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Abstract

Purpose – This research delves into the realm of Business Model Innovation (BMI), integrating it with the
human-centric, sustainable, and resilient principles of Industry 5.0, proposing a new theoretical framework.
Design/methodology/approach – An abductive approach has been chosen to expand existing knowledge
developing new ideas based on emerging phenomena. Data were gathered via semi-structured interviews with
directors, managers and curators of public institutions in Italy, Switzerland, Germany and Spain encompassing
Galleries, Libraries, Archives, and Museums (GLAM). These data were subsequently subjected to thematic
analysis.
Findings – The findings indicate that the main enablers for Business Model Innovation (BMI) in combination
with Industry 5.0 encompassed stakeholder, customer and organizational engagement, collaborative
environment, knowledge and innovation management, and sustainability. These drivers were effectively
leveraged through three pivotal facilitators-inhibitors: technology, resources, and leadership.
Research limitations/implications – The principal constraints are rooted in the narrow contextual focus
and the limited participants number. However, upcoming research efforts may broaden the horizons of this
multifaceted and extensive investigation.
Originality/value – This study is groundbreaking as it fills a significant gap in the existing literature by
integrating Business Model Innovation (BMI) with the Industry 5.0 paradigm, a novel approach that has not
been explored previously. Additionally, the inclusion of GLAM institutions in this research adds a unique
dimension, as they have been largely overlooked in both research domains.
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1. Introduction
The impetus for innovation can be ascribed to two fundamental factors. Firstly, blue-sky
research often leads to pioneering discoveries that have the potential to bring about
fundamental changes in existing practices (Kilduff et al., 2011; Troise et al., 2022; Corvello
et al., 2022a, b; Fukuyama, 2018; Nambisan et al., 2019). Secondly, the evolution of society
creates a demand for fresh solutions, motivating individuals to explore and implement
innovative approaches (Roco and Bainbridge, 2013). Moreover, exceptional events such as
disasters and crises can serve as a third driver of innovation, as a resilient response (Dahles
and Susilowati, 2015). In such situations, urgent needs and emerging challenges drive
individuals to seek innovative solutions to address the pressing issues such as companies
that turn crises into opportunities by developing new products or launching new
collaborations, building antifragility behavior (Corvello et al., 2022a, b). Nevertheless, it’s
important to note that these events do not consistently act as a constant driver of innovation,
as their impact and occurrence can vary. To ensure that innovation is harnessed for the
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greater benefit of society, it is imperative for both economic and political systems to establish
optimal conditions from a top-down perspective but simultaneouslymust consider the critical
aspects of inclusiveness and environmental sustainability, aligning with the principles of the
evolution of Industry 5.0 which is bottom-up, merging harmoniously into a new perspective
(Zhu, 2017). In the process of moving toward the realization of Society 5.0, the social
entrepreneurship and especially cultural sector emerge as a pivotal lever upon which to build
this transformative journey, yielding positive externalities for both the present and future
society (Short et al., 2009; Serpa and Ferreira, 2019).

The cultural sector encompasses a diverse range of enterprises, including those engaged
in the creative industry and heritage conservation, such as Art Galleries, Libraries, Archives,
andMuseums (GLAM) (Cunningham, 2022; Stuart, 2021). These organizations serve as prime
examples of social innovation due to their frequent encounters with social and environmental
challenges (Eid, 2019; Camarero et al., 2011). These challenges encompass the promotion of
cultural diversity and accessibility, the preservation of cultural heritage, the mitigation of
environmental impacts, and the facilitation of opportunities for local communities (Logan,
2016; Loach et al., 2017). Furthermore, entities within the cultural sector frequently adopt
innovative business models, such as resource sharing, collaborative partnerships, and
extensive networking, all of which prove instrumental in addressing these social and
environmental issues (Eid, 2019; Coblence and Sabatier, 2014). Indeed, the cultural sector has
experienced significant transformations in recent years. These changes range from a surge in
visitor numbers, abruptly - and temporary - disrupted by the Covid-19 pandemic, to the
growing need for value creation and engagement with the visitors (Burton and Scott, 2007;
Raved and Yahel, 2022; Tranta et al., 2021). These shifts have necessitated the adoption of
innovative museum management methods and strategies with a significant assist from new
technologies (Healy andWitcomb, 2006; Black, 2020). Nonetheless, notable challenges endure,
particularly as GLAM institutions primarily operate under public management or funding,
safeguarding cultural heritage for the common good and social purpose (Davis and Howard,
2013). Furthermore, their increasing reliance on digital and virtual platforms as well as new
immersive experiences, carries the potential to diminish their traditional significance
(Langley, 2018). Consequently, challenges remain an ongoing concern formanagers, curators,
government bodies, and researchers operating within this sphere. Thus, this subject
maintains its enduring relevance and importance.

Therefore, GLAM institutions must adapt and re-evaluate their business models through
a 5.0 approach, with the aim of harmonizing and integrating innovation principles from both
top-down and bottom-up perspectives. Given the central role that GLAM institutions play as
leaders in the cultural sector, responsible for the preservation of artistic and cultural heritage
on one hand, and on the other hand for advancing education and social progress, ameticulous
conservation approach is sought after. By examining these types of social enterprises,
valuable lessons can be extracted and applied to all other sectors of the economy. This
overarching impetus served as the foundation for an initial exploration of the literature,
which revealed a dearth of such research. Subsequently, the study delved into the
fundamental principles of Industry 5.0 and focused on business model innovation (BMI) to
identify a new framework capable of seamlessly amalgamating and adapting these principles
within the context of GLAM institutions.

This exploratory study aims to integrate Business Model Innovation (BMI) and Industry
5.0 frameworks and to apply the up-and-coming one within the context of the cultural sector
by conducting an empirical research.

To achieve this purpose, the paper is structured as follows: section 2 initiates with a
comprehensive literature review encompassing Industry 5.0 framework, BMI framework,
and Business Models (BMs) within GLAM institutions. Section 3 outlines the methodology
and findings are subsequently presented in section 4. The paper concludes with discussions
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in section 5 and conclusions in section 6, which includes study limitations and
implications (6.1).

2. Literature review
2.1 Industry 5.0 framework
Industry 5.0 represents an evolution of last fourth industrial revolution (Industry 4.0) that
falls within the scope of innovation driven by research, responding to emerging societal
needs, and promoting environmental sustainability. Whereas Industry 4.0 has a mainly
techno-economic vision and focuses on the automation of industrial processes through the
use of advanced digital technologies such as the internet of Things (IoT) and Artificial
Intelligence (AI), Industry 5.0 goes beyond and seeks to integrate these technologies with
workers to create innovative solutions that serve humanity and the environment (Leng et al.,
2022). In other words, Industry 5.0 represents a more holistic and human-centered vision of
Industry 4.0, aiming to use technology to improve the quality of life to bemore human-centric,
resilient and sustainable (Breque et al., 2021; Ivanov, 2023).

Human-centricity and socio-centricity denote a paradigm in which human beings are
beckoned to engage in synergistic collaboration with machinery, robots, and emerging
technologies. The resulting value is expressly oriented towards the fulfillment of human
requirements, with a view to advancing societal well-being, encompassing the welfare of
employees, customers, and the broader populace. An indispensable prerequisite for the
realization of this approach is the perpetual commitment to the education, training, re-
skilling, up-skilling, and safeguarding of individuals within organizational structures
(Breque et al., 2021; Aheleroff et al., 2022).

Resilience in the realm of business pertains to an organization’s capacity to proactively
foresee, ready itself for, effectively react to, and adapt in the face of disruptions, all with the
overarching goal of sustaining uninterrupted operations and achieving long-term prosperity
(Sheffi and Rice, 2005). This concept intricately intersects with several facets of the
organization, including its cultural ethos, leadership efficacy, aptitude for innovative process
and product development, commitment to investing in cutting-edge technologies,
diversification of business through the establishment of novel revenue streams, and astute
management of knowledge resources (Linnenluecke, 2017).

Sustainability, fundamentally conceived as a state of well-being, reflects a deeply rooted
belief that humans can coexist harmoniously with the natural world, all with the ultimate
objective of promoting overall well-being (Dodds, 1997). Nevertheless, in recent years,
business sciences have recognized three pivotal dimensions: economic, social, and
environmental. The economic dimension pertains to aspects such as growth, development,
productivity, and long-term survival. The social dimension encompasses concepts of equity,
empowerment, accessibility, participation, sharing, cultural identity, and institutional
stability. Lastly, the environmental dimension is concerned with the preservation of
ecosystem integrity and the sustainable management of natural resources.

In addition, Ivanov (2023) further dissects the three-tier structure of Industry 5.0,
encompassing the plant level (micro), network level (meso), and society level (macro), with a
specific emphasis on the supply chain. In this context, identifies four critical areas of focus:
organization, management, performance, and technology.

Moreover, Industry 5.0 is driven by innovations and societal evolution, which reflects the
paradigm of Japanese Society 5.0 (Fukuyama, 2018) as they are closely interconnected. There
would be no Industry 5.0 without Society 5.0 because the holistic and humanistic vision of this
industrial revolution aims to achieve maximum integration and engagement of all
stakeholders for the co-creation of shared and widespread value based on human needs
and interests in all the sector of the society (€Ozdemir andHekim, 2018;Maddikunta et al., 2022).
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The tenets of Industry 5.0 necessitate both the modification of existing business models and
the creation of novel ones, aiming to enhance their resilience, sustainability, and human-
centricity by incorporating fresh organizational principles, management perspectives, and
digital technologies (Ivanov, 2023).

2.2 Business model innovation
Business model innovation (BMI) refers to significant changes in a company’s approach to
creating, delivering and capturing value by making novel, non-trivial changes to key
elements or architecture of a business model (Teece, 2010). Every company, regardless of its
structure, has its business model and despite the various definitions and classifications, it is
essential to consider the factors involved in selecting and implementing different types of
BMI in different organizations from diverse backgrounds and industries (Teece, 2018). In
general, a business model fulfills two important functions: value creation and assimilation. It
defines a well-defined set of activities, from the procurement of raw materials to the
satisfaction of the end consumer who creates a new product or service, so that the value
created stems from the various activities (Chesbrough, 2007). BMI can be achieved through
technological innovation (Zott and Amit, 2010), customer observation (Chesbrough, 2010),
collaboration with partners (Teece, 2007) and adaptation to market changes (Johnson et al.,
2008). The creation, refinement, implementation and transformation of business models are
the result of dynamic capabilities, as well as organizational andmanagerial skills, understood
as the ability to integrate, build and reconfigure internal skills to face business changes
(Teece, 2007). The design of new business models requires an important balance between
customer needs and technological capabilities consistent with the organization (Leih et al.,
2015). The business environment is changing dramatically due to the rapid globalization of
technological advances. To cope with these changes, business models must also evolve
rapidly by relying on innovative processes to survive. This economic landscape,
characterized by IoT and Industry 5.0, requires the continuous introduction of new
products and services to create value for enterprise, customers and the society (Aslam et al.,
2020; Reficco et al., 2021). The analysis of innovative models and frameworks has shown that
companies have difficulty innovating products and services in line with the needs of users, as
there is a considerable gap between the business strategy and the innovation process (Wadho
and Chaudhry, 2018). In this studywe do not focus on the design of BMI through the stages of
value creation, value delivery and value capture but on the key factors that are the
antecedents and preconditions for a BMI to be implemented and succeed given the changes in
society moving towards Industry 5.0 (Chesbrough et al., 2018).

2.2.1 BMI antecedents. Huang and Ichikohji (2023) have categorized the antecedents of
BusinessModel Innovation (BMI) into five distinct perspectives: technology-driven, strategic-
driven, demand-driven, system-driven, and top-management-driven. It is widely known in
the literature that changes in business models are a byproduct of the rapid evolution of
information technology (Pateli and Giaglis, 2005). To compel users to embrace technology
devoid of inherent objective value, companies must judiciously select the appropriate BMI
strategy for introducing said technology to the market, as expounded upon by Chesbrough
and Rosenbloom (2002). BMI necessitates adaptation to the specific operational environment
of the company. Furthermore, a company’s operations are inevitably shaped by political and
governmental influences to varying degrees (Huang and Ichikohji, 2023). Research has
revealed that variables such as regulatory frameworks and policy combinations can either
foster or hinder a company’s capacity for innovation, as demonstrated byHuijben et al. (2016).
Several pivotal considerations influencing the adoption of Business Model Innovation (BMI)
encompass a company’s pre-existing internal resources and competencies, alongside its
dynamic capabilities. Additionally, the effectiveness of its internal and external knowledge
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management systems plays a significant role (Li et al., 2022), particularly in the context of
increasingly decentralized and fragmented global value chains. The shift from external
customer knowledge has transitioned towards a demand-driven perspective in Business
Model Innovation (BMI). Under this framework, the inception of BMI centers on value
creation through activities designed to address the diverse needs of target or potential
customers across different global regions (Prandelli et al., 2016). Furthermore, certain studies
have delved into the influence of preferences and behaviors exhibited by various
stakeholders, both internal and external to the industry, in steering BMI efforts (Siebold,
2021; Guo et al., 2022). From an intra-organizational standpoint, it is important to consider the
pivotal role of top management. This includes considerations such as cognitive abilities,
narrative skills, leadership styles, managerial competence, managerial relationships, and
dynamic capabilities (Bitetti and Gibbert, 2022; Colovic, 2022). Secondly, research has also
examined the impact of organizational design on BMI (Foss and Saebi, 2017). The system
approach perspective regards BMI as a dynamic and intricate system comprising diverse
interrelated components, including the environment, organizational structure, resources,
human capital, technology, andmarkets (Ruggiero et al., 2021). From this standpoint, the BMI
process is conceptualized as a system of activities, with various activities being added,
modified, or discarded over time (Tykkyl€ainen and Ritala, 2021).

2.2.2 BMI barriers. The process of implementing Business Model Innovation (BMI) is not
always straightforward. Companies often encounter a variety of constraints related to
cognition, resources, and capacity that can pose significant hurdles to the successful
execution of BMI. While existing models can serve as sources of inspiration for new BMs,
they can also constrain management’s perspective on BMI to some extent. Management itself
can become a barrier to BMI implementation, as narrow, industry-centric viewpoints and
information overload can lead management to overly focus on direct competitors and
incremental improvements (Vuori and Huy, 2016). Furthermore, research by Richter (2012)
illustrates instances where the implementation of a new BMI failed in German utilities due to
management’s misunderstanding of solar energy, while Egfjord and Sund (2020) highlight
how perceived differences between members of the innovation department and the
company’s core business can hinder the implementation of a new BMI. Additionally,
developing a new business model involves considerable uncertainties and risks, which often
make firms hesitant to invest their existing resources and capabilities in a newBMI in order to
maximize profits and it all depends on the culture of innovation management (Hock-Doepgen
et al., 2021; Sund et al., 2021). Although researchers have extensively explored potential
barriers to BMI implementation, including factors related to perception, capabilities, and
resources, they tend to overlook sociocultural factors such as customer awareness and
behavior, as well as political, legislative, and economic challenges characterized by stability
and ambiguity (Huang and Ichikohji, 2023).

2.2.3 BMI contexts of study.Businessmodel innovation (BMI) as extensively discussed has
therefore been the subject of extensive studies in the academic literature, focusing on a wide
range of organizational types. These studies have encompassed traditional established
companies, multinational corporations, small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), family
businesses, start-ups, and social enterprises. Additionally, there has been a growing body of
research that examines BMI within the context of emerging economies. This comprehensive
exploration of BMI across diverse organizational forms and geographical settings has
contributed to a richer understanding of how different factors and dynamics influence the
process and outcomes of business model innovation. Huang and Ichikohji (2023) explicitly
mentioned that scholars should analyze how the BMIs of different companies in different
contexts have changed over time, including technology, customer needs, high-level
capabilities and corporate resources in the BMI. In particular, no study has ever been
conducted in the public context, and likewise in the public cultural sector, which is certainly
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undergoing change due to changes in the environment and, at the same time, can influence
changes and benefits to the society in which the companies operate.

2.3 Business models in GLAM institutions
Over the last 3 decades, the development of museums and galleries has exploded worldwide.
The number of museums has increased, and visitor numbers have soared (Scott, 2009). The
growth of the sector and the need to innovate are at the heart of a review of the business
models of these organizations (Coblence and Sabatier, 2014) and Camarero et al. (2011) found a
correlation between innovation and the economic performance of museums. The relevance of
researching business models is on the rise, particularly in the context of cultural heritage
management (Bonini Baraldi and Ferri, 2019). This growing significance is driven by the
ongoing digital transformations in various sectors, including the creative industries
(Lyubareva et al., 2014) and the museum domain (Coblence and Sabatier, 2014; Lazzeretti and
Sartori, 2016). One prominent area of investigation centers around the influence of digital
technology on museum revenues, with a specific focus on online sales processes. In a broader
perspective, the existing body of literature indicates that cultural organizations confidently
place their trust in the impacts of Information and Communication Technology (ICT) on the
sustainability of their business models (Pateli and Giaglis, 2005). Another emerging
viewpoint revolves around the creation and dissemination of digital collections. Bertacchini
and Morando (2013) scrutinize how the economic attributes of a museum’s digital collections
can shape its business models, particularly in terms of online accessibility and distribution. A
third area of interest pertains to the interplay between business models and the enhancement
of partnerships. This perspective draws insights from two iconic case studies: the Louvre
Museum in France (Coblence and Sabatier, 2014) and theUffizi Gallery in Italy (Lazzeretti and
Sartori, 2016). Regarding the Louvre, Coblence and Sabatier (2014) delineate six analytical
drivers, encompassing technology, competition, environment, customers, profitability, and
organizational design. The LouvreMuseum has transitioned from a growth-oriented business
model, characterized by an emphasis on the exceptional quality of its permanent collection, to
a global and innovative business model. This transformation leverages ICT technologies to
enhance processes such as digitization, networking, and user-generated content. In the Italian
context, reservations about investing in dedicated human resources for digital strategy,
coupled with the organizational rigidity of the Italian administrative system, prompted the
museum to contemplate long-term partnerships with local research institutions, creative ICT
companies, and technical collaborators (Lazzeretti and Sartori, 2016). Both the Louvre Lens
and Uffizi cases underscore the significance of value co-creation involving multiple
stakeholders as a fundamental aspect of museum business models. Flexible partnerships
are indispensable for ensuring that digital innovation remains responsive to evolving
circumstances (Borin, 2017). Consequently, active participation in new digital business
ecosystems (DBEs) is deemed essential. These ecosystems are defined as collaborative
environments comprising diverse entities that co-create value through ICT (Senyo et al., 2019).
In the literature the link between this sector and the BMI framework is missing, remaining
somewhat related to long-standing research on Business Models (BMs) more generally.

2.4 Integrating BMI and Industry 5.0
The comprehensive examination of existing literature has illuminated the significant
alignment between BMI and the Industry 5.0 framework, showcasing a multitude of
convergent aspects. Consequently, we propose a novel, integrated, and all-encompassing
theoretical framework aimed at the analysis of the implementation process of emerging
business models that impeccably encapsulate the three-fold, human-centric, sustainable, and
resilient approach, as eloquently depicted in Figure 1. The components were extrapolated
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from the two reference frameworks and themuseum context studies. Theywere then selected
and adapted in the conceptualization process.

With respect to human-centricity, the literature has unequivocally underscored the
paramount significance of involving the organization, cultivating, training, and enhancing
human capital, workplace environments, and individual skills as pivotal drivers of success
(Cheah and Ho, 2019; Guo et al., 2013). The second challenge lies in comprehending the needs
and desires of customerswith whom to establish genuine relationships and in crafting novel,
technology-augmented experiences for them (Prandelli et al., 2016; Pironti et al., 2015). On a
broader scale, it is imperative to generate positive network externalities by engaging all
actors within the economic and social environment, fostering robust relationships not only
with business partners and customers but also with diverse stakeholders such as local
communities, citizens, universities, research centers, local and supra-local institutions,
governments, associations, and all those who have a vested interest in the organization
(Hollebeek et al., 2022; Lazzaretti and Sartori, 2016).

In the literature, business resilience has been identified as an abstract concept manifested
through a culture of adaptability, a proclivity for risk-taking, and the ability to adapt and
strive for survival even in the face of the most profound crises (Sheffi and Rice, 2005). Indeed,
it is essential to start this effort by focusing on the culture of innovation from the top
management (Hock-Doepgen et al., 2021). This entails the ability to establish a knowledge
management system, both internally, pertaining to internal business processes, customers,
and resources, and externally, to leverage open and shared knowledge through long-term yet
flexible partnerships (Von Delft et al., 2019; Li et al., 2022). Resilient long-term goals to better
manage the competition can also be to have more museum branches and to initiate new

Figure 1.
Business model
innovation and

Industry 5.0 proposed
framework
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alliances with other museums abroad (Coblence and Sabatier, 2014). Such collaborations are
directed toward the creation of a collaborative and co-opetition environment in which multiple
stakeholders collectively co-create value (Senyo et al., 2019).

Sustainability, encompassing the triple dimensions of economic, social, and environmental
considerations, is pivotal both as a precursor and an outcome of the Business Model
Innovation (BMI) implementation process. The performance and economic resources, while
vital, can also pose significant barriers throughout this process, with sustainability of
projects being achievable only through the cultivation of a strong innovation culture, a
propensity for risk-taking, and the adept utilization of all available drivers (Franceschelli
et al., 2018; Boons et al., 2013; Pedersen et al., 2018). The recognition of the social and
environmental purpose that businesses must embody is further underscored by the
awareness that enterprises are not solely responsible for pursuing their economic interests,
but they must also actively contribute to the betterment of society and the environment
(Reficco et al., 2021; Pedersen et al., 2018). Moreover, it is imperative to acknowledge the
corporate responsibility in sustainable resource utilization and the necessity to drive change
in consumption, utilization, and recycling patterns (Rantala et al., 2018). This holistic
perspective highlights the intricate interplay between economic, social, and environmental
dimensions in the pursuit of sustainable business practices and successful BMI. Facilitators-
inhibitors also emerged from the integration of the two frameworks and include: technology
(Pateli and Giaglis, 2005; Coblence and Sabatier, 2014), organizational resources and
capabilities (Sund et al., 2021; Bitetti and Gibbert, 2022), organizational design (Foss and Saebi,
2017; Coblence and Sabatier, 2014), and finally, government regulations and policies (Huang
and Ichikohji, 2023).

The new conceptualized framework integrating BMI and Industry 5.0 was tested in the
cultural sector. As previously mentioned, this sector was chosen due to its strong social
purpose and the fact that museum institutions (GLAM) are in part or in full overseen by
public entities.

3. Methodology
3.1 Approach and interviews
In this study an abductive approach has been chosen. Abduction allows for the generation of
new ideas and the expansion of our knowledge by starting from identified factors and
attempting to uncover any emerging ones (Hobbs et al., 1993). To achieve this, in-depth
interviews were selected as the data collection method. In-depth interviews are characterized
by a high degree of structure and a minimum level of direction and standardization. This
method enables an understanding of the underlying motivations behind the attitudes,
behaviors, and viewpoints of the interviewees, offering valuable insights into identifying
emerging factors. During the interviews, the interviewer poses open-ended questions and
encourages participants to share their experiences and opinions related to the phenomenon
under investigation (Morris, 2015; Legard et al., 2003).

Therefore, a predefined interview-sketch was not created upstream; instead, discussions
were initiated for each of the factors and facilitators identified by merging BMI and Industry
5.0, including: technology, resources and capabilities, organizational design, government,
stakeholder engagement, customer engagement, organizational engagement, collaborative
environmental, knowledge management, innovation management culture, environmental
sustainability, social sustainability, and economic sustainability.

The interviewees were initially reached via direct email in late April 2023. Subsequently,
interviews were scheduled and conducted between May and September 2023. These
interviews were carried out over the phone and recorded using another smartphone, with an
average duration of 45 min each. At the beginning of each interview, it was explicitly stated
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that the call was being recorded, and a brief, general explanation of the study’s objectives was
provided before delving into the questions. In many cases, additional probing questions were
necessary to extract relevant information. Data collectionwas concluded once data saturation
was achieved.

3.2 Partecipants
Three GLAM institutions were approached in the initial phase of our study, comprising a
curator based in Switzerland and two directors in Italy. Following these initial contacts, a
chain of introductions was established to find the participants in this study, both by
convenience and cascade. Then, another Italian and a Spanish museum institution joined in.
Our study culminated in engagements with a total of 4 Italian, 2 Swiss, 1 German and 1
Spanish institutions. The study participants are shown Table 1.

Reaching out to these institutions proved to be a challenging effort, particularly due to their
public management and the protracted and labor-intensive nature of the process. However,
once we successfully engaged with one institution, a network of introductions facilitated
subsequent contacts with relative ease through their established connections. It is noteworthy
that we encountered distinct administrative and procedural dynamics, especially within the
Italian context, characterized by a pronounced bureaucracy and stringent email-based
formalities. In Italy, we were required to submit formal requests via email and provide our
inquiries in advance. In contrast, the situation in Switzerland presented itself differently,
allowing for a more informal approach to conducting interviews. In Germany, after an initial
email exchange, we secured appointments, albeit with some delay, without the imposition of
specific tasks or requirements. Generally, the interviews were conducted with the directors,
given their pivotal roles but in certain cases, such as in Switzerland, we also engaged with
curators, head of finance andmarketing, as their contributionswere deemed equally significant.
With the Spanish institution and the major Italian archaeological parks, on the other hand, we
only talked to the communication and press officers. The varying experiences and approaches
encountered in these countries underscore the diversity of administrative and procedural
norms within GLAM institutions and underscore the importance of adaptability and
relationship building in navigating these complexities, as a first finding of this study.

3.3 Data analysis
The telephone interviews were recorded using a smartphone, and subsequently, the audio
files were transcribed automatically using Nvivo software (version 14). These transcriptions
were then meticulously reviewed and checked manually for accuracy. Supported by Nvivo
software, the data underwent several stages of analysis. Initially, data segments of interest
were labeled through coding, assigning relevant tags to these text segments. These coded

ID Type of GLAM Management Country Role of respondents

R1 Archaeological museum Public-regional Italy Director
R2 Archaeological park Public-national Italy Press officer
R3 Art Gallery Public-regional Italy Director, curator
R4 Ethnography museum Public-federal Switzerland Director, curator, marketing, finance
R5 Ethnography museum Public-cantonal Switzerland Director, curator
R6 Science museum Public-federal Germany Director
R7 Archaeological museum Public-national Spain Communication officer
R8 Archaeological park Public-national Italy Press officer

Source(s): Author’s own work
Table 1.

Participants
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segments were then grouped into categories. Following this, a thematic analysis of the data
was initiated. The data was visualized on a dashboard, and an interpretive process ensued to
determine whether they aligned with the factors initially identified in the literature and the
proposed framework (Dhakal, 2022). This methodical approach to data collection,
transcription, coding, categorization, and thematic analysis using Nvivo software ensured
a rigorous and systematic examination of the interview data, allowing for a comprehensive
exploration of the research objectives and alignment with established theoretical and
conceptual frameworks (Jackson et al., 2019).

4. Findings
4.1 Emerging key drivers
The outcomes align with the initial approach, presenting a plausible theoretical framework
for the integration of Business Model Innovation (BMI) and Industry 5.0 within the cultural
sector. The extracted verbal codes have been categorized as follows:

(1) Stakeholder, customer, and organizational - engagement (as human-centric)

(2) Collaborative environment, knowledge management, innovation management (as
resilient)

(3) Environmental, social, and economic - sustainability (as sustainable)

Facilitators identified include: technology, resources, leadership, which will be addressed
along with the emerging key factors in the discussion section.

4.1.1 Stakeholder engagement. The analysis shows that the government factor is not a
facilitator as envisaged in the initial model but is subordinate to the stakeholder engagement
factor since the institutions are managed by the public through special departments or
ministries. Strong cooperation with local, national and supranational institutions, as well as
the local community such as companies, associations, foundations, non-profit organizations,
schools, research institutes and universities emerged. This collaborative effort aims at the co-
creation of temporary exhibitions, the improvement of permanent ones and the organization
of initiatives both within the institutions and across the territory (R8).

“We believe that the activities we undertake contribute to the development of society,
promoting knowledge, creativity, and dialogue across different cultures and disciplines” -
emphasized R6. Typically, all institutions actively engage the local community and its
stakeholder in their initiatives through educational and training programs for schools and
local groups (R8), collaborations with artists, designers and local organizations to create
exhibitions and events, and the promotion of cultural heritage and local traditions (R1). In
larger museums, such as the archaeological park mentioned by R2, the organization of
outdoor concerts that attract numerous attendees is also highly appreciated. Furthermore, all
respondents indicated that technological solutions were developed by external companies
and then delivered to them. R6 also mentioned that the audio-guide application is entirely
managed by a company that holds the majority of Swiss federal and cantonal museum
institutions. The management of social media channels is outsourced to external companies,
often supported by in-house departments, such as the press and public relations teams. In
Swiss institutions, on the other hand, there is a dedicated marketing department that handles
social media channels in-house, although they tend to have lower visitor engagement.
Bookshops or souvenir shops are also run in cooperationwith local or national companies and
can be used as a first point of contact with the local area, promoting local products both
physically and virtually (R5).

4.1.2 Customer engagement. Respondents perceive innovation within GLAM institutions
mainly as “technological implementation aimed at improving the visitor experience” - as
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indicated by R6. Indeed, when asked directly about innovations implemented in their
institutions, they cited interactive technologies such as touch-screen totems and smartphone
applications to improve the visitor experience, the use of website and social media channels,
the creation of multimedia content such as podcasts, comics and social media mini-series, and
the implementation of online ticket booking systems. In addition, it is common practice to
prepare advertisingmaterial through the road and in cinemas (R4) and newsletters to visitors.
Annual subscriptions and specific programmes are also ways to engage loyal visitors. All
this has to do with increased visitor involvement. Only one institution has already
implemented a pandemic-driven virtual tour. In others, projects are currently being
developed in collaboration with external companies or have expressed misgivings. This is
because, in their desire to preserve the beauty of the cultural heritage and to contribute to the
well-being of society and the local community, they prefer to attract and host tourists and
visitors on site in order to offer an authentic experience and foster a connection with the local
area. Tangible results that have been unanimously regarded as positive include an increase in
visitors, including loyal ones, and improved social media coverage. All institutions have
leveraged their relationship with visitors and their engagement. Moreover, collecting
feedback from visitors, both offline and online, has also proven to be a successful practice, as
highlighted by R4 and R7, in an effort to continuously enhance the value proposition. From
this perspective, all respondents emphasized the importance of gathering data on visitors and
industry trends, including those from overseas, as mentioned by R2. They collect data
through entrance tickets, surveys, andweb analytics. These data are used across the board to
inform business decisions, marketing strategies and innovation efforts, helping to identify
areas for improvement and opportunities for growth, all of which feed into knowledge
management, which is critical both for management and here to attract, engage and retain
visitors. Finally, the challenge shared by many is to find new ways to involve the young and
the new generations more closely, not only with communication channels but also with the
exhibitions themselves.

4.1.3 Organizational engagement. To effectively manage change within organizations,
several key strategies have emerged from the interviews: open and transparent
communication with staff, training and support for employees, involving employees in the
decision-making process, and regularmonitoring and evaluation of implemented innovations
to ensure success and make necessary adjustments. This highlights a crucial point that for
change to occur, an organizational culture based on strong leadership and employee
empowerment is essential. The most commonly adopted organizational model is a
combination of functional and divisional structures, with various competency areas
working together to achieve the museum’s objectives. “Over time, we have adopted a more
flexible and collaborative approach to meet the needs of an ever-evolving sector,” as mentioned
by R6. When asked to describe their directors, respondents reported their leadership, their
being visionary, passionate and empathetic. R7 states: “Our director is a visionary leader,
deeply committed to the museum’s mission and values. He is open-minded, forward-thinking
and strongly supports innovation and continuous improvement”. This made it clear that it
takes a determined and respectable leader, a recognized mover and shaker, to engage the
organization, customers and stakeholders in general.

4.1.4 Collaborative environment. The collaborative environment is the result of engaging
with partners, other organizations, and the local community, contributing to enhanced
resilience in several ways. Collaboration in the sector has been found to facilitate access to
novel ideas, resources, and expertise, enabling institutions to adapt and innovate in response
to challenges, as highlighted by all the participants. For instance, each exhibition could
change the partner and they could be different for each department or collection at the same
time as R4 tells us. An other example of this is the collaboration between multiple museums,
journalists and cultural organizations, which has created a distinctive model demonstrating
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the flexibility and openness required for resilience in the face of the COVID-19 pandemic, as
R7 mentioned. Moreover, collaboration serves to fortify community ties and support, crucial
elements for resilience. Museums operate as public services and bear responsibility to their
communities. Active engagement with these communities, particularly withminority groups,
not only improves post-crisis care but also integrates museums as integral components of
community resilience. Lastly, collaboration fosters cross-sectoral engagement, a pivotal
factor in building healthy communities and enhancing post-crisis care. For instance, the
incorporation of arts and culture into community planning and development, coupled with
collaboration with arts organizations and artists in the design and implementation of
interventions, contributes significantly to community resilience. It turned out that another
facilitator already present in the literature are resources and skills.

4.1.5 Knowledge management. Innovation in the GLAM sector, in addition to a strong
focus on prioritizing visitors, aims to improve the preservation and enjoyment of cultural
heritage. Respondents also emphasized that innovation serves to promote the preservation
and dissemination of knowledge. Furthermore, R5 spoke of new ideas and methods and the
goal of improving operational efficiency. As previously highlighted, the acquisition and
analysis of data, coupled with Knowledge Management (KM), play a pivotal role throughout
stakeholder, customer, and organizational engagement processes in general. In the context of
GLAM institutions, Knowledge Management is a systematic process encompassing the
capture, distribution, and efficient utilization of the knowledge generated and stored by these
institutions. As articulated by R1, this knowledge extends to diverse facets, including
information about collections, research findings, visitor data, operational processes, and
more. The significance of Knowledge Management in GLAM institutions is underscored by
its instrumental role in bolstering their capacity to fulfill their mission of providing access to
knowledge, preserving cultural heritage, and serving the public interest. As observed, macro-
level knowledge management is achieved within a collaborative environment to access new
resources and insights that may otherwise be challenging to attain. In GLAM institutions,
Knowledge Management involves a harmonious blend of internal knowledge capture and
utilization, complemented by external knowledge sharing and collaboration, often facilitated
by digital technologies. This complex process demands specific skills and expertise while
encountering challenges in terms of fostering effective collaboration and engagement.
Nevertheless, when executed adeptly, Knowledge Management stands as a powerful tool,
significantly augmenting the ability of GLAM institutions to fulfill their mission and cater to
the needs of their communities.

4.1.6 Innovation management culture.The interviews brought to light several noteworthy
challenges within the realm of innovation that warrant careful consideration. Primarily, a
significant hurdle lies in the resistance to change, emanating from both staff and visitors who
are entrenched in conventional methodologies. This resistance poses a substantial
impediment to innovation, as underscored by the realization that innovation in GLAM
institutions transcends mere technological advancements. As articulated by R7, it involves a
profound shift in our perception of technology and ourselves. R4 further emphasizes the need
to redefine “innovation” and seamlessly integrate interactive media into museum spaces
without diverting attention from existing collections. Additionally, financial constraints and
limited resources allocated for investments in new technologies and infrastructure present a
formidable challenge to the implementation of innovative solutions. The quest for external
partners and collaborators, crucial for fostering innovation through cooperation, adds
another layer of complexity. There is also the persistent challenge of monitoring private
companies offering immersive or virtual tours, often in direct competition with GLAM
institutions. Looking ahead, respondents voiced concerns about future challenges. The
perpetual balancing act between tradition and innovation (R1) remains a central concern, as
institutions endeavor to uphold their cultural heritage while embracing new technologies.
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The imperative to keep pace with the rapid evolution of technology (R2) is crucial to ensuring
that institutions remain relevant and captivating for visitors. Continuously adapting to the
evolving expectations and needs of visitors, while ensuring accessibility and inclusiveness
for all (R3), presents an ongoing challenge. Finding a ’flexible’ innovation that can meet the
needs of different departments can also be a challenge (R7). Institutions must navigate ways
to cater to diverse audiences while staying true to their missions. The prevailing lack of
confidence in an uncertain future, heightened perceived risks, fear of change, a reluctance to
take risks, and the crucial role of strong leadership and competencies are integral aspects of
the innovation management culture.

4.1.7 Sustainability (environmental, social, and economic).There is a growing emphasis on
sustainability within GLAM institutions, encompassing not only environmental aspects but
also social and economic dimensions, as highlighted by R4. Achieving sustainability across
these dimensions is a complex and long-term effort. Consequently, there is an urgent
imperative for GLAM institutions to establish resilient business models that prioritize
knowledge management and data collection, recognizing their increasing centrality in all
organizational processes. Exploring sustainable funding models for the future is also crucial
to prevent the potential disappearance or merger of smaller institutions with larger ones, as
noted by R5 or project abandonment due to lack of resources (R7). It is essential to
acknowledge the potential risks associated with private management, such as the
transformation of cultural heritage institutions into commercial entities. R1 underscored
that economic sustainability is not solely tied to visitor numbers but also hinges on the ability
to attract public and private resources and develop innovative, sustainable projects. Public
museums often rely on public funding and governmental, community, and international
measures, with these funding sources often earmarked for specific activities, contributing to
the potential time-consuming nature of implementing new technologies. Furthermore,
museums strive to diversify their revenue streams and frequently outsource various support
services, as observed earlier. R2 highlighted, “Entering partnerships certainly does not burden
general expenses, providingmore economic resources and expertise”. Over time, crowdfunding
campaigns have also been organized, particularly for smaller institutions. This practice is
notably common in more innovative and less bureaucratic regions, exemplified by
Switzerland, as evident from the insights gathered during the interviews. Based on the
insights provided by interviewees, the most widely adopted sustainability practices within
the GLAM sector include waste separation and recycling, the implementation of low-energy
lighting systems, the adoption of nanotechnological coatings, and the promotion of
educational programs aimed at raising visitors’ awareness of environmental sustainability.
In the social context, complementing the previous discussion, some museums organized
fundraising campaigns for humanitarian aid and promoted volunteering to support various
projects and initiatives with accessibility as a keyword. In fact, R3 emphasized: “These
activities have a significant impact on our ability to undertake ambitious projects, improve
accessibility, and engage the local community”. They are also launching initiatives to make
museums and archaeological parks accessible to all, “because we believe that accessibility is
important” (R1).

5. Discussions
To achieve the research objective, we can assert that a relationship has been identified
between BMI and Industry 5.0. Through comprehensive work and interviews conducted in
sectors where the social impact is particularly pronounced, such as GLAM institutions, we
have delved into the essential drivers for implementing new 5.0 business models. This
exploration encompasses the dimensions of human-centricity, resilience, and sustainability
as extensively discussed in the literature review. In the pursuit of implementing Business
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Model Innovation 5.0 in the GLAM sector, several key drivers have surfaced, illuminating the
evolving landscape of these cultural institutions. The identified categories of stakeholder,
customer, and organizational involvement underscore the human-centric nature of the
industry’s evolution, emphasizing collaboration in dynamic and flexible environments.
Simultaneously, knowledge management and innovation highlight organizational resilience,
all underpinned by long-term sustainability goals from economic, social, and environmental
perspectives.

Stakeholder engagement, as revealed through collaborative efforts with local, national, and
supranational entities, reinforces the interconnectedness of cultural institutions with their
communities and broader societal fabric (Huang and Ichikohji, 2023). This aligns with
existing literature emphasizing the importance of partnerships in fostering innovation
(Lazzeretti and Sartori, 2016; Riege and Lindsay, 2006; Polese et al., 2018; Monda et al., 2023;
Sanderink and Nasiritousi, 2020). The most important challenge will be to open up to
participatory governance that combines listeningwith the expressed planning capacity of the
local community, so as to speed up the integration process by transforming community
members and visitors from passive to active subjects, to real curators in order to build a
heritage community. Customer engagement is perceived as a driver primarily focused on
technological implementation to enhance the visitor experience, with a strong emphasis on
feedback on value co-creation, feedback gathering, and data-driven decision-making
(Prandelli et al., 2016; Chathoth et al., 2016; Ciasullo et al., 2018; Barile et al., 2017; Troisi
et al., 2019, 2023; Rather, 2020; Massari et al., 2022). The significance of tangible results, such
as increased visitor numbers and improved social media coverage, highlights the
effectiveness of engagement strategies. However, the cautious approach toward immersive
or virtual tour technologies indicates a careful balance between innovation and the
preservation of authentic, on-site experiences. A challenge for all GLAM institutions is to
succeed in getting established audience segments to accept the new technologies on the one
hand (Pantano and Corvello, 2014), and to start involving the younger generation on the other.
Organizational engagement emerges as a critical driver, necessitating open communication,
employee training, and a flexible, collaborative organizational culture (Cheah and Ho, 2019;
Afsar et al., 2020; Albrecht et al., 2018; Jonas et al., 2018).

The collaborative-driven environment contributes to organizational resilience, enabling
adaptability in the face of challenges and is described as a mechanism for access to resources
and expertise, exemplified by the industry’s adaptability during the COVID-19 pandemic
(Senyo et al., 2019; Sanderink and Nasiritousi, 2020) and concerns both the macro and meso
spheres. Knowledge management stands out as a key driver, encompassing the capture,
distribution, and efficient utilization of diverse knowledge within GLAM institutions (Von
Delft et al., 2019; Li et al., 2022). This aligns with literature emphasizing the role of knowledge
in facilitating innovation and organizational resilience (Visvizi et al., 2022; Ciasullo et al., 2022;
Troisi et al., 2023; Bartuseviciene et al., 2022; Koskinen, 2005; Antara and Shuvro, 2020;
Cerquetti and Cutrini, 2023). The collaborative nature of knowledge management, both
internally and externally, highlights the need for skills and expertise in navigating complex
collaborative processes. Innovation management culture is a multifaceted driver,
encompassing challenges such as resistance to change, financial constraints, and the
delicate balance between tradition and innovation, characterized by an internal focus and an
external aperture (Hock-Doepgen et al., 2021; Pohlmann et al., 2005).

Sustainability, encompassing environmental, social and economic dimensions, emerges as
a significant factor. GLAM institutions more than any other can be an example of resilience
but also of longevity as long as they preserve the artistic-cultural-literary heritage of an area
made by the history of peoples (Silverman, 2009). This is why GLAMs first and foremost
must actively adopt sustainable practices, recognizing the long-term efforts required for
survival (Stylianou-Lambert et al., 2014; Loach et al., 2017; Rantala et al., 2018; Reficco et al.,
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2021; Madhavan et al., 2022; Franceschelli et al., 2018). The focus on resilient business models,
sustainable funding and potential risks associated with private management reflects an
awareness of the broader social impact of these institutions. Sustainability emerges as a
transversal factor in all three spheres micro, meso and macro in line with the literature of
Humane Entrepreneurship (Parente et al., 2018).

The facilitators identified within the context of the study encompass three key elements:
Technology, Resources, and Leadership. These components play pivotal roles in driving
innovation and successful integration of Business Model Innovation (BMI) and Industry 5.0
within the cultural sector.

Technology as a facilitator of BMI is already widely known in the literature and in this
context includes the use of new solutions to improve various aspects, including visitor
experiences, heritage management and optimization of internal business processes (Pateli
and Giaglis, 2005; Coblence and Sabatier, 2014). Results reveal that GLAM institutions
actively exploit technology through interactive displays, smartphone applications, online
ticket booking systems and other innovative Phygital experiences (Baldi, 2022). The
implementation of these technologies is made possible through collaboration with other
companies and organizations, which once again demonstrates the complexity and networked
form of these organizations.

Resources include a spectrum of expertise, financial assets and data. GLAM institutions
recognize the importance of possessing diverse resources to successfully navigate the
complexities of the cultural sector (Sund et al., 2021; Bitetti and Gibbert, 2022). Financial
resources are recognized as essential for investment in new technologies and infrastructure,
highlighting the challenge posed by budgetary constraints. Expertise, both internal and
external, is crucial to foster innovation through collaborative efforts. Furthermore, strategic
data management also proven invaluable in this context for informed decision-making,
marketing strategies and overall knowledge management.

Leadership emerges as a critical facilitator, playing a central role in orchestrating the
effective use of technology and resources, as well as the implementation of new BM. The
study emphasizes the importance of visionary and determined leaders who foster inclusive
and challenging work environments. These leaders are instrumental in instigating cultural
change within organizations, overcoming resistance to change and promoting innovation.
Respondents emphasize the importance of leaders who are open-minded, forward-thinking
and deeply committed to the mission and values of GLAM institutions. Strong leadership is
identified as a key factor in navigating the delicate balance between tradition and innovation,
ensuring relevance in the face of technological evolution, and adapting to evolving visitor
expectations (Lin and McDonough, 2011). All the emerging factors and facilitators are
represented in an outline of the proposed new framework of the possible integration of
Business Model Innovation and Industry 5.0 (Figure 2).

6. Conclusions
This study embarked on a journey, drawing inspiration from the European Commission’s
concept of Industry 5.0, and synthesizing insights from the extensive literature on BMI. Our
primary aim was to discern the key drivers underpinning a BMI 5.0 framework. In pursuit of
this goal, we chose the context of GLAM institutions, recognizing their increasing social
significance and the dearth of comprehensive studies that incorporated them into the BMI
discourse. Through rigorous analysis, we identified the pivotal drivers for BMI 5.0:
Stakeholder, Customers and Organizational Engagement (for human-centricity),
Collaborative environment, Knowledge and Innovation Management (for resilience), and
Economic, Social and Environmental Sustainability. These drivers represent the essential
components for shaping innovative and sustainable business models capable of navigating
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the complex landscape of the contemporary era. Furthermore, we have also underscored the
facilitators that underpin BMI 5.0: Technology, Resources, and Leadership. These tools
provide the necessary infrastructure and guidance to implement and sustain innovative
business models effectively. This research offers a foundational understanding of how these
drivers and tools intertwine within the GLAM sector and serves as a steppingstone for
further exploration into the dynamic realm of BMI 5.0 across diverse industries. It highlights
the imperative of synergizing these elements to drive innovation, foster sustainability, and
ensure the resilience of organizations in an ever-evolving landscape.

6.1 Limitations and implications
The limitations of this study must be recognized as a crucial aspect to consider. Firstly, it is
important to note that our research focused exclusively on publicly managed GLAM
institutions in four specific developed countries. This narrow scope may limit the
applicability of our findings to a broader context. Furthermore, the small number of
participants in the study could influence the representativeness of the results. Therefore,
while our findings offer valuable insights within this specific context, caution is needed when
applying these conclusions to other sectors or contexts. Future research can broaden its
horizons to include awider range of contexts providing amore comprehensive understanding
of how the drivers of BMI 5.0 operate in different environments. This would improve our
understanding of the dynamics in the changing landscape of business model innovation.
However, this study has both managerial and theoretical implications.

Figure 2.
Emerging key drivers
and facilitators of
BMI 5.0
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From a theoretical perspective, this research extends the concept of Business Model
Innovation by considering the challenges and opportunities presented by Industry 5.0.
This expansion enriches the existing BMI theory, offering a more contemporary
perspective that aligns with the evolving business landscape. Moreover, the
interdisciplinary nature of this research, drawing from management, entrepreneurship,
business organization studies, social and museum sciences, lays the foundation for further
studies incorporating different perspectives to achieve a more comprehensive
understanding of business innovation. Finally, the emphasis on the GLAM sector-
specific context underlines the importance of considering the unique characteristics of a
sector when analyzing the dynamics of BMIs.

From a management point of view, organizations can gain valuable insights into the new
BMI 5.0 framework. This understanding can be useful for the development of targeted
strategies that prioritize the emerging drivers of the implementation of new business models
that emphasize the human component, involving stakeholders, visitors and the organization.
Then, organizations can leverage the knowledge to optimize their resource allocation
strategies, creating an environment conducive to innovation. Another strategy to be pursued
is to make accessible to everyone in every way. In addition, GLAM institutions can explore
deeper collaboration with government agencies, academic institutions, non-profit
organizations and private enterprises to jointly develop innovative solutions and promote
social impact through shared projects. The challenge of engaging the younger generation can
be addressed by establishing dynamic, flexible, temporary and specific partnerships on
individual aspects of collections or exhibitions, permanent or temporary, with artists,
scientists and designers to enhance the visitor experience even without the direct use of
technology.
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