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0. Executive summary

This deliverable aims at providing an overview of the distribution of digital cultural content

across the ATHENA consortium and how this can boost and improve the Europeana building

process. This work will help both the ATHENA partners in discovering the real potential of
the content under aggregation and the Europeana team in planning enlargement strategies.

Knowing quantity, subject, origin of the content provided points out strengths and weaknesses

of the project and may address the process of content aggregation.

The deliverable contains two introductory paragraphs, three core sections, and the

conclusions:

e paragraph 1 illustrates the overall goals of the ATHENA WP5: to analyse the content that
memory institutions put at the project’s disposal and which are strategic scenarios that
include them;

e paragraph 2 describes the purposes of the deliverable;

e paragraph 3 outlines the content coordination mechanisms of WPS5, the ATHENA
ingestion plan, and some remarks on the content itself;

e paragraph 4 describes how the ATHENA content can meet the Europeana content
strategy development;

e the conclusions draw on the chart of strengths and weaknesses elaborated by Europeana
and highlight how ATHENA can contribute to fill some important gaps.

The report underlines the provision of content country by country because the ATHENA
added value is raising the profile of under-represented states in Europeana.
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1. Objectives of the work coordinated by WP5

The overall objective of the ATHENA work package 5 is to coordinate “the digital content
contributed by the participating cultural institutions and to realise the full potential of the
different content for their effective inclusion into Europeana”.

This has been realised following two integrated ways, which are strategic and practical:

e clarifying the strategies set up by Member States in terms of aggregation of digital
content and provision to Europeana in order to avoid any confliction between the
participation to the ATHENA project and that ones to the Europeana family initiatives;

e verifying the real substance of the content that are foreseen to be provided and how they
meet the Europeana needs.

The result of this couple of approaches allowed the ATHENA consortium to gather a
significant core of digital European content coming from museums collections, whose
metadata have been aligned to the Europeana Semantic Elements structure though the
ATHENA ingestion tool which is was developed by WP7.

This work has been carried out in full cooperation with both the Europeana representatives
that are partner of the ATHENA project through the Stichting European Digital Library, and
the “Europeana Content & Partners Group” recently created in the framework of European
v1.0 project.
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2. Objectives of the deliverable 5.3

2.1 Introduction

‘There are thing we know that we know. There are known unknowns. That is to say there are
things that we now know we don't know. But there are also unknown unknowns. There are
things we don't know we don't know. So when we do the best we can and we pull all this
information together, and we then say well that's basically what we see as the situation, that
is really only the known knowns and the known unknowns. And each year, we discover a few

more of those unknown unknowns.’
6™ June 2002, Secretary Donald Rumsfeld Press Conference

NATO Headquarters in Brussels (Belgium) about the operation ‘Enduring Freedom’!

The Rumsfeld’s quotation - regarding the situation of terrorism and weapons of mass
destruction - is not a riddle but an effective way to explain that the reality overcomes
imagination and things were worse than the facts showed.

This passage is now often repeated - with a positive meaning - in texts and articles talking
about information and knowledge management in a virtual world. In fact, Internet allows even
more users to access ‘unknown’ worlds that, however, need to be placed in the path of the
user to be discovered.

This consideration drove the WPS5 coordinators in the analysis of the content put at the
ATHENA project’s disposal by partners and content providers in relation to the Europeana
needs. In fact, while the first part of the project was devoted to study the technical aspects of
the digital cultural content (metadata standards, domain production, typology, etc.) in order to
understand how best aggregate them, the final months are the right time to get through other
aspects - quantity, typology and country distribution in particular - that are useful to outline
the future steps of both ATHENA and Europeana projects. In fact, since Europeana aims at
being the access point to the European culture on the web, it should represent all European
countries at their best.

Therefore, the ATHENA map for the recognition of digital cultural heritage content will
examine the content distribution that will be put at Europeana disposal in order to make the
unknown known.

The deliverable’s main goals are:

e outlining a global vision of the ATHENA digital cultural content (i.e. ‘content map’);

e describing their geographical and thematic distribution;

e identifying strengths and gaps of the project’s content;

e showing how this content can give an added value to Europeana.

The achievement of such objectives will:

e support Europeana for the improvement of the project’s content development strategy for
a better valorisation of the European cultures;

e help the ATHENA consortium in the elaboration of new project proposals supporting the
growth of Europeana.

1 http://www.defense.gov/transcripts/transcript.aspx ?transcriptid=3490
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2.2  Methodology

The approach adopted for the elaboration of deliverable 5.3 is a quantitative and qualitative
analysis building on the ATHENA ingestion plan, country by country. Internet search for
further searches and checking of data was conducted.

2.3  What s a content map?

Bushell and Jafari (1996) coined the term ‘culture map’ whereby the entities concerned with
culture can be related to one another through the mapping of their relationship with one
another. Mapping of cultural entities will result in an understanding of the cultural market, its
operation and more importantly one can understand the way the cultural market relates to
other related sectors such as tourism, heritage and education.1

This is how the MINERVA eC project explained the map of cultural institutions across
Europe; this definition inspired the ‘content map’ one that is defined in this deliverable.

Mapping the content within the ATHENA project means to analyse the different kind of
resources under the qualitative and quantitative points of view and understanding ownership
and nature of such content, how they represent the panorama of the European museums, and
how they can integrate the Europeana content.

1 MINERVA eC Map of Cultural Heritage Sector in Europe (2008). Bushell, R., & Jafari, J. (1996). ‘Developing cultural tourism

opportunities’, Annals of Tourism Research, vol. 23.
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3. ATHENA content

3.1 Introduction

The list of the ATHENA content is part of the project’ s Description of Work (DoW) that was submitted
and approved by the European Commission.

At the beginning of the project (December 2008) WP5 set up that each one of the 33
ATHENA National Contact Points1 is responsible for the updating the list of collections of
his/her own country and for the involvement of new content providers2.

Content
provider

Figure 1 - ATHENA content coordination map.

Updating the list of content providers was a necessary process because many things changed

since the proposal was written; first of all, Europeana little by little clarified the aggregation

its strategy and, as a consequence, the related projects adapted themselves to even new

guidelines, secondly, some cultural institutions weren’t in time with the digitisation process

and weren’t able to give content anymore.

The updating work of the NCPs led in 2010 to a renewal of the DoW that was approved by

the Commission. In fact, some of the collections needed to be deleted from the list for

various reasons:

o they were harvested (or are still under harvesting) directly by Europeana

e they were more pertinent to other projects (EuropeanalLocal, EFG, APEnet)

e they had copyright problems (and so the metadata couldn’t be freely displayed and
aggregated)

e the digitisation process was uncompleted or the digital objects didn’t have good enough

metadata3

http://www.athenaeurope.org/index.php?en/132/national-contact-points

For details on the mission and role of the National Contact Points see deliverable 5.1.

For instance, for this reason, ATHENA “lost” a very large collection, the General Historical Catalogue of the Czech National museum,
which counted 1,2 million objects.
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However, this loss was offset by many new adhesions; in fact, some institutions already
participating to the project supplied with brand new collections and many new cultural bodies
joined the network. The Europeana office itself addressed to ATHENA some request of
participationl.

At present, the ATHENA ingestion plan — based on the list of providers of the new
Description of Work approved by the Commission in July 2010 plus brand new providers -
counts 225 digital collections corresponding to more than 4.6 million metadata (+1,185,397
still to be confirmed)

Such amount is an estimation of the digital records that the ATHENA project is planning to

process. This is due to various reasons:

e some providers couldn’t give a more precise evaluation of the digital items since the
digitisation process is still under conclusion or data are under revision/updating;

e brand new providers are arranging their participation to ATHENA;

e other providers are questioning their participation because of the nature of the licences
that Europeana provided,

e finally, others are not able anymore to provide content (for administrative issues, for
management changes, technical reasons, etc.).

It must be underlined that the amount of 4.6 million metadata refers to the whole set of
data that ATHENA is processing for its own purposes (above all, testing the ingestion
software and LIDO, the new harvesting format specific for museums2); 7% of the data (in red
in the table below) won’t be transferred to Europeana because the providers participate in
both ATHENA and Europeana projects and have already sent their data to the European
portal. This is the case of Culture.fr, the portal of the French Ministére de la culture et de la
communication (MCC), whose digital resources — more than 2 million items — have been
already transferred before the ATHENA project started. The French data from Joconde, the
union catalogue of the French museums that are in the following chart will be used to test the
ingester technical features only. A similar solution was adopted for the digital collections

from UK3.

In fact, little by little that the overall Europeana content strategy was developed (final release
in August 2009), it clearly appeared that the fact that the same institutions participate in
different EU projects could cause some overlapping in content aggregation and delivery to
Europeana (this problem is shared by many of the Europeana family projects). ATHENA
WP5 leaders got in touch very soon with the Europeana office to deal this matter and tried to
find out the best possible solutions for both projects: it was decided that the ATHENA
providers that had already sent their data to Europeana, would have cooperated with their
records only to test the ATHENA technical features.

The table below lists the ATHENA country partners and their contribution of content in terms
of collections, digital records, and providers. The data between brackets are unassessed or not

This workflow between the two projects is in accordance with the Europeana Content Strategy issued in August 2009 (Guideline b: ‘If
there is a vertical aggregator available an institute should (also) join the vertical integrator”).

See deliverable 3.3 ‘Specification for conversion tools’.

Fitzwilliam Museum, English Heritage, Victoria and Albert, Royal Albert Memorial Museum & Art Gallery, Bristol City Council,
Wiltshire Archaeological and Natural History Society).
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yet confirmed; the one in red refers to the information that won’t be transferred to Europeana
(as explained above).

1,185,397 to be confirmed)

COUNTRY COLLECTIONS DIGITAL RECORDS FOR ATHENA PROVIDERS
Belgium 8(+1) 85,505 (+ 1,710=1 collection to be confirmed) 7 (+1)
Bulgaria 4 16,219 4
Cyprus 6 2,923 4
Czech Republic 24 42,774 2
Estonia 1 5,000 1
Finland 13(+1) 401,062 (+ 889.435=1 collection to be 5(+1)

confirmed)
France 1 2,000 1
Germany 63 1,183,775 + not specified amount 30
Greece 44 323,807 + 20 h/video + 5 sound clips 36
Hungary 9 158,694 (+ 1,080 hours in DVDs and CDs 2
Israel 10 (+6) 163,205 + 6,000 h/video + not specified 2 (+1)

amount (+ 199,380=6 collections to be

confirmed)
Italy 7(+1) 1,588,000 (+ 1 collection to be confirmed) 2
Latvia 1 12,000 1
Lithuania 1 1,094 1
Luxembourg | 500 |
Malta 1 998 1
Poland 3 30,500 (+ not specified amount) 1
Romania 5 78,350 1
Russia 5(+2) 43,243 (+ 80,000, + 14,872) 5 (+2)
Slovenia 6 27,602 6
Slovakia 3 44,500 1
Sweden 3 76,000 3
United Kingdom 6 354,508 6
TOTAL 225 (+11) 4,642,259 + unassessed collections (+ 122 (+5)

3.2  The ATHENA ingestion plan

Since the beginning WPS5 structured an ingestion plan in order to keep under control the
content put at project’s disposal and to supply Europeana with the schedule of the projects
uploading. It contains the following fields that are helpful to retrieve all the basic information
that the ingestion process requires as well for the elaboration of the present deliverable.

country

email

data provider
collection name
technical contact person

—_

deliverables (see deliverable 3.1 for details).

approximate amount of digital objects

object type (image, text, audio, video)

preview availability description

type of upload (ftp, http, OAI-PMH)

used metadata

technical information in standard questionnairel

This field refers to the standard online questionnaire elaborated by WP3 in order to retrieve the necessary information for the project’s
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date delivery to ATHENA
date delivery to Europeana
comments

remarks from Europeana

THE INGESTION PLAN AT A GLANCE

Quantity of content to be uploaded in the ATHENA ingestion tool: 4,642,259 +
unassessed collections (+ 1,185,397 to be confirmed)

Number of digital collections: 225 (+11 to be confirmed)

Providers: 123 (+5)

Countries: 20 (including Israel and Russia)

Subjects: fine arts (paintings, installations, etc.), architecture & landscape, dress & textiles,
photographs, postcards, folk applied arts, folk music, manuscripts (including the 'Shrine of the
Book*), magazines and books of various ages, numismatics, archaeological artefacts (Roman,
Hellenistic, Byzantine, prehistoric), autographs, anthropology collections, minerals, literary
works, sculptures, ancient glass, classical archaeology, design, prints and drawings, maps,
technical machines, industrial archaeology, archival material

3.3 The ATHENA content: some remarks

Provider types (not only museums)

‘European museums! ATHENA is your bridge to Europeana’ is the slogan of the ATHENA
project brochure to attract museums and provide them effective tool for aggregating content
and bring them into the European virtual cultural space.

The museum definition given by ICOM is universally knownl; however, the complexity of
the cultural history of the European country implies that other kind of institutions ‘acquires,
conserves, researches, communicates and exhibits’ museum objects, and, by the other hand, a
museum often ‘acquires, conserves, researches, communicates and exhibits’ archive and
library collections. As a consequence, the ATHENA project covers all the cultural domains,
even if museums and museum collections are the significant feature.

The table and diagram below illustrate the breakdown of the ATHENA content providers
according to the nature of the participating institutions.

ORGANISATION TYPE NUMERBER OF ORGANISATIONS (%)

museums 70 (54.7%)

aggregators 18 (14%)

natignal/regional governmental 12 (9.4%)

bodies

scientific institutions 7 (5.5%)

(AV)archives 6 (4.7%)

libraries 3 (2.3%)

others 12 (9.4%)

TOTAL 128 (100%)

1 A museumisa non-profit, permanent institution in the service of society and its development, open to the public, which acquires,

conserves, researches, communicates and exhibits the tangible and intangible heritage of humanity and its environment for the purposes
of education, study and enjoyment.” (http://icom.museum/who-we-are/the-vision/museum-definition.html)
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Figure 2 - ATHENA content.

In comparison with the first analysis on the ATHENA content providers (deliverable 3.1,
April 2009; the focus was on standards), it is clear that the campaign of acquisition of new
museums and aggregators of museum objects and the rearrangement of the list of providers
for the project Description of Work fully modified the composition of this group:

2009 2010
Museums 50 (37.6%) => 70 (54.7%)
Libraries 4 (3.0%) = 3 (2.3%)
(AV)archives 15 (11.3%) => 6 (4.7%)
Aggregators 6 (4.5%) => 18 (14.0%)
Others 58 (43.5%) = 31 (24.3%)

At present the typological map of the ATHENA content providers shows that there was a
considerable increase of the participating museums or aggregators of museum digital objects;
at the same time, institutions other than museums decreased.

The presence of heterogeneous cultural bodies in ATHENA means also that they appreciated
the tools that were created to support museums in the aggregation process towards Europeana
(the LIDO schema and the ingester above all).

Collection themes

The ATHENA content providers deliver to Europeana a wide range of content covering many
aspects of the European culture.

THEMES %
mixed themes 15
archaeology 13
paintings, drawings, prints, fine arts, 11
sculptures
local, regional, national history; social 10
history

L . 7
newspapers, periodicals, books, ex libris
industrial & technical objects 6
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manuscripts, incunabula, miniatures, 5
ancient maps

()]

music & cinema (AV & memorabilia); AV
records

ethnography/ethnology
photographs

natural history
architecture

archival documents
folk art

contemporary art

numismatic
costume, textiles, and fashion

—INN|WWI KK KW

Archaeological and art objects (paintings, drawings, prints, fine arts, sculptures) are the most
frequent themes since the core subject of ATHENA are the museums (13% and 11% upon the
total); however, while art objects are quite even distributed across country partners, the
archaeological collections come mainly from Greece. This fact should be reckoned with in
case of the elaboration of a proposal for an ATHENA follow up: a more balanced distribution
of themes across the participating countries will assure a better representativeness of the
European museum.

Many participating museums (15%) have “mixed theme” collections; this means that they
manage collections of various kinds and covering many subjects. This is the case with both
local and national museums (or aggregators): the local museums collect objects and
documents at city, province or regional level in order to illustrate the history of a specific
place through times, from prehistory to present, and themes (local archaeology, architecture,
natural history etc.). Some examples: the city museums of Leipzig, Berlin (Germany), Athens
(Greece), and Bristol (UK); the “land “ museum Badisches Landesmuseum Karlsruhe; the
culture portal of the German North-West regions. By the other hand the national museums or
aggregators have the same mission but on a larger scale (for instance, the National Museum
of Slovenia and the Latvian museum aggregator), and often aspire to collect objects and
documents of universal interest like the Israel Museum of Jerusalem that has collections of
African, American, and Asian art. Moreover mixed themes collections are managed by
museums dealing with very specific topics, like the Museum of Literature Pet6fi that collects
art and relics about Hungarian writers.

“Museum” and “museum digital collection”

The analysis of the institutions contributing to ATHENA pointed out that only a small part
of the participating museums have the direct and full control of the whole digitisation
life-cycle (as described by the MINERVA project)!:

1. Digitisation Project Planning (The Reasons for the project, Human Resources,
Research, Risks)

2. Selecting Source Material for Digitisation (Establish Selection Criteria, Selection
Against the Criteria)

1 http://www.minervaeurope.org/structure/workinggroups/goodpract/document/goodpractices1 3/practicalguidelines.htm
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3. Preparation for Digitisation (Hardware; Software; Environment)
4. Handling of Originals (Moving and Manipulating Original Material)

5. The Digitisation Process (Using Scanners; Using Digital Cameras; Software
Applications for OCR)

6. Preservation of Digital Master Material (File Formats; Media Choices; Migration
Strategies)

7. Meta-Data (The Scope of Meta-Data Used for Object Description; Appropriate Meta-
Data Standards)

8. Publication (Image Processing; 3D and Virtual Reality Issues; Online Publication)
9. IPR and Copyright (Establishing Copyright; Safeguarding Copyright)

10. Managing Digitisation projects (Digitisation Process management; Team
Development; Staff Training; Working with Third Parties for Technical Assistance;
Working with Third Parties in Cooperative projects and Content Sharing; Costs)

This usually happens because digitisation is not in the mission of the museums (see the
experience of museum-digital in Germany, Annex I): as a consequence the necessary funding
is erratic and recovered, for instance, through targeted projects (national or European),
ministerial funding within national digitisation programmes. This means that the equation
“museum” and “museum digital collection” can’t always be drawn.

The consequences for the management of content within ATHENA were important and

caused some delay in the workflow:

e the museum digital objects are stored, aggregated, managed and preserved outside
the museum => difficulties in using them for the project purposes (Who’s the person in
charge for the uploading? Who shall allow the content publication? Who is/are the right
owner(s)?)

However, they were completely solved.

Museum aggregators

The ATHENA network of partners and content providers counts 18 aggregators; it is
noteworthy that 11 of them are museum and not cross-domain aggregators. This information
is all but useless because museum aggregators did not have a high visibility in the digital
cultural information space. In fact, the ATHENA and Europeana survey on aggregators issued

at the end of 20091 highlighted that only 3 upon 30 European aggregators were born within
the museum domain; furthermore, there’s a lack of presence of museum aggregators among
the Europeana family projects. This is the reason why it was decided to give some more
information about them in this deliverable. In fact, cross-domain aggregators can provide
museum content too but their metadata are usually simplified since their structure was not
build for the specific needs of museums.

1 See ATHENA deliverable 5.2, annex I Analysis of the Europeana and Athena Survey for Aggregators.
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The listed museum aggregators share some common features: they are mainly set up by
ministries or national agencies managing the museums’ heritage with the principal scope of
cataloguing and managing museum object databases (i.e. national registers). Sometimes the
synergy with ATHENA boosted their creation or accelerated their online publication.

The following descriptions refer to aggregators with a public interface.

Joconde! is the union catalogue of the French museums promoted by the Ministére de la
Culture et de la Communication: archaeology, fine arts, decorative arts, ethnology, history,
science and technology are the topics covered. Joconde was born in 1975 to allow a coherent
cataloguing and an easy access to the information; today it includes 442,200 object records, of
which 254,800 are illustrated by one or more images. The information comes from more than
340 museums.

Joconde i A pina

22 6138 vigites. 2] 73 B0R3 viskes. 5]

245879 visies 5]

Figure 3 — Joconde, the French museums aggregator

Museum-digital? is the initiative carried out by the Institute for Museum Research (SMB-
PK) in Berlin, Germany, to stimulate small museums to publish their data online with the
support of ATHENA. Starting point for museum-digital is the situation in the museum
themselves, which is often characterised by lack of financial and human resources, in
particular for digitisation; furthermore, the museum curators are often not well-disposed
towards the online publication of their data. To compensate for these shortcomings, it was
developed a system that can be used by all museums, no matter how and with what resources
they manage; a help-desk team works to convince museum managers to share their objects
online. At present the system is organised into seven individual portals corresponding to a

1 http://www.culture.gouv.fr/documentation/joconde/fr/pres.htm

2 http://www.museum-digital.de/
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specific geographic area (“/and”). The concept of this project and all the results are illustrated
in Annex [.

The museum-digital metadata are also compliant with the standards of the German Digital
Library.

SMOL - Finnish Museums Onlinel is the joint search portal of the Finnish museums
promoted by the National Board of Antiquities. The number of participating museums and the
amount of searchable materials are continually growing. The portal now holds over 140,000
records of objects and images. Finnish Museums Online aims to increase the accessibility of
museum collections: in fact it allows access also to works not chosen for the exhibition.

MulS2 is the Museum Public Portal of Estonia promoted by the Ministry of Culture. It was
created in the fall of 2010 and gives access to about 1,300,000 objects in 51 museums. It is
open to the users and accepts their knowledge and experiences.

eSbirky3, the aggregator of the Czech museums, was even born within ATHENA; currently
contains a highlight selection of items exposed in the participating museums but is intended
as the first step towards the creation of a large database of Czech museums and galleries. The
concept of this project is illustrated in Annex 1.

Some masterpieces

The network of the ATHENA partners and providers is very varied; it includes museums and
cultural institutions of every level: local, regional, national. This implies that the digital
records provided to ATHENA are various too: they can have a great local importance but
lesser at national level or, at the opposite, to be absolute masterpieces.

The Europeana user can have a wonderful experience browsing the digital items provided by
ATHENA and cross times and artistic styles: from Giotto’s painting and frescos to the works
of the British contemporary artist Damien Hirst, from the Dead Sea Scrolls to the Parthenon
Frieze and more...

EL'I‘I;OIJFE.ﬁr‘Iﬁ

B l Culturaltalia — Progetto ArtPast (IT):
] Madonna con bambino in trono e

[ ] santi, Giotto di Bondone (1330)

e Qetmmrimia. Weweneeime . Wne - I

1 http://suomenmuseotonline.fi/en

2 http://www.muis.ee/portaal/en_GB/

3 http://www.esbirky.cz/cz/
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4, Connections with Europeana

4.1 Introduction to the content scenario in Europeana

In November 2010 the Commission announced that Europeana passed the initial target for
2010 of 10 million objects1. In fact, the European portal was launched in 2008 with 2 million
objects only that became 14 at the end of the current year.

Such successful goal was reached thanks to the contribution of all Member States plus other
non EU members (Iceland, Switzerland, Norway, Russia, and Serbia).

However, the input of Member States is uneven; France and Germany are the largest
contributors (nearly 17% each) while the other countries are left behind (almost half of the
total list of countries score very low with less than 1%).

The Member States’ Expert Group (MSEQG) on digitisation and digital preservation of the
European Commission is carrying out a survey on how single Member States can contribute
to fill the Europeana content gaps in. In fact last 10 May Council Conclusions outlining the
future of Europeana invite Member States to “develop [...] a roadmap for increasing the
content accessible through Europeana in a balanced way, covering all Member States and
sectors (text, audio, sound, image) and including the masterpieces of Europe’s cultural
heritage”.

The content shown in Europeana is unbalanced too; many images and few audios and videos,
many pictures of art-historical artefacts but few archaeological and so on. This means that if
Europeana wants to really represent ‘THE’ cross-section of Europe's cultural heritage, it
needs further quality material from all Member States. Many are the reason why this happens:
the ‘digitisation divide’ among Member States and culture sectors (libraries are in the van of
digitisation), lack of presence of huge aggregators of digital content, etc. The ATHENA
project can help in this process.

At the end of December 2010, Europeana gives access to 15,009,060 metadata; this amount
includes also the first ATHENA contribution which is equal to 1,776,656 (11.8% upon the
total). Such huge quantity places the ATHENA project as the major Europeana provider.
However ATHENA has to gather and send to Europeana much more content; this means that
ATHENA can increase the Europeana content in a significant way. In fact, the Europeana
team thinks that 15 million objects is a very respectable number that meets the Commission
expectations but the amount of objects searchable through Europeana should keep on growing
to attract even more users and to ensure that users come back to the portal. And the speed of
this growth depends largely on the pace of digitisation in the European countries.

The Europeana geographical breakdown of content shows that the contributions of Member
States are unbalanced and some countries are underrepresented; equally, the diversity of the
types of content should be increased through the provision of audio and video content.
Furthermore, the presence of museums among the institutions providing content to Europeana
is quite poor compared with those ones of libraries or aggregators. Such problems are also in
the agenda of the Member States’ Expert Group.

In short, ATHENA can strongly support Europeana in increasing its profile and help it to fill
its gaps.

1 18" November 2010, reference: 1P/10/1524 ‘Digital Agenda: Europeana gives online access to over 14 million examples of Europe's

cultural heritage* (http://europa.cu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/10/1524&type=HTML).
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4.2  Europeana and ATHENA: the geographical distribution

This Commission’s press release of November 2010 contained a detailed table with the
Europeana content contribution by country; what is impressive is that most of them supply
with less than 1%. The Europeana office itself recognises this loss of balance and is working
to overcome it.

The Europeana Content Development Strategy (December 2010) also announces: “There are
a number of countries with less than 1% in contribution and as some of these are small, it is
unlikely that they will ever have a significant percentage, but some are severely
underrepresented for content available in Europeana compared to that available in their
country”l.

ATHENA can boost this process since many of its partner countries are included among the
“small” Europeana providers. The table below shows how this may happen during 2011:
many countries will raise their profile in Europeana by contributing content though
ATHENA: for instance, Cyprus will jump from the current 39 metadata to 2,962 (percentage
increase of 7,494.8!) or Czech Republic from 11,760 to 54,634 (+ 364.5%).

Besides a more homogenous geographical breakdown of content, ATHENA can supply
Europeana with another added value because it will provide — the one and only among the
projects of the Europeana family - digital cultural content from countries whose culture is
tightly connected with the European one: Russia and Israel. In fact ATHENA is processing
metadata of Russian and Israeli institutions; at present only the Israel Museum has already
sent its metadata (5,240) that are counted under the voice “Europe” in the Europeana portal
together with the provisions of other European projects?2.

1 Europeana Content Development Strategy p. 7. http://www.versionl.europeana.eu/c/document_library/get file?uuid=8fead8af-676f-

4a86-b819-e4b9082ff8cc& groupld=10602

Besides ATHENA this voice gathers the following projects: “The memory of paper”, DISMARC-EuropeanaConnect, BHL Europe, The
European Library, Centre Virtuel de la Connaissance sur I’Europe, VideoActive, Europeana Travel, ACE Association des
Cinémathéques Européennes.
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Figure 4 — Israel content in Europeana

NB: at the time of this report (December 2010), ATHENA has already provided some content
to Europeana from Belgium, Israel, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Romania, Russia, and
Slovenia; nevertheless, the percentage increase is calculated considering the total
ATHENA contribution.

ATHENA
COUNTRY IN EUROPEANA | CONTRIBUTIO INCREASE
N
France* 2,626,362
1,183,775
Germany 2,556,954 (including 801,718 +67.4
already sent to
Europeana)
Sweden 1,417,259 76,000 +5.3
Spain 1,293,029
1,588,000
Italy 1.271.867 (.mcludlng 902,167 4295
items already sent
to Europeana)
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Netherlands 1,153,212
Ireland 945,330
Norway 940,472
UK* 897,137
Poland 411,088 30,500 +7.41
Belgium 208,603 85,505 +40.9
Finland 191,481 401,062 +209.4
323,807 (including
Greece 172,935 9,874 items already +187.2
sent to Europeana)
. 27,602 (including
Slovenia 142,161 3,142) +19.4
Denmark 61,354
Austria 47,335
Iceland 44,500
Estonia 39,101 5,000 +12.7
Switzerland 32,722 -
43,243 (including
Russia 28,209 28,209 items + 100
already sent to
Europeana)
Luxembourg 24,890 500 +2.0
78,350 (including
Romania 22,824 11,371 items +684.1
already sent to
European)
Slovakia 21,758 44,500 +204.5
Portugal 15,470
Bulgaria 12,212 16,219 +132.8
Czech Republic 11,760 42,774 +363.7
158,694 (including
Hungary 10,939 1,194 items already +1,628.4
sent to European)
Lithuania 7,731 1,094 + 14.1
Serbia 5,576 -
Malta 3.300 998 +30.2
Latvia 1,899 12,000 +631.9
Cyprus 39 2,923 +7,494.8

* The collections from France and United Kingdom won’t be transferred to Europeana because they are already
in (see page 8).

4.3 The ATHENA added value

The final consideration of the Europeana Content Development Strategy says that “Analysis
of the content accessible to Europeana shows the gaps in the content for the user. Europeana
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will actively seek to fill these gaps by encouraging content holders to digitise and provide the
metadata.
The analysis (Summer 2010) shows that overall, the four best-represented subjects are:
1. Books and articles: manuscripts, rare books, literature, poetry and ephemera.
2. (art-)Historical artefacts: postcards, ethnographic material, folkloristic objects and
medals.
3. Photography: historical photographic collections of certain regions as well as
ethnographic collections, and portraits.
4. Art: paintings and drawings.

The content is relatively recent, over half of the collections holds content from between the
18th and 20th centuries. Prehistory and the Middle Ages, as well as contemporary times are
underrepresented with around 25% together”1.

This paragraph is supported by a chart that summarises the main gaps according Europeana:
this synthetic overview highlights strong and weak areas within each category (text, image,
video, and sound) according to several characteristics (subject, time period, language,
country). This chart is included below as published by Europeana; the ATHENA contribution
by sector and typology is highlighted in yellow. The project will be able to reinforce many
weak areas that Europeana pointed out. In particular, since the ATHENA consortium is made
up mainly of museums and the content provided is normally metadata of museum objects, the
gaps of the ‘image’ category will be largely filled in (see red column in the table below). At
the same time ATHENA will be able to cover underrepresented subjects providing
archaeological objects rather than music scores.

By the other hand, like Europeana ATHENA is processing metadata of cultural digital objects
belonging to the most recent time period, save for some archaeological collections.

1 See footnote 20.
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Strong Weak Strong Weak Strong Weak Strong Weak
Books & articles .
. . Music (jazz,
(TSGR MRS (EOviEs Photography, (art- Technical contempora
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periodicals performing arts & . . recording, . . .
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(newspapers, film, political . documentary .
. historical maps economy ethnographical
magazines), documents, UGC .
. recordings
archives
ot . Prehistory-14" & ot . Prehistory-14th Contemporary & Prehistory-19™ Contemporary & Prehistory-19™
622 OmiCen e contemporary i Omicen i e century 20" century century 20" century century
Bulgarian, Czech, Bulgarian, Czech,
Danish, Estonian, Danish, Dutch,
Bulgarian, Finnish, Greek, . Estonian, Greek,
; . . . Bulgarian, .
Enclish. French Icelandic, Latvian, Hungarian, Irish, Estonian. Latvian Hungarian,
EHsh, . Lithuanian, English, French, Latvian, English, French, o ’ English, French, Latvian,
German, Spanish, . . . . Lithuanian, . .
. Maltese, German, Swedish Lithuanian, German, Spanish . German Lithuanian,
Latin Maltese, Polish,
Portuguese, Maltese, Slovak. Slovene Maltese,
Romanian Norwegian, Polish, ’ Portuguese,
Portuguese, Romanian, Slovak,
Romanian, Slovak Spanish
Cyprus, Czech

Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Iceland, e, e,
. . . Luxembourg, ; . . Iceland, Italy,
Spain, Ireland, Lithuania, Germany, France, . . Latvia, Lithuania, . . ; .
Macedonia, Austria, Europe France, Austria Latvia, Lithuania,
France, Germany Luxembourg, Sweden Luxembourg,
. Monaco, Norway, Luxembourg,
Poland, Romania, Norway, Poland,
. Poland, Portugal, . Poland, Portugal,
Slovakia, Sweden, . . Romania, .
. Romania, Serbia, . Romania,
Switzerland . Slovakia, .
Slovakia, Slovenia. Sweden Slovakia,
Switzerland, ? Slovenia, Spain,
United Kingdom Sweden

Belgium, Bulgaria,
Cyprus, Estonia,

Republic, Estonia,
Finland, Hungary,
Iceland, Latvia,

Belgium, Bulgaria,
Cyprus, Estonia,
Finland, Greece,

Belgium, Bulgaria,
Cyprus, Czech
Republic,
Denmark, Estonia,
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4.4  Workflow to transfer ATHENA data to Europeana

This paragraph is the contribution of the ATHENA WP6 “Analysis of IPR issues and
definition of possible solutions” that organised the data flow towards Europeana. In fact,
when the Europeana licences were released in April 2010, the network of our content
providers expressed many doubts; however the ATHENA management dispelled them and
organised the content provision it is described below. This paragraph illustrates the
cooperation between WP5 and WP6; this subject will be illustrated in an exhaustive way in
the deliverable 5.5 “Implementation plan for taking the content into Europeana™1.

Within the project, a workflow was set up in order to be able to transfer data from ATHENA

content providers to Europeana.

This transfer could only be guaranteed by combining a set of permissions:

e Content providers agree to transfer their data from the ATHENA repository to Europeana

e Technical partner NTUA agrees to transfer the data to Europeana only in the framework
of the tasks and activities foreseen by the ATHENA project and upon authorisation by
the project coordinator.

During the lifetime of the ATHENA project, Europeana issued a set of agreements covering
the transfer and (re)use of data that was delivered to Europeana by content providers. A ‘Data
Provider Agreement’ was developed to be concluded between Europeana and individual data
providers; a ‘Data Aggregator Agreement’ was developed to be concluded between an
aggregator and Europeana.

In order for ATHENA to be able to sign such agreement, the permission from all aggregator’s
content providers was needed. Therefore the ATHENA project management circulated a letter
to be signed by each individual ATHENA content provider. The letter stated: “I hereby agree
that the ATHENA Project Coordinator signs the Europeana Data Aggregator Agreement on
my behalf. I therefore allow the transfer to the Europeana server of the data I made available
to ATHENA project via the ATHENA Ingestion Tool.”

After having received this written declaration from the content providers, the ATHENA
project management could engage in a Data Aggregator Agreement with Europeana.

The content providers also had to indicate that ATHENA was allowed to transfer the data to
Europeana: “In my capacity as Legal Representative of the ATHENA consortium, I commit to
transfer to Europeana the metadata and data contributed by the Content Provider to
ATHENA via the ATHENA Ingestion Tool at the terms and conditions defined by the
Europeana Data Aggregator Agreement.

The data transfer to Europeana will only take place once the Content Provider has explicitly
agreed about it by signing the ATHENA-Europeana transfer agreement.” (Letter written by
Rosella Caffo, project coordinator)

When this transfer agreement was received by the project management, the availability of the
content was communicated to NTUA (the technical partner of ATHENA). NTUA is in charge

Discussion on Europeana agreements: when Europeana launched its agreements, the ATHENA consortium (alongside other
project consortia) provided feedback on the definitions and articles in this first version of the agreements. Europeana received so much
feedback that a revision of the current agreements was deemed necessary. At the time of writing this deliverable, the discussion on the
scope of and provisions in the agreements between Europeana and its multitude of content providers and aggregators is still ongoing. It
might be possible that by the end of the ATHENA project, a new version of the Europeana agreements will be issued. The ATHENA
project management and the WP6 on IPR issues have already anticipated this possibility.
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of physically gathering all data, and commits to process the data contributed only in the
framework of the tasks and activities foreseen by the ATHENA project, and to only transfer
them to the Europeana server after having been authorised to do so by the project coordinator.

The project management also provided each partner with a copy of the Europeana Data
Provider Agreement, which could be signed by the partner and Europeana at the end of the
ATHENA project. At that moment, Europeana will engage in a direct relation with each
ATHENA content provider.
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Conclusions

Managing such a large network of content providers (127) was possible only thanks to
the appointments of ATHENA National Contact Points that could act as a bridge between
the WP5 coordinator and the contributors.

In two years, the ATHENA project managed to improve the profile of the consortium of
content providers taking on board many more museums than the original composition.
This happened thanks to active role of the National Contact Points that were made aware
of the importance of involving more and more museums in order to make the project
successful.

This awareness had also some practical consequence; the two good practices described in
Annex I show that ATHENA was the starting point for the implementation of other
national aggregation. In fact, the necessity of delivering content to ATHENA or boosted
some already ongoing initiatives, like the Finnish aggregator SMOL, or even brand new
ones like museum-digital and eSbirky.

The composition of the ATHENA consortium of providers symbolises the range of the
European museums: it gathers small, medium, and large institutions of local, regional,
and national levels. Also the themes of the collections that content providers cover many
aspects of the European culture: archaeological and art-historical artefacts of course, but
also technical objects, ethnological and ethnographical documents, music and sounds etc.
The ATHENA providers will provide by the end of the project many masterpieces of the
European culture: from the Parthenon frieze to Van Gogh’s painting.

ATHENA can supply Europeana with content coming from Member States and subjects
that are underrepresented within the European portal.

The ATHENA consortium is able to provide Europeana also content beyond the Member
States, from Russia and Israel, whose culture is tightly connected with the European one.
Until now this added value is not provided by the other projects of the Europeana family.
ATHENA dispelled some partners’ doubts on the statements of the agreements provided
by Europeana and got ready for transferring the aggregated data accordingly. At the end
of the project each content provider will have to negotiate with the European portal the
conditions to be there.

26/35



Cultural Heritage Content
Access to cultural heritage
netwarks across Europe

Core Content Map for the Recognition of Digital I

6. References

ATHENA project
http://www.athenaeurope.org/index.php?en/1/home
18th November 2010, reference: IP/10/1524 ‘Digital Agenda: Europeana gives online
access to over 14 million examples of Europe's cultural heritage*
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/10/1524&type=HTML

Council conclusions on the future of Europeana, 10 May 2010
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/10/st08/st08843.en10.pdf

Europeana portal
http://www.europeana.eu/portal/index.html

Europeana project
http://www.versionl.europeana.eu/web/guest

Europeana Content Strategy
http://versionl.europeana.eu/web/europeana-project

MINERVA eC Map of the cultural heritage sector in Europe
http://www.minervaeurope.org/intranet/minervaplus/deliverables.asp

27/35



Core Content Map for the Recognition of Digital
Cultural Heritage Content

Access to cultural heritage
netwarks across Europe

ANNEX |

This section tells two stories; both of them share the fact that they happened thanks to
ATHENA.

The first one is the realisation of the German initiative of museum-digital. This moral can be
drawn: while few top level cultural institutions discuss about aggregation of digital content,
metadata standards, persistent identifiers etc., a critical mass of museums don’t even guess
what a digital object is, how it can be represented and give visibility to the owner. And this
doesn’t happen only in Germany.

Museum-digital

The creation of www.museum-digital.de was directly inspired by the ATHENA project.
In January 2009 six museums of all kinds and of all sizes in Saxony-Anhalt (one of the
federal states in Germany) were coming together to discuss digitisation. A common aim was
defined as to find out how it might be possible, under the prevailing circumstances in the
museums, to publish museum-object-information of every description and of all kinds of
museums collectively and to do this in a form that the information can be delivered to

Europeana easily.
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With this intention “museum-digital” came into being. From the beginning the ATHENA
project assured support for museum-digital and this was essential for creating the initiative.
Because the ATHENA help-desk would help with the final step of publishing in Europeana,
the initiative could focus on the content production. Doing this some insights were gained
which might help to understand some hidden dimensions of digitisation.

The first step of the initiative was analysing what kind of information related to a single
museum-object is generally published by museums and which information Europeana is
publishing. A “set of basic information” was determined. Twenty museums in Saxony-Anhalt
were asked to create and send such information for 5 of their objects. They were also asked
to report the time it took to create or gather the information and how the gathered it. The
reports were surprising.

Some museums only had “scientific names” for their objects and no further information (e.g.
vernacular name) in their database(s). Others relied on MS-Excel-Files (calling it a database).
Still others used one big MS-Word-File with one page per object (and again considering this
to be a database). Some still used dbase2 or Paradox — antiquated and outdated software,
without updates for many years. Some still relied on record cards. Many had their information
distributed like having the object-name in a database but the object-measurements only on a
record card. Those who used self made databases or databases given to them by local
authorities did often not know how to export their data.

Images showing the objects most often did not exist, they had to be created, often by taking
the object from the depot, cleaning it, taking a photograph, bringing the object back into the
depot. Some museums did not have a camera and it took some time to organise one.

The reports revealed that no museum had the defined “set of basic information” (name
of object, kind of object, description, material, technique, measurements and production
information) at hand and at one place. The duration for the collation was 3 minutes to 3
hours (!) per object. At the same time it became visible that a lot of the information was not
up-to-date (some entries in the record cards were more than 40 years old!), was not recorded
at all or contained abbreviations only comprehensible for specialists.

A clear line of distinction was drawn and the aim was more clearly defined: there are worlds
between inventories (created for indoor use) and publication. The initiative would focus
basically at the latter even if this means to put special efforts into creation of the information
(for the public). Only in very few cases it seemed to be advisable to take publication-
information directly from an inventory-database.

As a next step it was analysed how to bring the collected information online since that
Europeana and other aggregators will use only the content that is accessible online. Because
the museums were of many different kinds an understanding had to be developed.
Archaeological museums know times like “late Neolithic”, art museums know “early
Baroque” others would write “1620”, some museums would write “World War 17 others
would prefer “WW1”. Some museums record the place of the creation of an object using the
name of the place at the time of creation (e.g. Karlsbad instead of Karlovy Vary); others use
the modern name only. A multitude of different practices! A database was created which
allows all this possibilities because it is impossible to impose a strict set of rules on all the
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museums participating. There are traditions which have to be respected. An intelligent data
management was the solution.

While it was easy to come to the conclusion that each object needs a photograph and a
description, it was not so easy to define the requirements for such a description (how long
should it be, who shall be the addressee ...). The simplest solution was accepted: each
museum writes the descriptions as it thinks best, minimum 20 characters. Again there are a lot
of traditions involved: the description of a work of art written by an art historian looks
very different from the description of a technical object (like e.g. a camera) written by a
technician — even if both have the intention to write for a broader audience. In many smaller
museums, which often belong to a city or a county, there is only a very limited stuff. The
director plus one or two aides are running the museum. Such museums are very common in
Germany and many of them are in existence since many years. These museums have very
diverse groups of objects collected over time. If, for example, the actual director is an
archaeologist he nevertheless might have many thousands butterflies or old and modern
valuable paintings in the museum. The result is a description of a butterfly or a modern
painting by an archaeologist! Or in other cases it might be the description of a stone-age-axe
by an art-historian or the description of a pit lamp by a biologist. It does not have to be a
wrong, bad or incomplete description; quite often such descriptions are more than sufficient
to inform a broader audience about the objects. The main obstacle is that in most cases the
director does not feel well with publishing such information he himself considers
unprofessional or amateurish! A lot of discussions were necessary to convince. In the end
most agreed to give it a try. The information than was published on the Saxony-Anhalt portal
(www.museum-digital.de/san) and the feedback was observed. In nearly all the cases it was
positive and the hesitation decreased.

None of the originally participating museums has an IT-Department, even the big ones don’t
have. The work with digital material (images, files containing data, etc.) had to be done by
non-specialists. And, most important, in nearly no museum there is someone whose work is
exclusively focussing on the handling of museum-object-data. In all cases the creation of
digital material for publication is an additional task.

The answer of the initiative was to keep the requirements low: No one is forced to publish all
information about all of the objects in the museum. Respect the limitations and do only what
is possible! If a museum wants to publish all objects, that is fine, but there is no rule to do so.
And more, the initiative museum-digital created a software tool for data ingestion which
can be used by everyone without the slightest knowledge about IT. A museum can insert
its objects into the common database one-by-one or it can import its data from its inventory
database and adjust it to the requirements of publication with the initiatives software tool.

The publication of the Saxony-Anhalt portal created a domino effect: already a few
weeks after its inauguration a second initiative was created in Rhineland-Palatine, another of
the federal states. This initiative did very much the same as the first one and the results were
similar.

The first object from one of the originally participating six museums went online in June
2009. Meanwhile, in February 2011 more than 12.000 objects are online and 197 museums
are participating coming from 6 of the 16 federal states.
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After the next data-ingestion there will be more than 5.400 objects transferred by the
ATHENA ingester and made visible in Europeana. This is not a really big number of objects
— that is not the aim of the initiative. The initiative is successful because it proves that
every museum can find a way from content production to publishing in Europeana and
that this is possible even under poor conditions and without any special knowledge.

Many museums still have to assure themselves that it is gainful to publish object-information
in the internet. Museum-digital, ATHENA and Europeana help them.

eSbirky

sitemap | CZ

eSbirky

Institution
type
medium

place of origin

date

advanced search
about eshirky

contacts

£ share

europeana

think cultura

Access to cultural herit.
I Detwiorks across Europes W Highlights of the month

Fig. 6- eSbirky, the Czech museum aggregator

The development of the application took two years. It was originally intended only for
presentation purposes at the National Museum, as part of its involvement in Project
ATHENA. It was also intended as a model project of connecting Czech culture institutions
into the European digital library. The fact that the similar presentation appeared to be
financially unrealistic, especially for regional museums, lead to the transformation of the
primary portal virtualni.nm.cz to eSbirky.cz in the second half of 2010.

Joining of the eSbirky is free of charge and open to all cultural institutions in the Czech
Republic. During the first two months of operating, six other cultural institutions also joined.
These were mostly museums which felt the need to present their work using modern
technologies.
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However for the Museum of Czech Tramping the virtual environment of eSbirky is the only
presentation channel, the only place where it exists. The institution is undertaking efforts to
establish the real museum. In the meantime, we can follow the creation of the real museum
institution step—by-step thanks to eSbirky. The portal currently presents total of 10,000 items
which include photography and audio items, and in the future will also include audio-visual
records.

Every joined institution has its own login and password. It can administer its collections
presented in eSbirky. The team of National museum who is the owner of the portal makes
the technical and methodical support of contributing and also mapping the metadata for
Europeana.

From the beginning the portal has been structured as a user-friendly environment that allows
visitors to use information at several levels. The browsing and searching engines are
structured to be attractive to the general public and the professional community as well. In
addition to the online presentation eSbirky is the virtual reading room. Esbirky offers
searching based on the following categories: institutions, type of collection, material, date,
and place of origin. The short interactive presentation called ‘Objects of the Month is aimed’
at the general public. It seeks to draw attention to interesting artefacts from various
collections, which can be also seen as links to various thematic areas. Finally through the
presentation eSbirky can react to various cultural events such as the birth of important people
and various anniversaries.

An important element of the portal is eCard. This is an interactive element that
communicates information about collection items, but also about eSbirky and the
participating institutions especially to the younger generation accustomed to electronic
communication. eCard also serves as original electronic and promotional material of eSbirky
which allows users to modify its content. An integral part of eSbirky is also connection with
the social networks such as Facebook or Twitter. Users of these networks may comment
upon, rate and discuss artefacts.

What is the future of eSbirky? We continue to work on the on-line presentation intensively.
Right now we are developing an online game application for child visitors called little
eSbirky, which will follow professionals working in museum institutions. Through the right
format we will show what happens behind the scenes at the museum. The tasks for the near
future are virtual exhibitions, which are extensions to projects similar to eSbirky in the world.
Appropriately chosen attractive themes may increase interest in visiting eSbirky and the
institutions themselves as well. The eSbirky portal will thus become a virtual exhibition hall,
which will allow presentation of items which are not easily able to be exhibited for various
reasons such as: poor condition, large size, high cost of presentation or lack of security. The
next development of the application will be the creation of user accounts, which will allow
visitors to work creatively with a presentation and to design and curate their own exhibition.

There is lot of work to do. The emergence and development of cyberspace provides new
opportunities not only for communications with the visitor in the virtual world (outside the
physical museum environment), but also for own development of museums. Although there
remain many questions concerning the museums in virtual environment (e.g. real vs. virtual
visitor experience, loss of authenticity of digitized items and so on), the digitization and on-
line presentation have become integral part of the work of modern museums. Visitors have
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already found their way to the virtual place. It is the turn of museums professionals to become
more involved in on-line presentation and communication. We hope that the number both of

museum institutions and presented items will increase in close future so that eSbirky becomes
the real aggregator.
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ANNEX 11

List of the ATHENA National Contact Points

Access to cultural heritage
netwarks across Europe

COUNTRY NAME AFFILIATION EMAIL
Belgium Barbara Dierickx = Packed barbara@packed.be
Belgium Rony Vissers Packed rony@packed.be
Bulgaria Sabina Aneva CL-BAS sabina@cl.bas.bg
Cyprus Franco STARC — The f.niccolucci@cyi.ac.cy
Niccolucci Cyprus Institute
Cyprus Sorin Hermon STARC — The sorin.hermon@gmail.com
Cyprus Institute
Czech Pavel Dousa National Museum pavel dousa@nm.cz
Republic Prague
Estonia Indrek Eensaar Ministry of Culture indrek.eensaar@kul.ee
Finland Pirjo Hamari National Board of pirjo.hamari@nba.fi
Antiquities
Finland Sirkka Valanto National Board of sirkka.valanto@nba.fi
Antiquities
France France Marie- Ministére de la marie-
Véronique Leroi culture et de la veronique.leroi@culture.gouv.fr
communication
Germany Monika SMB-SPK m.hagedorn@smb.spk-berlin.de
Hagedorn-Saupe
Greece Vassilis NTUA tzouvaras@image.ntua.gr
Tzouvaras
Greece Dimitrios K. UP dkt@hpclab.ceid.upatras.gr
Tsolis
Greece Katerina Ministry of Culture kmoutogianni@culture.gr
Moutogianni
Hungary Gabor Palko PIM palkog@pim.hu
Hungary Ivan Ronai Ministry of ivan.ronai@okm.gov.hu
Education and
Culture
Hungary Kati Bankeszi National Széchényi bankeszi@oszk.hu
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Library
Hungary Hainalka Sutheo Magyar National sutheo.hajnalka@radio.hu
Radio
Israel Dov Winer Makash dovw(@savion.huji.ac.il
Italy Marzia Ministero per i Beni | marzia.piccininno@beniculturali.i
Piccininno e le Attivita Culturali @ t
Italy Giuliana De Ministero per i Beni | defrancesco@beniculturali.it
Francesco e le Attivita Culturali
Latvia Una Balode Kultiiras una.balode@is.gov.lv
informacijas
sist€mas
Luxembour = Guy Frank Ministry of Culture guy.frank@mc.etat.lu
g
Malta Noel Zammit Heritage Malta noel.zammit@gov.mt
The Cathy JageR Rijksmuseum c.jager@rijksmuseum.nl
Netherlands
Poland Maria Sliwinska ICIMSS maria.sliwinska@uni.torun.pl
Romania Dan Matei CIMEC dan@cimec.ro
Russia Nadezhda Center PIC nbrakker@gmail.com
Brakker
Slovak Pavel Antalik Ministry of Culture pavel.antalik@culture.gov.sk
Republic
Slovenia Franc Zakrajsek Ministry of Culture franc.zakrajsek@guest.arnes.si
Sweden Ann Hagerfors Lulea University of | ann.hagerfors@ltu.se
Technology
United Gordon McKenna | Collections Trust gordon@collectionstrust.org.uk
Kingdom
Europeana | Lizzy Komen EDL Foundation lizzy . komen@kb.nl
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