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1. Introduction 

 

An organisation’s business model describes the architecture and process by which it creates, 
delivers, and captures value. A business model can be adapted when innovations emerge. It can 
change according to changing needs. What characterises Participatory Business Models?  

Designing and developing a new business model for an organisation is a process of trial and error. 
What needs to be changed: the value proposition? Customer segments? Key resources of activities? 
Cost and revenue structure? Frequently, it is the combination of these elements that will be attuned. 
Tools such as the Business Model Canvas can help this iterative process. Participatory, open, and 
process-oriented perspectives consider how organisations can create, deliver, and capture values 
together with their stakeholders, resulting in inclusive value propositions. 

RECHARGE identified four iterative phases to this process:  

1. Preparing  
2. Business model co-designing  
3. Implementing  
4. Reflecting, each with its specificities  

The key characteristic and primary objective of the participatory business model is the incorporation 
of the perspectives of multiple actors, who can present their needs and advocate for their shares 
of benefits during the ideation and development of new business model configurations. 

Given this, and having a sound theoretic framework to build upon (D1.1 PART A), the RECHARGE team 
engaged in an initial application of the phases. Great attention was given to the actors, and several 
frameworks were proposed, as well as concepts related to the other iterative phases. A Glossary of 
terms emerged as part of this process (to be published).  

A number of concepts were identified concerning the actors, actions, and processes that could be 
considered when answering the key questions of WHO is engaging in participation and why? HOW is 
the participation executed? HOW MUCH value is generated and captured through participation? And 
WHAT is the result of the participatory innovation in the business model architecture? See table 1. 

We found these terms not readily applicable at our Living Labs. For this, we engaged in a revision of 
concepts to better serve our process. For example, are actors meant to be classified based on an 
individual characteristics profile, or based on the form of their engagement? In the following sections 
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we present our process to operationalise the four phases of co-designing a Participatory Business 
Model framework in detail, which will be evaluated as the Living Labs engage in evaluating their first 
cycle of iterative phases. Results will follow in our future reports. 

 
Table 1. Elements of Participatory Business Models 

This report is organised following the phases of a participatory business model co-design. In each 
phase, we present the concepts and preparatory work we engaged in to support the formation of the 
Living Labs. This is a work in progress, being the first iteration. The final set of proposed elements will 
be presented in our deliverable RECHARGE business models.  
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2. Preparing 
 

Our starting point is the actor types based on Newig et al (2013): 

Participant - is any actor taking part in the decision-making process based on a position granted by 
the decision making process organiser. This can apply to certain interest groups or the general public, 
be restricted to specifically invited individuals, certain experts, state agencies,  or apply to no one at 
all. 

Stakeholder - is anyone potentially affected by the CHIs practices, problems and the consequences 
of possible solutions implemented within the participatory activities. Stakeholders are defined 
independently of who actually participates in (or is invited to) a decision-making process. One 
distinguishes four stakeholder categories: government sector, private sector (for profit), civic sector 
(non-profit), and citizens. 

While participants are actively involved in the participatory process, stakeholders may be not directly 
part of it but are impacted by the process and its outcomes. 

How to identify participant groups? 

Establishing the stakeholders and participants can be done following several frameworks. At 
RECHARGE, we looked into a classification of participants inspired by Falk (2009) to define external 
target participants - those based outside of the CHIs own institution, and external and/or internal 
target participants - actors who may or may not be part of the CH institution. Figure 1 presents an 
overview of the selected typology. 
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Figure 1: Types of participants typology 

External target participants represent: 

● Heavy users of culture - members of the public who are already engaged in arts & culture, 
treating cultural participation as part of their lifestyle. 

● Specific needs-oriented users - members of the public who are driven by specific needs 
(family- and/or children-oriented, seniors, persons with disabilities). 

● Non-participants - members of the public who are not (yet) interested or engaged in the 
activities. 

● Communities of interest - Groups coming from outside of the Cultural Heritage sector that 
share certain interests, and/or expertise with the cultural heritage  institution, and/or are 
bound up with a specific location (it can be a so-called "source community" or neighbourhood 
community as well as community of people passionate about a certain issue/topic, etc). 

● Commercial allies - Individuals or companies who might be interested in commercial 
collaboration (eg. museum shop or museum cafe operator, software house, advertising/PR 
agency, etc.) 

● Sponsors and patrons - Both public and private and non-profit organisations interested in 
being involved in or supporting CHIs activities by sponsoring them (in-kind or money) or 
offering their patronage. 

 

External and/or internal target participants include: 
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● Creatives - Individuals or companies representing both the arts, the creative sector, as well 
as in-house creatives contributing to or interested in contributing to developing creative 
ideas e.g. artists, UX experts, graphic designers, etc. 

● Knowledge producers - Researchers & academics representing both universities as well as 
think-tanks or NGOs, as well as in-house researchers  who are oriented towards knowledge 
production. 

● Decision makers - Authorities representatives at all levels, including policy-makers, involved 
in a decision making process impacting the CHIs’ operations 

● Heritage geeks - Cultural heritage professionals as well as representatives of NGOs & 
freelancers professionally involved with cultural heritage, including curators, editorial teams, 
etc. 

Participatory practices in the cultural heritage sector (as in any other sector) require specific 
participatory governance and a profound understanding of who all the actors involved in them are 
and what are their needs and roles in the process. This includes investigating the dynamics between 
the actors operating together in the institutional space, based on different levels of delegation, 
communication and representation (Campagna, 2022).  

Once the types of target participants have been distinguished, it is possible to determine their needs 
and drivers to participate in CHIs activities in general, with a special focus on the participatory 
projects. What is of special interest here is therefore the other types of motivation - motivation for 
participation.  

Motivation is a general term applied to answer questions about why people do things. It refers to the 
entire class of drives, desires, needs, wishes and similar forces. We distinguish between different 
types of motivation based on the different reasons or goals that give rise to an action.  

This study has gained insights from research and various publications on motivation as such, as well 
as studies on co-production and engagement of the participatory society (Hatke and Kalucza, 2019; 
Loeffer and Bovaird, 2016; Steen, 2021).  The most basic distinction is between Intrinsic and Extrinsic 
motivation (Legault, 2016). Intrinsic motivation refers to engagement in behaviour that is inherently 
satisfying or enjoyable. The need comes from within and is strictly connected to personal feelings of 
pleasure, joy, sense of accomplishment or competition. The individual has the desire to perform a 
specific task, because its results are in accordance with his belief system or fulfil a desire and 
therefore importance is attached to it. Extrinsic motivation on the other hand refers to performance 
of behaviour that is fundamentally contingent upon the attainment of an outcome that is separable 
from the action itself. It is usually associated with some economic benefits and monetary gains, 
however not only. On a higher level of abstraction we can find both extrinsic and intrinsic motivation 
in the types of participation in the CHIs activities, that are the core of the RECHARGE project. 
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However for the purpose of our research and future new business models of the Living Labs, the 
motivation typology was formulated on the basis of the intrinsic/extrinsic division applied to types of 
target participants in regards to the 8 tiers approach to the indirect effects of cultural production (and 
participation) proposed by Sacco (2016) - as a cultural lens to the social understanding of the desires 
to participate (Hattke and Kalucza, 2019; Loeffler and Bouvaird, 2016; Steen, 2021). The results of 
this exercise showed that the drivers for participation in the cultural sector can also be defined as 
intrinsic and extrinsic, however the origin of the division of motivation for participation into specific 
types lies elsewhere.   

The research on motivation for participation in CHIs activities explores main drivers and types of 
needs of particular groups of participants. Each target participant type has been deeply analysed in 
terms of why they want to engage and to what extent. As a result, (Hattke and Kalucza, 2019) 
conclude that all the drivers of motivation - in terms of the specific groups of participants defined 
within the RECHARGE project - can be divided into three main groups - personal, professional, and 
one that can be considered both personal and professional motivations.  

The personal motivations group is the biggest and it consists of 5 following motivation types, 
determined by various drivers or needs on a different level of complexity and that may result from 
one another.  

1. Leisure - the driver is associated with pleasure, enjoyment and spending quality time coming 
from the fact of engaging. In other words, people participate in CHIs activities because it 
gives them joy and makes them happy. This type of motivation is on the simplest level of 
complexity, where the driver is equivalent to the feeling it is associated with. Thus it can be 
defined as a basic driver.  

2. Social interaction - the driver behind engaging is the need of associating with other people, 
creating a network of contacts, or a sense of belonging to a particular social/ethnic/other 
group. Social interaction also falls into the basic level of complexity.  

3. Identity - this is another level of complexity as this type of motivation is an interpretation of 
the feeling or need. In this case the driver behind involving is a satisfaction associated with 
identifying with project or institution and with the ethical/social values it embraces, as well as 
a sense of belonging to a particular social/ethnic/other group related with the meaning of the 
institution/project.To translate it into action means that one participate in a CHIs activities 
because either one feels connected, identifies with group, project or values or has an urge to 
feel connected with group, project or values.  

4. Personal well-being - this can be interpreted as an in-depth factor of the identity motivation. 
It relates to engaging in activities that bring personal satisfaction, are related to a particular 
group, project or values or provide a sense of belonging to a particular group, project or 
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values. As a matter of fact it can be argued that personal well-being motivation is a result and 
mix of all of the previous motivations and their drivers. 

5. Community well-being - is a variation on personal well-being, in which a person is engaging 
in activities that bring satisfaction through seeing others' well-being gains, such as 
cooperation, improving quality of life, voluntary work, etc. contributing to a positive change.  

When it comes to the professional drivers there is only one type of solely professional motivation 
defined in the proposed typology.  

6. Professional interaction - using and/or sharing one's skills/knowledge to support 
institutions/projects on the professional basis and creating a network of professional 
contacts.  

The third group consists of types of motivation that can be either professional or personal. This group 
consists of three proposed types: 

7. Knowledge - describes the situation in which the main driver is acquiring new 
knowledge/skills, self-improvement.  

8. Creativity - the driver behind this type of motivation is an inner need to create new 
goods/services/ideas, to unwind tangible and intangible values. 

9. Economic - occurs when the main motivation is to make profit, gain benefits,  improve 
efficiency, cost reduction, income growth, and attract new audiences.  
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3. Business models co-designing 

 

Based on the Business Model Canvas developed by Osterwalder (available on 
www.strategyzer.com), RECHARGE developed a Participatory Business Model Canvas (PBMC) with 
participation at the core in the activities planned and in the value proposition identified. While the 
PBMC is still work in progress, being currently tested and validated in ongoing Living Labs and updated 
according to the findings, the canvas itself can be presented as follows: 

 

The PBMC follows the Business Model Canvas logic and its relations between different aspects of 
business value chain, but it has added two layers relevant to RECHARGE approach. Firstly, it has 
added the meaning and terminology concerning participatory approach, including types and levels 
of participation, types of customer relationships, and feedback loops. Secondly, it adopts the general 
business approach to the cultural heritage institutions (or cultural institutions in general), adding the 
meaning of social value proposition, specifying the types of customer segments, as well as digging 
deeper in both social and environmental costs and benefits of their activities.  

Stakeholders were involved in co-designing the Business Models on each site through a series of 
workshops. This process will be reported in detail in our later deliverable D2.3 RECHARGE Models. The 
Business Model co-creation takes part in the first two steps of a Living Lab: (1) Research and 
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exploration, and (2) Co-creation. Subsequent steps involve (3) Monitoring and (4) Evaluation, which 
will reflect the last phase in our Participatory Business Models process, Reflecting.  

In this sense, the method of exploring participation through a Living Lab turned out to be greatly 
favourable. There are great similarities between a Living Lab process and our four-phased 
participatory business model: both start with a research, exploration, and needs assessment 
element, continue with a co-creating, co-designing, and implementing part in the middle, and 
contain a monitoring, evaluation, and reflecting phase at the end; the two are interactive processes; 
and the two rely highly on stakeholder engagement. 
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4. Implementing 

 

Regardless of how much control of the process each cultural institution or entity is willing to give up 
for participation strategies, they can be implemented at any stage of the service delivery cycle. In 
this sense, Bovaird and Loeffler (2012, 2013) distinguish a broad set of activities that allow space for 
participation: 

● Co-planning: Activities aimed at identifying what each group of stakeholders needs or wants 
as well as the outcomes to be achieved. 

● Co-prioritising: The aim is to pinpoint the main services that will enable the outcomes defined 
as the key objective to be achieved, and for the main groups of users. 

● Co-financing: Activities aimed at designing and implementing funding mechanisms that are 
innovative and consistent with the priorities set out. 

● Co-design: Activities for the creation, planning and organisation of the service, based on the 
experience of the users and their communities. 

● Co-managing: Activities to implement and manage projects or programmes. 
● Co-delivery: Actions aimed at providing a service, or at improving it, through activities carried 

out by users with the support of the organisation. 
● Co-assessment: Actions geared towards obtaining information concerning citizens’ 

perceptions and expectations and the extent to which these have been met. 
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    Figure 2: Participation activities 

 

Participation in planning activities, establishing priorities in objectives and in funding decisions, allows 
for the co-ideation of the service, while co-design, co-managing and co-delivery refer basically to 
activities linked to cultural production and service provision. The process is completed with co-
assessment activities geared towards evaluating the fulfilment of objectives (effectiveness), use of 
resources (efficiency), and satisfaction (social performance). These three sets of activities are not 
presented in the form of a linear chain, but from a circular perspective (Figure 1) in order to account 
for the feedback they provide to each other in a concatenated spiral. Specifically, the activities of the 
co-ideation process are about defining objectives and establishing how they will be pursued, as well 
as estimating the necessary and accessible resources and sources of funding. It involves the overall 
planning of the service (Pestoff, 2012: Brandsen and Honingh, 2018) with a long-term perspective to 
define the role and viability of the institution in its community. 

The design, management and delivery of the service itself make up the phase after the ideation of the 
project, which can be defined as the co-production of the service. The concept of co-production is 
inherent to cultural services where their provision is not possible without the concurrence of citizen 
willingness to participate (Bovaird, 2007; Pestoff, 2014). Under this perspective, the mere passive 
presence of the user sets in motion the process of co-production that can become active 
participation through involvement in design, management and service provision activities. While it 
may be difficult for the institution to agree to give up space in the provision of the service for which it 
has been created, some examples show the possibility of participation in this phase of the service.  

Finally, it is difficult to classify co-evaluation as part of the project ideation or service co-production 
process (Brandsen and Honingh, 2018). On the one hand, evaluation is based on the final delivery of 
the service and users' perceptions thereof. However, evaluation also feeds back into the planning 
process and makes it possible to assess the extent to which the institution's objectives are being 
achieved. An output-oriented evaluation is probably closer to the co-production phase, whereas an 
outcome-oriented evaluation is closer to the co-planning phase of the project.  

There are numerous possibilities for implementing activities that involve the active participation of all 
stakeholders. Each entity must ultimately decide which activities should accommodate this active 
participation by considering its preferences and capacities, as well as the readiness of its staff. 

How to conceptualise community collaborations? 

Implementing the participatory activity can be considered based on the type of engagement. 



13 

Cooperation and collaboration are sometimes used interchangeably as synonyms for participation. 
Similarly, synonyms for partnerships and collaborations are plentiful and carry different meanings in 
certain contexts. Within the cultural heritage sector, partnerships may alternatively be called joint 
programmes, working together, co-production, consortium, object loan, relationship and sharing 
(Ellison, 2015). These terms describe different levels of shared ownership, responsibilities, resources 
and profits.  

This section presents an overview of partnerships and collaborations within participatory heritage 
practices, and the factors that increase their durability and impactfulness. It compares existing 
literature on partnering and collaborating from within the heritage sector to common typologies and 
strategies for success from other sectors. Real examples such as of professional networks, public-
private partnerships, and grassroots community collaborations, are used to illustrate these 
typologies, and to highlight what they fail to describe about factors for durability and impact. 

The typologies that will be discussed in this section are grassroots and community collaborations; 
collaborations with individuals; public-private, public-public, and public-NGO partnerships; multi-
stakeholder partnerships or people-public-private partnerships; and professional networks. These 
terms have been selected because they describe different stakeholder configurations within a 
partnership, and are broad enough to be able to be applied to a diversity of examples from the cultural 
heritage sector. These categories are also useful because they can be used to describe and show 
trends in activities, functions and benefits for different types of stakeholder configurations (Lowndes, 
1998). Literature on these terms, or partnership typologies, also live in different domains of 
knowledge with the same term sometimes used in different ways. 

The categories have been presented in no particular order.  

● Grassroots & community collaboration 

Grassroots and community collaborations seem to be catch-all phrases for partnerships between a 
more traditional institute or organisation (public, private or NGO) and the general public. Grassroots 
and community organisations can be a very broad term, but in general it captures the organising of 
individuals that are generally not in positions of power already, and are made up of the general public 
Grosse, 2023). These organisations can differ greatly in budget, size, formality and structure, while 
some of them may already have a strong advocacy role. Related terms for such an organisation might 
include communities of practice. For this research it will be used to describe relationships between 
public or private organisations and an organised form of the general public. 
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● Collaborations with individuals 

Collaborations with individuals describes ways in which organisations connect to the general public, 
and includes the familiar term crowdsourcing, or ‘outsourcing’ to a ‘crowd’ (Bonacchi, et al., 2019). 
Related terms such as citizen science, citizen research, citizen history, folksonomy, and even 
volunteering all describe an organisation or institution engaging the general public on an individual 
basis (Ridge, et al., 2021). An important distinction to make, especially in the context of how 
knowledge can be collectively created within heritage, is whether people were organised already in 
some form. Collaborations with individuals may evolve into a grassroots and community 
collaboration. 

● Public-private; public-public; public-NGO partnerships 

Public-private, public-public and public-NGO partnerships or 3Ps are used to describe a partnership 
between organisations or entities from the public and/or private sector. ‘Public’ is often used to 
describe whether an organisation is financed by the state, which also impacts their responsibilities, 
goals and accountability. Non-profits or non-governmental organisations are sometimes included 
within the term ‘public’, but can also be specified for clarity.  

A key characteristic of these partnerships is the pooling of resources for a shared goal (Brinkerhoff 
and Brinkerhoff, 2011). These types of partnerships are often described as ‘contractual arrangements 
in which the private sector assists in delivering a public facility or service by providing funding or 
operating leadership’ (Macdonald and Cheong, 2014). A useful distinction to make within this 
category is whether the partners were undertaking similar activities, in which case partnership can 
reduce competition; or whether the organisations were part of the same value chain with activities 
or products complementing each other, and sometimes directly dependent on each other, and 
partnership increasing efficiency (Osborne, et al., 2015). 

● Multi-stakeholder partnership 

‘Multi-stakeholder partnership’ describes a partnership between multiple partners and multiple 
types of partners, and is very closely related to the 3P, public-private partnership or public-public 
partnerships. This is sometimes also called a multi-stakeholder initiative or multi-organization 
partnership. Living Labs often seek to build multi-stakeholder partnerships (see the Living Labs 
section in D1.1 PART A). What is fundamentally shared in these relationships is resources, 
responsibilities and risk (Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998). A newer term, people-public-private 
partnerships (expressly reordered from public-private-people partnerships) (UNECE, 2016) 
addresses the need to include the general public alongside public and private actors (Perjo, ND). 4P 



15 

however does not distinguish between collaborations with the general public at the individual level 
and community organisations. 

● Professional network 

A professional network aims to connect individuals, who may represent organisations or community 
groups, that share common goals, educational/professional backgrounds, and work activities. Most 
professional networks have elements of learning, networking (making new connections), sharing of 
resources (skills, knowledge, equipment) and a level of mutual trust as well as a shared relationship 
to decisions (Camarinha-Matos and Afsarmanesch, 2012). An ideal for a professional network might 
be the collaborative network (Durugbo, 2019). A connection between the professional network, 4P 
and grassroots & community collaboration is a term called ‘grasstops organising’ (Grosse, 2023). 
Similar to grassroots organising, grasstops organising refers specifically to connecting with 
individuals who are already leaders and have existing power or community capital. These types of 
individuals might be the ones who are participating in professional networks. 
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5. Reflecting 

 

Cultural heritage policies aimed at fostering and encouraging participatory practices often include 
references to partnerships, co-operations and collaborations (CE, nd). Several funding programmes 
also include international partnerships as a requirement. Partnering and collaborating with others is 
seen as a key component to the successful implementation of participation into the core of 
organisations. More broadly, partnering and collaborating is argued to be something that the cultural 
sector and other forms of public services cannot be successful without, especially in the face of 
tackling ‘wicked problems’ (NEMO, 2022; Osborne et al, 2015). Identifying key partners is an element 
of the business model canvas, and as RECHARGE seeks to develop participatory business models 
and encourage their uptake among cultural heritage institutions and professionals, it is important to 
understand the current role that partnerships play in the sector. 

How to ensure durability? 

Working together in its range of forms, such as networking, collaborating and partnering, often 
requires a long-term investment of time and people in order to build relationships that support the 
goals and work of the organisation. While most CHIs certainly recognise the importance of building 
relationships and are active in doing so, there is a desire to understand what steps can be taken and 
strategies implemented to build long-lasting relationships that help organisations achieve their 
vision/mission. This is a challenge faced in most sectors, and CHIs can also turn to guidance and 
resources from other sectors. 

Within the broad literature on partnerships and collaboration in the cultural sector(s), suggestions are 
given for how professionals and organisations can improve the engagement in and results from these 
partnerships. Recommendations on how to ensure durable and impactful partnerships include brief 
articles as well as in-depth handbooks (KCL, 2015; Simon, 2010;  Geven, 2014;Head, 2007; 
Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff, 2011; Europeana, 2015). They include recommendations such as the 
following: 

- Use storytelling as a communication tool 
- Creating organisational buy-in 
- Jointly determined goals, definitions and objectives 
- Co-design what collaboration will look like and how it will be evaluated 
- Provide the needed tools and information for meaningful collaboration 
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- Shared control and decision-making 
- Shared accountability 
- Recognising and communicating needs 
- Involve a diverse network of interested and affected people 
- Foster trust and transparency 
- Develop non-hierarchical structures and processes 

Many of these recommendations either describe objectives or focus on steps that partners can take 
themselves within partnerships, rather than long-term strategies for embedding partnering within 
organisations or external factors that pose challenges to organisations wanting to partner. To 
properly support partnerships and collaborations, both the organisation or its environment might 
need to implement structural changes (that take the responsibility off of the individual employee to 
sustain the partnership).  

The described typology can be applied to the corpus of participatory practices collected as part of 
this research, but often fails to describe the power relationships, the financial model, the personal 
relationships and the communication strategies. Many organisations use all if not most of these ways 
of collaborating with stakeholders to work together.  RECHARGE will respond to the need to collect 
first-hand knowledge on what is challenging about working in partnerships and collaborations for 
cultural heritage institutions by carrying out qualitative research [T1.4] to understand what strategies 
people and organisations have implemented to develop and maintain their partnerships and 
collaborations. 

How to track change? 

There are no universal KPIs developed directly and only for participatory heritage practices like 
museums, but we can find inspiration from various other relevant key performance indicators. For 
this, we conducted desk research in the multidisciplinary bibliographic databases (e.g. 
ScienceDirect, Google Scholar) and predefined RECHARGE project library. We used various 
publications covering relevant aspects of participation KPIs as our data.  

Based on the literature, we mapped out four different ‘lenses’ or possible perspectives for looking at 
participation KPIs, plus how they may relate to each other (Figure 3). These four possible perspectives 
for participation KPIs are the following: 

1. Indicators of community participation, i.e. participatory governance (based on Butterfoss 
(2006)); 
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2. Impact-based KPIs, i.e. broad approach (based on Galloway & Stanley (2004) and Bollo 
(2013)); 

3. An 8-tier approach, i.e. spillover effects of culture (based on Sacco (2011));  

4. Purpose-driven KPIs according to participants, i.e. participant perspective (based on 
Thinks (2013)). 

 

Figure 3. Conceptual map of the possible participation KPIs. Source: composed by the authors based on the 
literature review. 

Indicators of community participation 

The indicators of community participation based on Butterfoss (2006) may measure the following 
aspects of participation. Firstly, the essential sectors of the community are well represented in 
collaborative community partnerships, and the cultural heritage organisation is recruiting and 
retaining a diverse membership (Butterfoss, 2006)). Also, the degree of community participation 
may be perceived by the number and kind of active roles that members and organisations assume 
and the amount of time they contribute to the organisation (ibid.). The actual number of events and 
meetings that members attend and the amount of time members spend in museum meetings, 
activities, or community-related events on behalf of the museum can also be used as participation 
KPIs (ibid.).  

Regarding participation KPIs related to benefits and challenges of participation, the participation KPIs 
dealing with benefits for members may be, for example, enhanced ability to address and learn about 
important issues, development of valuable relationships with other groups, ability to have a more 
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significant impact by working collaboratively on goals, and ability to contribute to the community 
(Butterfoss, 2006). On the other hand, challenges to participation may include diversion of time and 
resources away from other priorities or obligations, insufficient influence in partnership activities, 
undervalued opinion, misused or misdirected skills and time, and lack of support for members' 
viewpoints (ibid.).  

It is good to measure whether members are satisfied with the work of the museum, satisfaction with 
the way people and organisations work together, with the museum's plan, and with the way the 
partnership implements its strategies when dealing with satisfaction with the work or process of 
participation (Butterfoss, 2006). Furthermore, it is beneficial to understand whether participants are 
involved in decision-making processes and that the process is transparent, follows standard 
procedures, and is timely and fair (ibid.).  

Lastly, synergy items ask members whether, by working together, they achieve ten ideal tasks, e.g., 
identify new and creative ways to solve problems, develop understood and shared goals, and 
implement strategies that are likely to work (Butterfoss, 2006). 

Impact-based KPIs 

Moving on to the impact-based KPIs, then under the educational impact, the cultural heritage 
organisation may measure a contribution to broader strategic objectives, such as partnerships with 
schools, providing advice and support, and cascading good practices (Galloway & Stanley, 2004).  

Social impact regards how museums could contribute positively to social change and to widening 
access to collections (Vergo, 1989; Mayrand,1985). The social impact should explore the social 
consequences (to areas such as health, education, social inclusion, and urban revitalisation) of 
different types of projects and interventions, plus the range of possible individual benefits stemming 
from museum engagement (learning, enjoyment, personal development, identity building) (Bollo, 
2013). The museum sector contributes to social outcomes through the development of individual 
human capital (learning outcomes) and through activities that facilitate links, connections and 
relationships and create social capital (participation outcomes) (ibid.).  

According to Bollo (2013), we should measure the contribution to the local economy when measuring 
the economic impact of the cultural heritage organisation. In this context, the economic impact 
stemming from the museum's existence and its activities and projects could be measured in terms 
of employment, demand for goods and services, multiplier effects on local economies (income and 
sales), the attraction of tourists and investments, place branding, influence on real estate markets, 
urban regenerations, and values deriving from the existence of a cultural service.  
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Measuring environmental impact regards environmental topics such as carbon footprint, green 
exhibits and energy-saving attitudes (Bollo, 2013). Also, raising awareness, among the public, about 
the importance of adopting intelligent and eco-friendly behaviour to reduce and make better use of 
private consumption of scarce resources (ibid.).  

An 8-tier approach: spillover effects of culture 

Concerning innovation, when measuring cultural heritage organisation’s spillover effects, Sacco 
(2011) proposes that by learning about the rules that generate creativity, individuals learn how 
innovative meanings and practices can be constructed and how they come to challenge and de-
structure previous beliefs, prejudices, and attitudes (Gruenfeld, 2010). Furthermore, cultural 
participation may drive endogenous economic growth, and the cultural and creative field may be a 
potent incubator of new forms of entrepreneurship (Sacco, 2011).  

Cultural participation may also have substantial effects on life expectations as cultural participation 
is the second predictor of psychological well-being after (presence/absence of) diseases, and in this 
respect, has a significantly more substantial impact than variables such as income, place of 
residence, age, gender, or occupation when regarding welfare (Sacco, 2011). Furthermore, in 
connection to sustainability, cultural participation may have a critical indirect role in fostering social 
mobilisation and awareness about the social consequences of individual behaviours related to 
environmentally critical resources (ibid).  

Regarding social cohesion, according to Sacco (2011), certain types of cultural projects may produce 
solid and significant effects regarding juvenile crime prevention, pro-social vocational orientation, or 
conflict resolution. The indirect effect of cultural participation on social cohesion may be overcoming 
stereotyping (e.g. Amin, 2002). Cultural participation is also a specific form of lifelong learning 
(Sacco, 2011). 

Cultural and creative production may significantly increase a country's visibility, reputation and 
authoritativeness at all levels of international relationships, from the political to the economic (Sacco, 
2011) - the role of culture in re-defining the social and symbolic foundations of the place (ibid.). 

Purpose-driven KPIs, according to participants 

From a participant perspective, the purpose-driven KPI (e.g. for care and preservation of heritage), 
allow participants to learn from past mistakes, understand where we have gotten to as a society, and 
appreciate how we live now compared to past generations (Thinks, 2013). Also, holding collections 
and mounting displays as participants have stressed the importance of rotating collections to attract 
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more visitors whilst keeping high-profile artefacts on display permanently and that displays were as 
interactive and user-friendly as possible (ibid.). One of the purpose-driven KPIs regarding cultural 
heritage organisations could be creating knowledge for/about society concerning public education 
rather than academic or elite research - museums are about education for everyone in the society 
equally (ibid). 
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4. Conclusions  

 

The RECHARGE team is at the end of the first year, having developed a theoretical framework to 
inform the Living Labs, as chosen ideal methodology to engage in participatory practices. We also 
identified the main elements that enable a participatory business model co-creation process. Having 
a cooking metaphor seemed like the best approach to explain the set of iterative necessary 
processes, the ‘recipe’, and the variable elements that would be defined by each site, the 
‘ingredients’. This report is about defining these ‘ingredients’. 

Once we embarked in the operationalisation of the framework, we placed actors at the core, since 
these enable participatory processes and are the essence of our Living Labs, and before the end of 
the year we realised we were in fact enacting our phases, as project partners working together in co-
creating a framework. The Recipe is clearly defined, with distinctly defined phases, and our Living 
Labs method is so far a match from heaven. The Ingredients are not as universal, they are meant to 
vary based on the cook. Can we devise a set of ingredients CHIs can choose from, useful for any 
cook? That is the wish ! This is the focus of our work in the coming  year. 

This report includes the first iteration of the application of our co-creation phases as our team 
embarks on creating a meal. The results are partial since the model requires iteration, this is the first 
‘round’. We expect to improve our list of ingredients with the input from the sector and the ongoing 
work of the Living Labs. As we deliver our report, we reflect on our current learning and calibrate on 
what we miss to advance in the desired next step forward.  

We share our process and are open to your comments. 
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