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Introduction

A good starting point when discussing the impact of digitalization is to focus on 
the concept of digitalization itself. Contrary to digitization, which is a process of 
converting contents into numerical data (Balbi and Magaudda 2018), digitaliza-
tion takes this process further and describes the consequences of the processes 
of digitization. These consequences have of course been widely discussed. In a 
relatively early attempt, Manovich refers to “culture undergoing computeriza-
tion” (2001, 27) and states that the five principles of new media are significant to 
this process: Numerical representation (described mathematically and subject to 
algorithmic manipulation), modularity, automation, variability, and transcoding. 
Miller (2020) applies a similar approach by referring to technical processes as 
being digital, networked, interactive, hypertextual/hypermediated, automated, 
and databased. What these writings point toward is that digitization has wide 
consequences in terms of the digitalization of societal, cultural, and institutional 
contexts. In a recent LAM study, a differentiation is made between digitiza-
tion, digitalization, and digital transformation (Vårheim, Skare, and Stokstad 
2020a). Here, the authors apply a definition of digitalization that perceives it as 
“[a] sociotechnical process of applying digitizing techniques to broader social and 
institutional contexts that render digital technologies infrastructural” (Tilson, 
Lyytinen, and Sørensen 2010, 749). This is an interesting characterization as it 
emphasizes social, institutional, and infrastructural contexts. Digital transforma-
tion, then, focuses more on changes in business models, organizational structures, 
product development, and automation. To complicate things a bit, it is not quite 
certain how these concepts relate to other concepts that also attempt to describe 
the wider consequences of digitization, such as datafication, platformization, 
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connectivity, the logics of algorithms, artificial intelligence (AI), and machine 
learning.

One thing is certain, however: The effects of digitalization on the LAM  
professions are profound, but also differ somewhat between librarians, archi-
vists, and museum professionals. As for libraries, they have been using digital 
technologies for a long time, and in this particular context, digitization leads 
to what some authors term “disintermediation.” People have direct access to 
the information hitherto controlled by librarians as gatekeepers. Their role as 
middlemen between information and those who need information changes 
( Nicholas 2012; Brabazon 2014). The same process also takes place in archives. 
We see, for example, that producers of content, e.g., bureaucrats producing  
reports and decision-making documents, are responsible to an increasing extent 
for  attaching metadata to their reports and documents, not professional archivists. 
Furthermore, as Cook (2012) notes, the role of the archivist has changed from 
passive curator to active appraiser, to societal mediator, and to what he terms a 
“community facilitator,” strongly driven by the “community requirements of 
the digital age” (Cook 2012, 116). As Jochumsen, Hvenegaard Rasmussen, and 
Skot-Hansen (2012) mention in the context of public libraries, these community 
requirements of the digital age have not resulted in jarring contrasts, but have 
rather multiplied the function and role of libraries. Finally, museums give access 
to their material by curating exhibitions. In on-site contexts, museum curators 
are therefore less affected by disintermediation than librarians and archivists. 
However, when arranging their collections and providing access to them in dig-
ital formats, museums are faced with processes of remediation, which essentially 
involve political acts of prioritization. The same goes for all LAMs, as to differing 
degrees they are involved in processes of digitization, in constructing databases, 
collections, and digital archives, and this construction involves the political acts 
of prioritization both on the level of construction and in providing access, search 
functions, metadata, and interface designs. From an occupational point of view, 
libraries employ professionals with other professional backgrounds than librari-
anship. In the public library of Oslo, no more than a third of professional man-
years are now staffed by educated librarians. A similar process is detectable with 
larger museums where the role of curators is one amongst many others that con-
stitute their institutional tasks. Finally, much audience research that deals with 
the LAM sector also indicates that the concept of audience is transforming, and 
here, the dialogic potentials of digital communication play an important role.

We have now already mentioned three contexts in which the impact of 
 digitization is present within the LAM sector: Impact on LAM institutions, 
 impact on LAM professionals, and impact on users of LAM institutions. To dive 
deeper into these and to further account for the impact of digitalization, we will 
start this chapter by describing in overarching terms what kind of environment this 
impact has created, and how this has led to changes in the processes of cultural 
production and cultural consumption. To further frame the impact of digitaliza-
tion and how it affects institutions, we account for the shifting conceptualizations 
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of digitalization, datafication, and platformization. We will then discuss how 
these changes affect the working environment of LAM professionals, and lastly, 
how these changes affect users of LAM institutions. While the impact of digital-
ization certainly presents some concrete challenges on institutional, professional, 
and user levels, it also brings about various opportunities. The aim of this chapter 
is to account for both perspectives.

The institutional environment

In terms of LAMs, the distinction between the production of cultural goods on 
the one hand and the reproduction and diffusion of cultural goods on the other 
(Bourdieu 1993; Hvenegaard Rasmussen 2019) is not useful, as it is difficult to sep-
arate production from reproduction and diffusion. This has always been the case, 
and is increasingly so due to digitalization, as museums, archives, and libraries don’t 
just mirror (reproduce and diffuse) knowledge, but assemble and tailor (produce 
and prioritize) knowledge. Cook formulates this well when he says that “archivists, 
with colleagues in museums, galleries, libraries, and historic sites, are the leading 
architects in building society’s enduring memory materials” (2013, 102). Therefore, 
we argue in line with Larsen (2018), who maintains that LAM organizations play 
an important role for the infrastructure of a civil public sphere, both in terms of arts 
and culture and in terms of research and higher education.

From a LAM perspective, digital tools have been used to construct, organize, 
and provide access to collections, databases, and archives, and to communicate. 
The first is not recent, as LAM institutions have been using digital processes for a 
long time. If we take libraries as an example, constant and enthusiastic work has 
been going on since the 1960s to implement mechanical and digital techniques 
to enhance the retrieval of library collections and also connect them into joint 
networks ( Joudrey, Taylor, and Miller 2015).

With regard to digitizing collections and databases, libraries, archives, and 
museums have had different approaches to digital tools depending on differences 
both in material and social/institutional cultures. In libraries, where the material 
(books) consists of many copies and the aim of the practice is to provide access 
and loans, there has been a long tradition of finding economy and rationality in 
collaborating and sharing systems, records, and standardized tools, such as cata-
loguing codes and controlled vocabularies, which paved the way for digitization 
(Dextre Clarke 2008; Joudrey, Taylor, and Miller 2015; Gnoli 2020). Archives 
and museums, which to a larger extent work with unique materials, have not had 
the same incitement to digitize their collections (see Chapter 8, this volume) – at 
least not until more recently.

These more “recent” times are linked to trends that have to do with the  
development of the technical infrastructure of the Internet, but in positions that, 
from the viewpoint of LAM institutions, emphasize communication with  users 
and audience development (e.g., see: Huvila 2008; Anderson 2012;  Jochumsen, 
Hvenegaard Rasmussen, and Skot-Hansen 2012). Concomitant with these, 
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there was a certain hype that foresaw great potentials in further evening out the  
manifold power relations in society and equipping citizens with empowering dig-
ital tools that could challenge established gatekeepers. This agency was ascribed 
to individuals and institutions, and their effects were meant to have genuine  
societal and cultural implications. On an individual level, conceptualizations like 
produser (Bruns 2008), proams (Leadbeater 2000), interactive audience ( Jenkins 
2006), and productive enthusiasts (Gauntlett 2011) signal changes in the balance 
between producers, consumers, and users.

While many of these writings exemplify the emancipatory potentials 
 concomitant with digitalization, it is important to note that these are not just 
theoretical constructions. Indeed, as Berry (2008) remarks, the rise of the  
Internet was a product of similar liberal and libertarian values to open-source and 
free-software movements, which emphasize access, use, reuse, freedom, progress,  
effectiveness, and productivity. These ideas and practices are still present and 
exemplified in the work and projects initiated by LAM institutions. On a macro 
scale, the cross-institutional platform Europeana serves well to demonstrate this 
as it has always been a prime objective to make digital data usable, and reusable.  
Indeed, according to one of its core values, it intends “to support cultural herit-
age institutions in harnessing digital to open up their collections – to make them 
available to be used in new ways” (Strategy 2020–2025 Summary n.d.). This is 
also the case with many Scandinavian LAM institutions, which are guided by 
ideas of access, remix, and creative reuse when designing their digital interfaces. 
The phrase sharing is caring captures this quite well, as digitalization allows for 
the design of such initiatives. LAM institutions can now tailor their collections, 
archives, and communications on the premises of creative reuse, where users 
can interact with, participate, and engage in a different manner than prior to 
digitization. In the LAM sector, crowdsourcing and creating folksonomies, for 
instance, are initiatives that have been of importance (Ridge 2013).

However, there is another side to that story that goes further into  infrastructures 
and the platformization of the web (Helmond 2015; Plantin et al. 2018). To put 
it simply, digitalization causes datafication. And datafication is largely driven 
by platformization. Datafication is the capability of networked platforms to 
render into data elements of the world that have not been quantified before 
(Mayer-Schönberger and Cukier 2013). The wider implications of this are that 
behavioral metadata automatically derived from different gadgets as well as every 
form of user interaction can now be captured as data, circulated, and commodi-
fied as data. This means that each type of content is treated as data, be it archived 
material, digital collections, books, files, music, videos, pictures, paintings, etc., 
that can now be tinkered with, circulated, and traced. Furthermore, datafication 
grants platforms the ability to develop predictive and real-time analytics, which 
is vital for their business models (Van Dijck, Poell, and de Waal 2018). Thus, 
alongside the voices that emphasize the impact of digitalization on the prem-
ises of creative reuse, democratization of LAM institutions, and potentials for 
more engaging formats for cultural participation, others flag concerns regarding 
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platform labor (van Doorn 2017), free labor (Terranova 2013), digital labor 
(Fuchs 2014), the reproduction of gendered social hierarchies (Duffy 2016), and 
how algorithms, platforms, and digital technologies misleadingly categorize and 
discriminate negligible subjects (Eubanks 2018; Noble 2018; Benjamin 2019). 
Others frame this on the premises of disempowerment, either as a transfer of 
power from citizens to the state (Braman 2007) or toward large tech companies 
and surveillance capitalism (Zuboff 2019).

To understand the impact of digitalization on LAM institutions, we therefore 
need to refer to the environment that they operate within as an environment 
of connected platforms, as the field of cultural production is highly affected by 
platformization, which, according to Poell, Nieborg, and van Dijck (2019), pen-
etrates infrastructures, economics, and governmental platforms, and reorganizes 
cultural practices and imaginations. LAM institutions are central to this reorgan-
ization of cultural practices, as they hold a prominent position within the field 
of cultural production. Therefore, the environment of LAM institutions now  
increasingly converges the two approaches of organizing and providing access to 
collections, at the same time as using platforms to communicate with their users. 
The impact of digitalization therefore opens up new ways to preserve, store, 
communicate, disseminate, use, reuse, connect, engage, and participate. An  
important question is: How do LAM institutions take advantage of these poten-
tials without compromising their role as established cultural institutions? Even 
though the gates to knowledge have multiplied, there are still gatekeepers. How 
do LAM institutions provide access to and legitimate knowledge and informa-
tion within their field of expertise? Even though materials get digitized in great 
volumes, this is without much effect if these materials and collections remain 
hidden within the depths of digital archives, libraries, and museums. In this age 
of abundance, what is the future role of LAM institutions in preserving, prior-
itizing, presenting, and pushing information and knowledge toward their users? 
Connectivity is promising in terms of outreach, but this connectivity also comes 
at a cost. What is the cost of platformization, and what is the role of LAM institu-
tions in reorganizing cultural practices and imaginations around platforms? How 
do LAM institutions maintain and develop their integrity as cultural institutions 
in this age of global platforms and the power of algorithms?

There is no simple answer to these questions. In the context of this chapter, it 
is important for us to avoid getting trapped in an either/or dichotomy, and rather 
discuss the potentials and challenges that digitalization has brought to the field 
of cultural production. The institutional environment is forever changed. Even 
though LAM institutions in a Scandinavian context are historically, culturally, 
politically, and economically anchored as powerful and prominent nodes in the 
network of cultural production, the advent of digital communication has made 
their role in preserving, developing, and facilitating our cultural heritage more 
complex. The professionals that work and operate at these institutions are at the 
heart of these institutional changes, and the next section will further address the 
environment in which they find themselves.
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The professional environment

As was briefly implied in the previous section, libraries, archives, and  museums 
are established institutions with roles and a remit that are relatively clear in 
society. This does not mean that they are “stuffy” and stagnated institutions. 
Quite the contrary. LAM institutions have undergone paradigm shifts in terms 
of outreach, audience development, societal relevance, role, dissemination, and 
communication. These shifts are, however, based on solid grounds that are  
historically, politically, culturally, and legally rooted. Structurally, these institu-
tions are organized differently in the Scandinavian countries, as cultural policies, 
strategies, and implementation vary between state, regions, and municipalities. 
Whether the similarities between the countries justify a specific Nordic cultural 
policy model is up for debate, but all the same, these similarities point toward 
policies that promote artistic freedom, cultural diversity, cultural education, 
democracy, and cultural community building (Duleund 2003), with an empha-
sis on strong social welfare goals, relatively generous systems of subsidization, 
a focus on artists’ welfare, corporatist relations between public authorities and  
cultural life, and decentralized cultural administrations and institutions (Mangset 
1995). According to these writings, the Nordic field of cultural production is 
therefore welfare oriented, with a tradition of strong interest organizations, and 
with a high level of public subsidies to major cultural institutions, an egalitar-
ian cultural life, a focus on access and participation, and a tradition of strong 
ministries of cultural affairs and arts councils (Mangset et al. 2008). It should be 
noted that such enumeration is rather crude and does not do justice to the field’s 
finesse, but in our context, it nonetheless serves the purpose of anchoring LAM 
institutions and LAM occupational roles within a Scandinavian context. This is 
important when discussing LAMs from the viewpoint of changes in their envi-
ronment, as cultural policy is amongst the factors that shape such transformations 
institutionally, but also at the level of LAM professionals. Here, disconnections 
have been detected between policies that address the digital potentials of digi-
talization and the challenges and practices of professionals (Valtysson 2022) who 
try to balance this.

As the digital gateway to these institutions is primarily guided through an 
interface, LAM institutions have converged in this part of their operations to 
similar communicative surroundings to platforms: “[A] platform is fueled by data, 
automated and organized through algorithms and interfaces, formalized through 
ownership relations driven by business models, and governed through user agree-
ments” (Van Dijck, Poell, and de Waal 2018, 9). As LAM institutions increasingly  
mediate through platforms (see Chapter 10, this volume), they establish “data-
bases,” and as gatekeepers, they provide a “privileged path,” or narratives, through 
these databases, even though they do this in different ways (Robinson 2019).

However, it is important to note that even though digitalization has  converged 
institutional characteristics, LAM professionals still have solid knowledge and a 
sound educational base that construct their professional identities as librarians, 
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archivists, and museum professionals. How concretely the impact of digitaliza-
tion affects the professions within these institutions varies, of course, depending 
on the institution. Larger museums, for instance, have multiple functions with 
many specialized staff within preservation techniques, curation, communication, 
and dissemination who need to work together from idea to execution. Other 
museums are much smaller, where the same professional is responsible for all 
those different functions. Small or big, all cultural institutions need to respond 
to digitalization. What is to be digitized and how? How do the institutions tailor 
the digital interface, or the app, or whichever form of digital communication 
they choose, and how does this tailoring refer to their on-site activities? How 
can an on-site text on an exhibition, a work of art, a book, or an archived doc-
ument be boiled down to a tweet, a Facebook update, an Instagram story, a 
YouTube video, a Snap, or a video on TikTok? How much user agency should be 
accounted for when digitizing and designing online collections? How do LAM 
professionals maintain their authority and professionalism when disseminating 
and engaging with users online? How do LAM institutions react to issues of cop-
yright, and how do they react to the demands of the GDPR and data protection 
in general?

These are questions that imply both challenges and potentials for LAM 
 professionals. In all cases, they do need to adapt methods and strategies on how to 
design their own, but also interact with other, platforms. As explained in Chapter 
10, platforms can be distinguished into internal, external, and cross-institutional 
platforms. Common to all those types is what van Dijck (2013) calls “platforms as 
technocultural constructs” and “platforms as socioeconomic structures.” When 
platforms are perceived as technocultural constructs, attention is brought to 
the technological dimensions ([meta]data, algorithms, protocol, interface, and  
default settings) and how these shape usage and user agency, and which kind of 
content each platform’s functionalities allow for. Focusing on platforms as soci-
oeconomic structures draws attention to platforms’ ownership structures, their 
business models, and their governance.

This approach allows for a nuanced view on some of the challenges and  
potentials that face LAM professionals when constructing their own platforms 
and engaging with external platforms, such as commercial social media. When 
libraries, archives, and museums make their materials available through internal 
platforms, there are considerations concerning the digitization process, which 
items to digitize, which formats are the most sustainable, and how they should be 
licensed. Interfaces are not neutral facilitators, but mediators. The design of the 
interface of LAM institutions’ internal platforms is therefore political in the sense 
that their politics of prioritization decide which items, which knowledge, which 
ideas, and which cultural representation are brought to the fore, and which are 
forgotten. This has always been an essential part of LAM professions, and con-
trary to claims from digital enthusiasts, this has not changed with the advent of 
digitalization. The abundance and volumes of digitized items certainly have, 
but not the essential gatekeeping function of internal LAM platforms, and how 
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items are curated, presented, and pushed forward to users. When LAMs operate 
with internal platforms, they are usually in control regarding the platforms’ char-
acteristics as socioeconomic structures, as the ownership, business models, and 
governing structures are often in the hands of the institutions. Internal platforms, 
of course, are a part of international networks and standards (both in terms of 
shared data and technical solutions), but we still argue that these are structured 
and governed on different principles than those of external platforms, like  
commercial social media.

In the latter case, the curational logics are algorithmically constructed, the  
interfaces are not primarily designed to facilitate the needs of LAM institutions, 
the user-generated content is limited to the affordances of the platform in ques-
tion, and the data that are produced as content and metadata feed into the business 
models of these platforms, which have proven to be very profitable businesses. 
On commercial social media, the “trending topics” are therefore algorithmi-
cally constructed, and these are driven by monetary gains, rather than the values 
that typically guide LAM institutions from a Scandinavian cultural policy per-
spective. In both cases, the internal and external platforms, this platformization 
has expanded the occupation role of LAM professionals. From a Scandinavian 
perspective, there are many successful examples of the creation and facilitation 
of online collections that attempt to provide access, information, engagement, 
and participation in a way foreseen by digital optimists. However, there are also 
examples of the opposite, which are typically entrapped within logics of digitiz-
ing collections, without providing searchable, creative functionalities to further 
engage with the collections. Importantly, in many cases, the internal platforms 
converge with the external platforms, as digital collections made “internally” 
are directly connected with external platforms like Facebook and Instagram to  
ensure different kinds of dialogic communications between institutions and  
users, and to gain increased outreach.

In any case, from the viewpoint of LAM professionals, this is an “add-on” in 
terms of their traditional professional identities. When these communications are 
moved onto commercial social media, we can say that they enter an “add-on” 
to the “add-on,” as here, the LAM professionals need to adapt to the platform 
logics and affordances of services like TikTok and Instagram. Even though there 
are shining successful examples of this, like the literature memes of the Danish 
Blågårdens Library and Herlev Library’s communication on Instagram, far too 
often these communications are generated by workers for whom this is not their 
primary role. LAM institutions are therefore confronted with questions such 
as: On which commercial social media platforms should they have an active 
presence? How does the institutional profile and role fit a given social media? 
How would they like to design their communications and who is responsible for 
it? The relatively brief history of social media platforms demonstrates that they 
change their functions over time, and that there is always a “new and upcoming” 
platform arising. The impact of digitization on the professional environment is 
therefore full of promises, but also of pitfalls. Many LAM institutions seem to 
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understand their outreach role as having an active presence on as many platforms 
as possible. The question remains as to whether TikTok’s functionalities and  
algorithmic logics do justice to the professional communication and dissemina-
tion that LAM institutions are traditionally known for.

The user environment

We concluded the last section by questioning the strategies many LAM  institutions 
apply when igniting communication on social media platforms. There is no 
question that these media provide excellent frameworks for reaching out to peo-
ple and entering into dialogical communication with their users. This, of course, 
is also the case when they design their own internal platforms, which are more 
suitable for communicating these institutions’ core tasks. The problem is that it 
is on social media where the users are already present, and therefore, these media 
provide convenient outlets to engage target groups that are normally hard to 
reach. However, in contrast to internal platforms, the external ones are not made 
specifically for these particular institutional purposes, and therefore LAM insti-
tutions need to tailor their communication, content creations, and user engage-
ment toward such affordances. A tweet, for instance, provides a very different 
space for curators and communicators to work with than a descriptive, lengthy 
text that a given institution has written as part of a digital collection. This can be 
seen as an opportunity, as more diversified communication can potentially reach 
out to more people. But this can also be a challenge, as in larger institutions it 
is typically the communication department that is responsible for social media, 
rather than curators, archivists, and librarians, who often work with more open 
frameworks than the affordances of Twitter facilitate. Cooperation between insti-
tutional departments can be fruitful, but also challenging. This is particularly so 
with rooted LAM knowledge institutions with different established occupations.

Another challenge is manifested in some of the empowering conceptualiza-
tions that are meant to signal changing power dynamics between institutions and 
professionals, and the amateurs, users, and guests that frequent the institutions. 
We have already accounted for the proams, the produsers, and the like, but how 
do these more specifically relate to users of LAM institutions? These concepts 
are not developed with LAMs in mind, but other forms of digital media produc-
tion, driven by other motivations. These can, for instance, be video recordings 
of gamers playing Counter-Strike or Fortnite and distributing on YouTube and 
Twitch, or influencers communicating on Instagram and TikTok. In these set-
tings, the motivation is different from a user perspective than when users inter-
act with LAM institutions online. LAM institutions as environments take their 
institutional anchoring with them to the online world and this creates a certain 
tension with regard to the user empowering conceptualizations, as the power 
balance is far from even.

To add to this, research in the Scandinavian context (Epinion and Pluss  
Leadership 2012; Riksantikvarieämbetet 2018) demonstrates a remarkable stability 
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in the demographics of frequent museum users (library numbers vary more), and 
these are not the same users as those that stream their gaming on YouTube and 
Twitch. So, users are not just users. This has, of course, been demonstrated by  
audience research that focuses on visitor types and visitor experiences (Falk 2009), 
as well as in a more recent study that demonstrates that libraries and museums are 
first and foremost visited physically by their users, while users of archives more 
often use their institutions digitally (Vårheim et al. 2020b). Our intention is not to 
recapitulate this in detail, but rather to point to the fact that digital media are un-
likely to fundamentally change the power relations between senders and receivers, 
between professionals and amateurs, when the context is established knowledge 
institutions like libraries, archives, and museums. And even if, theoretically, these 
institutions can create internal platforms that facilitate active participation that ad-
heres to the ideas associated with sharing is caring (such as crowdsourcing), this is not 
the same as somehow evening out power relations. The question also remains as to 
whether this is something that the majority of users want in the first place (Light 
et al. 2018). As already accounted for, particularly in the middle/early Internet days, 
much of the attention was focused on the creative, emancipatory, and empowering 
aspects of remix culture and creative reuse. Concomitant with the platformization 
of the web, dominant platforms such as Netflix, YouTube, Spotify, Instagram, and  
TikTok established streaming as the popularized format of enjoying cultural prod-
ucts. Technologically, we can still design platforms that allow users to download 
source material, ensure an open license like variations of Creative Commons, and 
urge users to get creative in their remixing endeavors. These kinds of projects, 
however, still remain niche. It takes a lot of skill, effort, and time to remix. Many 
users of cultural institutions don’t have these capabilities and are not interested in 
productions of this sort. There are a lot of fan cultures that do this. LAM institutions 
are just not traditionally amongst them. This is partly due to the demographics that 
are dominant amongst their visitors, but also because LAM institutions are highly 
profiled, professional cultural institutions. Many users are not interested in taking 
control, or engaging actively in LAM institutions’ productions, but would rather 
learn, be informed and entertained, and experience sound knowledge being com-
municated in an interesting way.

This is not the same as maintaining that LAM institutions should get free 
toils in their productions of the past, as their gatekeeping role comes with great 
responsibilities. Indeed, their politics of prioritization should always be subject 
to informed and critical deliberations driven by as many different people, in-
stitutions, and organizations as possible. Here, the impact of digitalization can 
provide various outlets for generating discussions with the LAM sector, either via 
internal or external platforms. These voices, however, take the role of traditional 
watchdogs, rather than produsers, proams, or productive enthusiasts. Finally, it 
should be noted too that digitalization can also cause digital divides in terms of 
skills, but also in terms of preferences of the general public, who in many cases 
choose the on-site over the online.
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It might sound as if we are somehow downscaling the impact of digitalization 
on the LAM sector, as we are critical toward transformations of user positions 
from a fundamental power-changing perspective. But this is not the case. The 
impact has been enormous. A huge amount of material has been digitized and 
made available under the auspices of LAM institutions. This process has been 
scaled up during different forms of coronavirus that caused lockdowns, as the 
institutions could dedicate full attention to digital collections, projects, and strat-
egies. Many institutions have therefore nuanced their gatekeeping functions by 
providing better search functions, metadata, descriptions, and quality of items. 
Digitalization has also provided LAMs with various opportunities to connect 
with their users. LAM institutions have initiated numerous projects and produc-
tions, podcasts, apps, tales via the telephone, Zoom events, communication on 
various social media platforms, etc. They are constantly becoming more skilled 
in these designs and outreach activities, and again, it is important to be aware of 
the different contexts of control between the different LAMs (Robinson 2012). 
The point is that in overall terms, they don’t do this by primarily evening out 
power relations and giving their control away over their designs and narratives. 
There is still control. The channels have just multiplied.
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