Journal of Service Science and Management, 2018, 11, 161-181
http://www.scirp.org/journal/jssm
ISSN Online: 1940-9907
ISSN Print: 1940-9893

How Digital Platforms Can Trigger Cultural
Value Co-Creation?—A Proposed Model
Maria Vincenza Ciasullo, Orlando Troisi, Silvia Cosimato
Department of Business Sciences, Management & Innovation Systems/DISA-MIS, University of Salerno, Fisciano, Italy

How to cite this paper: Ciasullo, M.V.,
Troisi, O. and Cosimato, S. (2018) How
Digital Platforms Can Trigger Cultural
Value Co-Creation?—A Proposed Model.

Journal of Service Science and Management, 11, 161-181.
https://doi.org/10.4236/jssm.2018.112013
Received: December 18, 2017
Accepted: March 10, 2018
Published: March 13, 2018

Copyright © 2018 by authors and
Scientific Research Publishing Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative
Commons Attribution International
License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
Open Access

Abstract
Starting from an overview of the current trends in ICTs and adopting a SD
Logic perspective, the paper is aimed both at analyzing users’ engagement in
the e-cultural value co-creation process and at proposing a theoretical model
conceptualized to shed lights on the interactions occurring between users and
culture organizations that led to the (co)creation of value-in-context. The paper starts with a theoretical-conceptual analysis about the digitalization
process and focuses on the impact that this process has had on culture heritage domain. The proposed theoretical model specifies which mechanisms the
digital capabilities enable for co-creating e-cultural value. Even though the
paper lacks an empirical validation, it offers a concrete exemplification of the
proposed model. Thus the paper conceptualizes a theoretical model which
provides interesting suggestions that help heritage managers in adopting
strategies able to shape a cultural service ecosystem. The originality of this
conceptual research lies upon its contribution in deepening the understanding
about e-cultural value co-creation process and in conceptualizing a model
based on the concept of value in context.
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1. Introduction
The pervasive and worldwide information disclosure enabled by technologies
and digitalization and the rise of the cultural tourism has contributed to change
not only the current notion of cultural heritage, but also the related managerial
practices. This has led scholars to address much of their research efforts on the
topic [1] [2] [3], mainly focusing on the service and experiential dimension of
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Mar. 13, 2018

161

Journal of Service Science and Management

M. V. Ciasullo et al.

cultural heritage, understood as strategically superior as its mere exhibition dimension [4] [5]. In this scenario, cultural organizations (e.g. museums, art galleries, libraries, archaeological sites, etc.) need to embrace a brand new role; they
are no more intended as passive education channels, but as real experience providers [6] [7] [8]. Several are the research domains that have adopted this perspective; thus, the most representative of them are service marketing and management and consumer behavior [9] [10] [11] [12] [13]. The most of literature
agrees that cultural value creation calls for more and more driven involvement
of the users/beneficiaries in the value creation process [1] [14] [15] [16]. In this
vein, cultural value does not merely arise from additional services intended to
make experience as enjoyable as possible, but from an active process of enhancement based on the user’s perspective and pointing to boosts his/her participation to value creation process. It becomes evident that cultural value is not
pre-defined with the offering, but it is co-created or emerging from the interaction with the user. In light of this considerations, SD Logic [17] [18] framework
offers a holistic understanding of how, in the complex context of cultural heritage, value is co-created through users’ involvement and their ongoing experience
exchange. This implies a rethinking of the inner meaning of cultural product
which has shifted not only from its intrinsic value towards value-in-use, but has
also done a further step forward to value-in-context, phenomenological created
and shaped by a peculiar context. More in details, the co-creation of value-in-context is strictly dependent not only on actors’ disposition in sharing and
integrating their resources, but also on the inner characteristics of the context in
which they interact [19]. Technological platforms designed and developed
through digital technologies—boosting the connection and the interactions
among a growing number of users other than the provider-customer dyad—have
contributed to deeply change the processes of cultural value creation [20]. In
fact, they can shape that immersive, interactive and virtual context in which
culture can be experienced and e-cultural value can be co-created.
It has to be noted that even if some recent contributions [21] [22] [23] delve
on the effect that digitalization has had on value creation process, literature is
still calling for further research aimed at investigating how digital artefacts can
support the co-creation of cultural value. Further investigation is also needed to
shape a theoretical model able to offer a better understanding of how e-cultural
value is co-created.
The study aims to contribute to bridge this gap shedding lights on both the
importance of digital lever and the need for a managers’ effort in capitalizing its
potential, turning it into a real and no longer potential benefit.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: The next section describes
the research aims and the inquiry questions, while the third section discusses the
theoretical background at the roots of the proposed conceptualization of
e-culture. The fourth section delves on the presentation of the proposed model,
while the fifth section offers an exemplification of the above-mentioned model.
DOI: 10.4236/jssm.2018.112013
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Follows are the last two sections which discuss the theoretical and managerial
implications, paving the way for further research.

2. Research Aims and Inquiry Questions
Drawing on the review of the scientific literature focused on the process of digitalization that has interested the cultural context and according to the recent
advancement of value co-creation according to the SD Logic framework [17]
[24] [25] [26] the purpose of this study is twofold. On the one hand, it aims to
pointing out the role that digital technologies play in boosting actors’ involvement in value creation process; on the other hand, this has led to overcome the
traditional meaning of cultural product, going beyond a Good Dominant perspective of culture and, in so doing, prosing a theoretical model, defined
e-cultural co-creation. Therefore, study points to respond to the following research questions:

RQ1: How the digital lever changes the interactions between users and cultural organizations?

RQ2: Does it exist a possible managerial model able to explain the value
co-creation dynamics among and between users and cultural organization?
To address the first question, the specific socio-cultural scenario is investigated, mainly focusing on the way the most recent digital technologies lead to
re-interpret culture according to a service logic. The second research question is
addressed proposing the concept of e-cultural value co-creation and marking the
difference between value-in-use and value-in-context [24]. Then, the conceptualization of value-in-context in the cultural domain, enabled by digital platforms, boost the implementation of the managerial model.

3. Theoretical Background
3.1. The Exploitation of Digital Era
The overwhelming impact of ICTs and of the related process of digitalization on
every side of human though and activity is currently considered as both a driver
of development and an indicator to assess the cultural capital of individuals, organizations as well as countries. Thus, it can be assumed that digitalization is
one of the most pervasive transformation that has affected the contemporary society, involving both business activities and all the aspects of individuals’ everyday life. In fact, the digitalization is more than the mere technical process of
coding analogic information into a digital format (digitization), marking new
socio-technical structures through digital artefacts and changing the artefacts
themselves. It follows that these technologies are more than a set of hardware
and software components, representing instead an innovative way of thinking
that drive the way individuals approach the world [27].
The modern society is standing not only to a simple change in communication
style, but it is witnessing to a real revolution that has led the informative architecture to achieve a new centricity in society as well as in the rethinking of both
DOI: 10.4236/jssm.2018.112013
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individual and systemic interactions. In fact, the turn of the millennium represented a cornerstone for the development of digital technologies such as the
pervasive computing, the Web 2.0, the service-oriented architectures, the cloud
computing and the open source software. The massive amount of new digital
technologies is still changing not only the daily life of human beings, but also
markets and organizations’ configuration, creating a technological discontinuity
that paves the way for overcoming the industry boundaries as well as the emergence of new business models [28].
To better understand the disruptive nature of the above-mentioned revolution
it worth to divide it into different and subsequent macro-phases:
1) During the first era of digitalization the Internet or what we now call the
Web 1.0 or “read-only-web” [29] acted as passive, static and unidirectional
user-oriented mediator; in other words, as push-mediator [30] characterized by
a strong separation between information providers and users, just considered as
passive information receivers. More in detail, during this stage there was no active communication or information flow from users to provider and users’ interactions or their content contribution were very little; thus, a huge amount of
static websites populated the Internet.
2) The era of the so-called Web 2.0, a term used for the first time in 2004 by
Dale Dougherty the vice-president of O’Reilly, was characterized by a shared
wisdom, people-centric, participative and “read-write” web [31]. These characteristics opened up to users’ contribution in content generation and to their interaction with others [29]. This led to the spreading of the so-called User Generated
Contents (UGCs), which added to the renewed informative potential and to
faster information flows made the Internet a really participative arena, populated
by a plethora of social platforms (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, Instagram,
etc.) which empowered the common users making them capable at creating, uploading or reviewing web contents [32]. Due to the above-mentioned changes,
also the informative and the cognitive system radically changed, shifting from a
top-down informative architecture, characterized by one-to-one/one-to-many
information flows, towards an open architecture in which information flows
with not constrains according to a many-to-many orientation [33].
3) The next step forward led to the rising of what John Markoff, a journalist at
the New York Times, defined in the 2006 as the Web 3.0 or “read-write-execute”
web [31]. The Web 3.0 is also known as semantic web, characterized by the exploitation of semantic mark-up, semantic search and web services, which point
to make the web readable not only by humans, but also by machines. In particular, the semantic mark-up is related to the communication gap between human
web users and computerized applications. The semantic search is based on a
system of tagging and meta-tagging that boosted the informative potential of the
Internet as an open arena for the interactive communication, learning and content sharing [34] in which the user play an active and central role [35] [36].
Finally, web services are software systems designed to boost online comDOI: 10.4236/jssm.2018.112013
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puter-to-computer interactions.
4) The advent of the Web 4.0 or “mobile web” has not completely changed the
Internet and its potential, but it has offered some sort of alternative version of
the current Internet. Thus, adapting the web to the mobile surrounding, the
Web 4.0 is able to connect in real-time all the available devices in both the real
and virtual world [37].
5) The last step forward is represented by the Web 5.0, which is still and underground idea, lacking of punctual definition. However, it is currently represented as a “symbiotic web” rooted on the interaction between humans and machines made possible through mind-controlled interfaces. More in details, the
idea at the core of the Web 5.0 is that machines would be able to read web contents and react to them, autonomously deciding the action to execute [38]. Consequently, it sounds like parallel to the human brain, offering a massive amount
of online smart interactions. For this reason, the Web 5.0 has been also defined
“emotional” web [39], paving the way for further developments and applications
of neuro-technologies.
Drawing on the previous evolutionary steps, it worth noting how pervasive
the digitalization represents the plethora of digital tools and artefacts which currently populate the Internet and which are under an on-going evolution [40].
The most popular of them are the multimedia applications, the socio-participative
communication of social media and social networks, the content sharing platforms (e.g. Blogs, Wikis, RSS feed, etc.) as well as the ubiquitous connection that
the current mobile applications offer. From the software engineering supply side,
flexible and adapting projects and integrated development systems have been
gradually implemented, shaping a fluid, dynamic and participative approach that
follows a user-oriented logic, more than a customer-oriented logic [41].
More in details, a radical change in consumption habits has been due to digital users more demanding for the “consumption” of online information [42] and
also for freely interact and joint together through online platforms. The escalation of online practices has contributed to change consumption behaviours [16];
thus, customers can now explore and recombine information in order to live
new and rich experiences, thanks to the “datatification” of their daily activities
which also led to fade away or, sometimes, completely break down the boundaries between real and virtual life in a blended world, in which physical experiences are intertwined with digital ones. This new behavioural trend is irrupting
in several domains (e.g. transportation, baking, retail, tourism, culture, etc.),
leading companies to rethink their strategies as well as the processes through
which they interact not only with customers, but also with users in order to be
complying with their changing habits and expectations.

3.2. ICTs and Digital Technologies for the Enhancement of
Cultural Heritage
In this scenario, digital technologies represent a real and effective source of inDOI: 10.4236/jssm.2018.112013
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novation [20], because they have deeply influenced the way heritage artefacts are
managed and made visible or accessible to the public [43]. Thus, multimedia information systems, rooted on the Internet and social media, can implement immersive technologies such as virtual environment and augmented reality to
support and enhance cultural experiences. This new digital scenario,
representing a real source of innovation for cultural institutions and organizations [44] [45] [46], calls for a rethinking of cultural value propositions.
Cultural organizations can use ICTs and specific digital tools following their
mission statements: 1) the preservation and care of monuments, natural spaces,
collections, documents or any other heritage artefact; 2) the welcoming and the
educating of audiences to interact the artefacts; and 3) communicating with the
surrounding environment in which public institutions, local authorities and
people usually act. In this way, cultural organizations can improve their ability in
storing and preserving a massive quantity of heritage artefacts in a faster, reliable, accessible and profitable way [47]. However, a more proactive managerial
approach boosted by strategies can led cultural organizations to digitalize the
overall servicescape [48] and consequently to the rising of the so-called interactive museums, virtual archives and digital libraries [49].
Digital libraries (e.g. Library Thing and The Open Library) often use collaborative indexing system based on the tag clouds, which record the books
through users’ keywords with the aim of enhancing the quality and the effectiveness of them researches. Sticking on museums (e.g. National Museum of
Scotland and the London Grant Museum of Zoology), they even more frequently
use the QR codes in order to make visitors with mobile devices capable at quickly finding out information about a specific heritage artefact. They have also
promoted the implantation of geo-localization systems that make visitors always
in touch with what happens near them or, in other words, with the so-called
Points of Interest (POI) [50]. Focusing the attention on museums, [51] conceptualized and defined what a Participatory Museum is, a museum which artefacts
can be observed through an open-access platform that make users able to freely
consult, discuss and debate about the visualized artefacts. More in details, a participatory museum mainly aims at encouraging visitors educational and leisure
participation through a highly personalized cultural offering able to enhance
new interactive and comparative exchanges.
In sum, digital technologies can offer a more immersive fruition of the wide
cultural heritage combining in a holistic way leisure and entertainment experiences [52]. In other words, the process of information sharing is reinforced in
terms of historical, cultural and artistic reality, because it is understood, lived,
evaluated and shared by users in an ongoing experience exchange.
The revolution boosted by digital technologies, starting a process of culture
socialization which implies for cultural organizations a paradigm changes in
their offering making. The new interactive modes as well as the creative forms of
users’ participation paved the ground for the contribution that the emergent
DOI: 10.4236/jssm.2018.112013
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technologies, acting as intermediaries of connection [53], might offer not only in
fostering ongoing processes of cultural value creation [20] [54], but also in
re-conceptualizing the meaning of the cultural product [55]. In fact, assuming
S-D Logic perspective [24], the cultural product is embedded in an interactional
logic, according to which the active users’ involvement and a process of mutual
adjustment lead to co-create value though an ongoing experience-for-experience
exchange.

3.3. E-Cultural Value Co-Creation
According to SD logic, service is intended as the application of one entity’s
knowledge and skills (specialized competences or operant resources) to benefit
another [18], being the basis of exchange and focusing on a phenomenological
or experiential view of value [56]. This shed lights on interactional nature of service, according to which interactions at least two entities lead mutually create
service and that its value emerges from ongoing service-for-service exchange, in
which are mainly exchanged operant resources provided through users’ active
participation [57].
Moving back to cultural value, it is intended as rising from service-for-service
exchanges or according to our conceptualization experience-for-experience exchanges that lead to approach cultural heritages as less hedonic, elitist and static
and rather as dynamically related to the context in which new and open interactions among and between several different actors [11] nourish processes of value
creation. In this vein, the intriguing meaning attached to cultural product
mainly roots on the swinging from its intrinsic value towards value in use. In
such, value is co-produced and transformed by users, being the result of actors’
active transformation and consumption of value offerings [17] [18]. However,
value-in-use, individually created and determined, is strictly context dependent,
being a unique and unpredictable phenomenon shaped by a peculiar context.
More in details, value-in-use does not rise in a vacuum, but it is embedded in a
social context and influenced by market practices. In this direction, Vargo et al.
[24] maintained that the concept of value in use does not completely grasp the
phenomenological nature of value, consequently they further discuss the concept
of value-in-context to better define the influence that the context itself plays on
the creation and the assessment of value. More in details, the authors contended
that the co-creation of value is influenced not only by the implemented and exchanged resources, but also by contextual factors, e.g. culture, knowledge, relationships networks [19] as well as by social structures [58]. Therefore,
value-in-context arise from the interactions occurring among a number of actors
in a specific place and at a given period of time, being also phenomenologically
determined by the extant resource and by the accessibility of other integrating
resource, which depends on actors’ disposition. For example, a customer’s experience at a famous museum depends not only on the notoriety of the exhibited
artefacts (e.g. intrinsic value) provided in a specific museum’s gallery (service
DOI: 10.4236/jssm.2018.112013
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encounter), but also on service provider capability in shaping the context in
which the customer might realize an immersive service experience. To do this,
the active involvement of customer is fundamental to enhance his/her consumption experience through resource integration. Accordingly, what is needed is a
customer emotional engagement and at the same time create a servicescape able
to catch customers’ experiences and expectations. These latter are influence by
past experiences, beliefs, values and social ties, since cultural services are deeply
subjective, idiosyncratic, and heterogeneous; thus, the expectations, impressions,
experiences, and interpretations about a cultural experience highly change from
individual to individual.
An experiential approach to cultural product [59] [60] implies that customer
has to be engagement in experience seeking, because he/she plays an active role
in the creation of a cultural experience [61] sharing (positive and/or negative)
emotions not only related to the cultural artefact itself, but above all in his/her
customer’s network. More in details, these experiences are influenced not only
by customers’ subjective sociographic characteristics (e.g. education, culture, sex,
age, etc.) and feelings (drama, excitement, joy, etc.), but also by their network,
made up of friends, families, colleagues and similar. This is strictly related to the
conceptualization of value in terms of experience [56], where experience, as
stated before, is open to the contribution and the engagement in value creation
process of multiple actors’ others from the provider-customer dyad [62]. In this
vein, digital platforms represent a real enabler of actors’ engagement [56] [63]
[64], shaping the specific (real and/or virtual) context in which value can be differently co-created according to their phenomenological intentions, feelings and
capabilities (skills and knowledge) [65]. In this sense, digital platforms not only
shape the context of interactions, but also make the servicescape an immersive
environment, in which virtual learning and/or leisure experiences can be always
shared and re-created. Therefore, e-cultural value spreads from the dyadic interactions provider-user in which this latter represent a value creator combining
and recombining his/her experiences, while the provider acts as facilitator reinforcing or enabling user’s experiences in their actors’ network. More in detail,
technological tools through real-time interactions nourish an ongoing process of
value creations enabling the sharing of virtual experiences within the actors’
network. Therefore, cultural value goes beyond the individual experience of cultural heritage as well as the traditional dyad provider-user, paving the way for
the multiple and networked interactions at the core of value-in-context. This is
mainly due to the fact that value rise from relationships between the cultural organization and the actors differently involved in cultural service provision, such
as, for example, other cultural organizations or other local actors that (offline
and online) interact with each other. It follows that the concept of value opens
its boundaries to include a service network orientation [66] that offers a
multi-dimensional and multi-actor perspective of cultural product, able to enhance cultural value in a holistic way. In this sense, value is no more generated
DOI: 10.4236/jssm.2018.112013
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through a chain of linear actions, but through complex relational constellations—which highlight the shifting from a one-to-one/one-to-many orientation
towards a many-to-may orientation made up of different actors, who act within
the constellation and co-create value, sharing resources through digital levers
[67]. In line with this trend, cultural organizations act as multi value and multi
service providers [68], because they perform as value conductors for the involved actors (e.g. project designer, hardware/software consultants, consumers,
art critics and experts, users, etc.). In this direction, the process of value
co-creation can be nourished and multiplied, because all the involved actors are
engaged to mutually share their own resources.

4. The Proposed Model
The review of literature suggests interesting insights. First, drawing on the renewed process of culture diffusion and fruition, ICTs boosted the development
of virtual communities of actors (or users), which makes them capable at accessing digital content through mediated communication protocols that do not
require their physical presence. Second, the communicative logic at the roots of
these virtual communities has shifted from a push communication, which channels and the related content were developed by providers to hook users, toward a

pull communication. This latter orientation is built upon an interactive logic
which looks at users as active contributors to online communication, capable at
creating their own contents and, at the same time, at directly communicating
with cultural organizations. This led to a shifting from the traditional and constraining logic of mass communication—directed to wide, heterogeneous and
anonymous audience towards an open and social communication, which is informal, unplanned and encouraged by free information exchange between multiple
actors widely boosted by those ICTs and digital technologies [69] which have
paved the way for the socialization of culture.
Cultural organization implementing a proprietary platform can act as a value
facilitator. However, the co-creation of cultural value depends on the way the
platform is managed. In fact, describing an evolution path, digital platform allows to create value-in-use (see Figure 1), because the organization developed
interactive, but still dyadic interactions with a single user (one-to-one) or with
multiple users (one-to-many). It worth noting that users are capable at acting as
value creators thanks to the potential of digital technologies only when they are

Figure 1. Interactions pointing to value-in-use.
DOI: 10.4236/jssm.2018.112013
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emotionally engaged in the service interactions mediated by user-friendly digital
channel.
In that case, value co-creation assumes a linear orientation, being based on
those inclusive practices that the organization develop and promote. Even if
these practices are co-created and co-participated, they are still characterized by
a Good Dominant (GD) Logic, according to which service is mere component of
the cultural product.
In the cultural organization sphere, the co-creation process need for two principal capabilities, the digital ones and the relational ones. The formers are fundamental for the implementation of a platform that effectively catch and store
users’ information and experiences, while the seconds are fundamental in identifying and involving real and virtual interlocutors. It follows that due to those
capabilities the cultural organization enacts proper inclusive mechanisms,
pointing to include the user (one) or more than one user (many) in its value
propositions (e.g. through the development of an interactive corporate website,
virtual tours, online discussion forums, interactive games, etc.).
The digitalization has gradually led to overcome the above-mentioned linear
process of value co-creation; thus, the new digital sphere that it contributes to
shape boost the emergence of a wider and participative relational network. In
particular, this call for embracing the SD Logic in order to enhance the
value-in-context in the domain of cultural services. According to this logic, actors (e.g. individuals, other cultural organizations, institutions, etc.) belonging to
the same value chain (e.g. museums, art galleries, libraries, etc.) as well as other
actors (e.g. travel agencies, restaurants, coffee bars, etc.) interacts—thanks to the
digital platform developed by the cultural organization—not only with the organization itself (one-to-one and one-to-many), but also among them (bottom-up many-to-many). These complex and ongoing interactions generate
value-in-context [19] which is the value co-created within the relational network
thanks to the enabling role of digital technologies, which support the organization in assuming the role of multi-value and multi-service provider [68].
We operationalize what it has been argument before proposing the e-cultural
co-creation model (see Figure 2). This model is built upon a focal cultural organization which, through its digital and network capabilities, makes a property
platform able to bundle the users’ constellation. Thus, users belonging to heterogeneous categories take the platform up in order to integrate online the massive amount of operant resources (e.g. skills, information, knowledge, etc.) that
each of them hold. In fact, in the World Wide Web the enhancement of cultural
heritage necessarily roots on intangible resources which might continuously add
further contents to a specific cultural product. More in depth, in a value
co-creation perspective, the above-mentioned resources need to be integrated to
generate new and more complying value propositions. The shared information
and experiences need to be embedded in a digital platform which structure is
intended as service platform that is modular and based on multiple actors’
DOI: 10.4236/jssm.2018.112013

170

Journal of Service Science and Management

M. V. Ciasullo et al.

Figure 2. The e-cultural co-creation model.

interactions, intended to share tangible and intangible resources [70]. In this
vein, cultural organizations acting as cultural service systems integrate people,
technologies, processes and information [71]. More in detail, cultural service
systems, being strictly linked to users through the digital lever, nourish ongoing
processes of resource integration [72] [73] [74], adapting themselves through
interactions and resource integration that are mutually beneficial [24]. In this
direction, they actively contribute to the value creation process of other service
systems—belonging in our case to the same constellation—enhancing resource
density and liquefaction through an ongoing resource re-bundling [72]. The
density is the measure of “the best resource combination activated in a specific
situation” [75] and in a digital era in which the spatial and temporal dimension
fade away and the contents turn into dematerialized, this re-bundling process
handles disaggregated and liquefied resources (e.g. the cultural knowledge
transmitted though the web, etc.) which can be widely used in the constellation.
The increased possibility in liquefying and sharing information—due to the
multimedia, digitalization, informatics and similar—lead not only to the rising
of new market offerings, but also to the reconfiguration of service systems on
which markets lies upon. This theoretical substrate is explicated in the model
proposed in the Figure 2, in which is depicted a cultural organization holding
preliminary digital and relational capabilities and which manage the platform.
This organization, being a primary service system, is capable at shape a users’
constellation (e.g. other cultural and art organization, virtual visitors, etc.),
DOI: 10.4236/jssm.2018.112013
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which—interacting through the platform—co-create value integrating online
their own information and experiences [73] for the enhancement of the overall
heritage culture.
Integrative mechanisms (e.g. comments, feedbacks, blogs, video blogs, etc.)
boosted resource integration because they do not merely endorse users in the
value proposition (e.g. inclusive mechanisms), but built it together with them. In
the model, value is co-created in the intersections between the ellipses through
processes of resource integration (RI); thus, this is the loci of the exchange in
which the knowledge of one user is applied for the benefit of another. Consequently, the value-in-context is linked to the context and phenomenologically
determined. In such, cultural service systems need to manage the digital lever to
make knowledge integration able to turn into their concrete application to enrich cultural heritage with further contents and thoughts rather than merely
promoting it. Thus, in the proposed model, ICTs are not more or not represent
just a tool designed to broadcast aseptic cultural information, but they are exploitation tools designed to share knowledge. In this renewed scenario, the cultural organization need for not only digital and network capabilities, but also
service managerial ones, which through the digital platform can enhance an ongoing resource exchange in even more extended actors’ constellations to boost
value-in-context.

5. Model Exemplification: The National Museum of Scotland
Network
Drawing on the available digital platforms, which symbolize the new conceptualization of cultural product, one of the most impressive and interesting is the
platform implemented at the National Museums of Scotland, which the National
Museum of Scotland, the National Museum of Flight, the National Museum of
Rural Life and the National War belong. The platform has been designed with
accuracy of both layout and contents in order to offer a high rate of user-friendliness and make contents easy to access. It also offers a section dedicated to each of the above-mentioned four museums, which are rich of photos,
videos, descriptions and online games. Then, the social users on the most popular social networks (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, Tumblr, Reddit, etc.) can easily share
all these contents. One of the most interesting functions that this platform offers
let users able to find out the different commercial and catering activities which
offer their products and services at special prices for people who bought the
thicket for the museum online. Accessing the online platform, users can also organize their own tour thanks to the great amount of information offered through
maps, timetables, and transportation information and similar. To easily manage
the online functionalities described before, an e-commerce function and a blog
has been developed. In particular, the e-commerce function offers to users a
wide range of products (e.g. gadgets, accessories, games, household and office
articles, etc.) which can be delivered all over the world, while the blog has been
DOI: 10.4236/jssm.2018.112013

172

Journal of Service Science and Management

M. V. Ciasullo et al.

developed to make art, history or science experts able to post different, but
comprehensible contents, which users can access, comment and share.
Drawing on the above-mentioned elements, the case of National Museums of
Scotland can be re-conceptualized as a network based on value-in-context creation facilitated by the ICTs. In particular, the Figure 3 depicts the application of
the model, discusses in the previous paragraph, to the analyzed case. Resources
that each user share in the network are integrated by the online platform which
validate, share and make them as coherent as possible. It follows that the platform catalyzes the value co-creation process towards the user, because without
this digital channel resources could be shared just in a separate way or if shared
together, this process will take a longer time.

6. Theoretical and Managerial Implications
The digital lever has contributed to the reshaping of the entire cultural domain,
calling for a managerial approach able to run those activities and interactions
that generate immersive service experiences or, in other words, co-constructed
value-propositions. Thus, the technological advancement and the subsequent
introduction of new digital tools have deeply changed the processes of culture
diffusion and fruition, which call cultural organizations for acting as service systems, integrating people, technologies, processes and information in order to
create mutual benefits [24]. In this vein, the study conceptualized a model which
describes the co-creation of e-cultural value. The proposed model opens to interesting implications both theoretical and managerial.

Figure 3. Interactions pointing to co-create e-cultural value.
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In terms of theoretical implications, the study adds to service management literature highlighting how in cultural domain the concept of value-in-context has
gone beyond the value-in-use, offering a better conceptualization of resource integration in terms of actors’ knowledge sharing. This has led to achieve a wider
and superior knowledge that benefit and enhance not only the involved users,
but also the whole cultural heritage. In this sense, the cultural organization can
be considered a service system integrator, which aim is facilitating the integration of resources—e.g. people, organizations, technologies, shared information
and consequently extending the context in which (e) cultural value is created.
This is possible only when digital platforms act as operant resources, that is
when they engage human actors and digital artefacts in service interactions [64],
enhancing actors disposition to jointly share resource integration activities.
Drawing on Lusch and Nambisan [70] conceptualization, a digital platform can
be intended as both operand resource (e.g. as the enabler of multilevel actors’
interactions) and operant resource (e.g. as an actor directly involved in the institutionalization of a social/market change). More in details, assuming the focal
actor perspective (e.g. the cultural organization) effective patterns of resource
integration—enabled by platforms that foster cognitive, emotional and behavioral engagement—align actors’ disposition whiting and across different environments (e.g. digital and physical spaces, processes and activities) to an ongoing service-for-service exchange. In this way, service experience depends on the
enduring and dynamic alignment of many actors’ connections and disposition.
Being a digital platform able to physically and virtually engage actors and their
agency to act together (co-create e-value), it can consequently contribute to the
institutionalization of norms, rules, habits and new meanings fundamental to
shape a cultural service ecosystem. In this sense, in cultural heritage domain,
digital platforms can act as an institutional arrangement enabled by cultural organization agency, marking the context in which actors exchange experience-for-experience to co-create e-value, shaping a cultural service ecosystem
(see Figure 4).
As the figure shows, a cultural service ecosystem is shaped when different resources of integrating actors are connected by shared institutional arrangements
to create mutual value through actors’ disposition in sharing service experiences.
In terms of managerial implications, the proposed model is aimed at boosting
the management of cultural organizations in defining together with users
smarter offering, which smartness is due to the use of digital platforms intended
not only as communication tools as usually happens in the most of cultural organizations—but as an interactive platforms pointing to enhance cultural heritage. This enhancement is mediated by contents enrichment due to synergistic
processes of resource integration. In this direction, managers need to create a
service infrastructure that develops specific and recurrent touch points for
co-creation that enable users not only to participate, but also to become active
co-creators of their own experience.
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Figure 4. The co-creation of value-in-context to shape a cultural service ecosystem.

Last but not least, the proposed model should support the heritage management in boosting the attractiveness of the total territorial areas and, if implemented according to the logic previously described, it can foster the shaping of a
cultural service ecosystem.

7. Conclusions and Further Remarks
This study has briefly reviewed the main contribution on cultural heritage enhancement and on the co-creation process of value in cultural domain, focusing
on the importance of users as well as different actors’ networks, based on dense
virtual relationships, in value co-creation [76]. In particular, the analysis has
been intended at responding at the two research questions which inspired the
paper and which draw upon the relationship existing between e-culture and
value-co-creation. In so doing, the proposed theoretical model depicts how users
and cultural organizations interact according to a value-in-context perspective.
The above-mentioned perspective has been embraced because being different
from the simple value-in-use perspective, it boost the comprehension of the
non-linear process that cultural organizations enact to co-create meaningful service experiences. These organizations are embedded in close network of relationships in which user or actor belonging to the same service context (e.g. other
cultural organizations), or to other service domains (e.g. tourism, hospitality,
transportation, etc.) integrate their own resources in order to co-create value
according to a bottom-up many-to-many logic supported by specific digital
platforms. In this vein, SD Logic represents a valuable theoretical framework
according to which it is possible to achieve a deeper comprehension of those
mutual and dynamic actors’ interactions at the core of cultural value. At the
same time, the proposed model also calls for a better understanding of resource
integration in co-creation of value [77].
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Finally, this study paves the way for future research pointing to define and depict a context of experience shaped by the interactions of multiple actors boosted
by digital platforms and aimed at co-create (e) cultural value according to an institutional logic. In sum, the results achieved through this study represent a
starting point for further development, pointing to test the proposed model
through an empirical implementation in specific cultural service ecosystem.
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