gap regarding the impact of digital transformation on memory 
creation (Yap et al., 2024).

Recent academic research re-focuses on memory in the context of digital 
transformation in LAM institutions (Yap et al., 2024), but mostly in the con-
text of digital cultural politics of the EU (Grincheva & Stainforth, 2024; Stain-
forth, 2022). The drive behind the renewed focus on memory within LAMs 
is due to the shift from physical to virtual representations of cultural heritage, 
but also due to the underlying political interests aligned with this institution-
al change. The EU’s focus on data and memory politics is closely connected 
to this institutional shift.

The growing trend of shared digital infrastructure within LAMs is revolu-
tionising how cultural narratives are shaped. McCrary (2011: 357) argues that 
the problems that arise with the curation of physical cultural heritage, that of 
“authenticity, vocabulary control, image control, and ideology control”, are 
also present with digital cultural heritage. Despite this continuity of challeng-
es, mass digitisation projects are not the continuation of the existing politics 
of cultural memory. They need to be approached as emerging sociopolitical 
and sociotechnical phenomena that create new forms of cultural memory 
politics (Thylstrup, 2019). 

Europeana was one of the flagship projects in the EU’s i2010 strategy for a Eu-
ropean Information Society for growth and employment. In 2005, on the occa-
sion of the presentation of the i2010 Strategy for a European Information Soci-
ety for growth and employment, Viviane Reding, former Information Society 
and Media Commissioner, argued: “without a collective memory, we are noth-
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ing, and can achieve nothing. It defines our identity and we use it continuously 
for education, work and leisure.” (Europa, 2005, as cited in Stainforth, 2017).

The recent research has turned its focus on Europeana being a social and 
political actor. For example, Capurro and others (2023) highlight that Euro-
peana is a social structure acting on three levels: firstly, in curating transna-
tional digital heritage collection; secondly, in building a network of European 
cultural heritage institutions; and thirdly, by bringing together the audience, 
practitioners, and end users around its collections. In addition, it is a highly 
political structure that operates beyond and between national and suprana-
tional structures (Grincheva & Stainforth, 2024). Taking this into considera-
tion, recent research (Capurro & Severo, 2023; Grincheva & Stainforth, 2024; 
Valtysson, 2020) shows the tendency of the EU to create European memory 
politics. In other words, Europeana is seen as an instrument or, better said, 
engine for the creation of cultural identity in which local and national her-
itage is merged with European heritage (Capurro & Severo, 2023). Similarly, 
Thylstrup (2019: 57) argues that Europeana “produces a new form of cultural 
memory politics that converge national and supranational imaginaries with 
global information infrastructures”.

Europeana is the evidence that the politics of infrastructure, or the “under-
lying rules of the world” (Verhoeven, 2016, as cited in Thylstrup, 2019), are 
behind the creation of a new cultural memory paradigm. 

Future Directions for LAMs

Since digitisation leads to significant transformations in societal, cultural, 
and institutional contexts (Valtysson et al., 2022), institutional transforma-
tion must be examined from a broader perspective. The EU’s digital cultur-
al politics are grounded in large-scale initiatives, such as Europeana, which 
exert governance over infrastructure, data, identity, and memory politics. 
The expansion of digital heritage and the huge amount of data have gener-
ated new possibilities and opportunities, but also challenges for the cultural 
sector. There is a question of how to manage and exploit data in the cultur-
al heritage context. Furthermore, the heritage sector needs to keep up with 
the increasing role of data in decision-making as well as policy development 
(Harrison et al., 2017). Clearly communicating the value and impact of dig-
ital collections is essential for attracting funding, engaging the public, and 
gaining internal support (Uzelac & Lovrinić Higgins, 2025; Shaw, 2016).
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In addition, the future of LAMs will largely be shaped by the common Data 
Space for Cultural Heritage. In 2024, 21 out of 27 EU member states have 
reported taking different kinds of actions to encourage their cultural heritage 
institutions to share their digitised cultural heritage materials on the EU’s 
common data space. So far, only four countries within the EU have made it 
a requirement that cultural heritage institutions must make their digitised 
assets available on the EU’s common data space to receive public funding 
(European Commission, 2024).

It is also reported that the Europeana Country Groups pilot program is de-
signed to boost collaboration on cultural heritage data within a shared Euro-
pean digital space. This initiative is being tested in Bulgaria, Italy, and Slove-
nia, and the leaders of these national groups presented their progress at the 
national level (European Commission, 2024). Overall, the EU’s approach to 
digital memory remains largely reactive, particularly in projects like Euro-
peana, Time Machine, and Data Space for Cultural Heritage, and continues 
to be shaped by anxieties about private influence, thus creating ongoing ten-
sions (Stainforth, 2022). 

Conclusions

In theory, the concept of convergence has created the foundation for LAMs’ 
shared institutional framework in the digital age. Yet, both the representation 
and interpretation of digital cultural heritage are political issues. The current 
EU’s digital cultural politics, based on large-scale digitisation, data utilisa-
tion, and European memory transformation, places significant pressure on 
the digital transformation of LAM institutions. Digital cultural infrastruc-
tures are already setting specific technical standards, and more importantly, 
the logic of how cultural (memory) institutions should operate online. 

What is crucial here for LAMs’ future development and their relevance in 
society is their management of digital cultural heritage, since “mediated 
memories” play a key role in the construction of individual and collective 
identity. Today’s management of digital cultural heritage in the EU is chal-
lenged by the formation of new knowledge spaces that are used to promote 
a certain political agenda. The cultural domain often highlights the premise 
of the intrinsic value of culture and knowledge. Nevertheless, within the con-
text of digitalisation, where data assumes significant value, it is necessary for 
LAMs to formulate their digitisation efforts and assert their relevance in soci-
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ety while considering the larger EU framework that is setting certain trends. 
Thus, the future of cultural heritage institutions depends on their ability to 
demonstrate meaningful societal impact. 

It is expected that digital cultural heritage will become more important and 
widespread with time, and it will enable participation in ways that are beyond 
mobilising knowledge and research. For this reason, it is important to under-
stand how digital technologies and cultural policies interact to shape the fu-
ture of LAM institutions in the EU. A perspective that cannot be overlooked 
in future research is LAMs’ need to actively engage with data politics, which 
governs data collection, use, and dissemination. Consequently, how digital 
technologies (media) enable a multifaceted understanding of our reality, and 
how LAM institutions are using this advantage, needs to be further explored. 
Thus, there is a need for a combined approach that considers the complexi-
ties of digital culture as a political issue, which makes a significant impact on 
LAM institutions.
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PREOBLIKOVANJE „LAM“ INSTITUCIJA:  
POLITIKA INFRASTRUKTURE, PODATAKA I SEĆANJA U EU

Rezime
Poslednjih godina povećano je istraživanje različitih aspekata digitalnog 
kulturnog nasleđa koje uključuje pitanja pristupa, ponovne upotrebe, prava 
intelektualne svojine, korišćenje novih tehnologija, povezanih podataka, itd. 
Međutim, specifični efekti digitalne kulturne politike Evropske unije (EU) i 
digitalnog uticaja na „LAM“ institucije (biblioteke, arhive i muzeje) još uvek 
nisu u potpunosti razjašnjeni. Ovaj rad se bavi složenim odnosom između 
tehnološke i političke logike, stavljajući digitalno kulturno nasleđe u kontekst 
politike EU s posebnim fokusom na to kako i tehnološki i politički pokretači 
preoblikuju „LAM“ institucije. Razmatra se uticaj digitalne transformacije 
na „LAM“ institucije, kao i implikacije aktuelnih politika EU koje utiču na 
digitalizaciju kulturnog nasleđa. Ovim radom želim da proširim sadašnji 
korpus istraživanja o razvoju „LAM“ institucija analizom interakcije nje-
nih spoljnih pritisaka – infrastrukture EU, podataka i politike pamćenja – i 
institucionalne transformacije oblikovane u digitalno doba, što je veza koja 
je uglavnom neistražena u trenutnoj literaturi. Ova perspektiva je važna 
jer omogućava bolje razumevanje evoluirajućeg odnosa između politike EU 
i „LAM“ institucija u digitalnom dobu. Da bih postigla ovaj cilj, sprovela 
sam kvalitativnu analizu sadržaja dokumenata o politici EU i relevantne 
akademske literature.
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digitalna transformacija, digitalna kulturna politika, digitalno kulturno na-
sleđe, ustanove kulturnog nasleđa, suverenitet, platformizacija
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