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Towards a paradigm for online heritage: cyber communities
and digital educommunication
Pilar Rivero , Borja Aso , Silvia García-Ceballos and Iñaki Navarro-Neri

Departament Specific Didactics; Faculty of Education, University of Zaragoza, Zaragoza, Spain

ABSTRACT
This article provides a theoretical review of the educommunicative
processes related to cultural heritage that occur in the digital sphere.
This emerging approach, driven by educational and media
transformations, urgently requires a well-grounded framework and
adequate channelling of education in themedia. After analysing the
newformsofeducommunicationand interaction, thearticle adoptsa
dialogical approach that focuses in particular on the creation of
heritage cyber-communities.Oneof themainobjectives is toprovide
an up-to-date review of theories related to online educational
communication, covering concepts such as emirec and prosumer or
rhizomatic and co-creative communication processes. The main
educational paradigms andmodels that arise on digital social media
are also discussed, specifically interactive pedagogy and the
pedagogy of uncertainty. The chief contribution of the analysis is a
decalogue of good practices that helps to optimise digital
educommunicative processes related to cultural heritage, thereby
activatingcommittedsocialparticipation.
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1. Introduction

In the hyperconnected society of the twenty-first century, knowing how people interact,
communicate and learn and, by extension, how the public approaches cultural heritage is
of vital importance. Until the 1990s, interpersonal education and communication were
conducted through traditional and analogue resources and channels, but the third millen-
nium accelerated the process of transformation of these spaces, adding new ones, with
completely different characteristics, to those already in existence. Education and com-
munication were no longer limited to physical spaces and real environments, they also
took place on screens and in digital environments.

Access to culture, therefore, has grown through the digital sphere and educommunica-
tion in new media has become a cornerstone for the exchange and dissemination of
content from a wide range of cultural institutions (Chiappe & Arias, 2016), leading to an
ideal context for the development and promotion of culture (Narváez-Montoya, 2019)
and heritage education (Ibáñez-Etxeberria et al., 2020). In this sense, we understand
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educommunication as the theoretical-practical, heterogeneous and plural, inter and trans-
disciplinary field of study based on research and the practical implementation of education
through the media – whether analogue or digital – and aimed to “collective construction
and creation through symbolic exchange and the flow of meanings” (Barbas, 2012,
p. 165). The digital sphere openly and flexibly favours the establishment of processes for
knowing, understanding, promoting, raising awareness and enjoying heritage, thus
turning the Internet into an educational resource in a universal context (Chng&Narayanan,
2017). Studies byOsuna and López-Martínez (2015) and Pierroux et al. (2020) have analysed
to what extent the digital environment democratises, educates and popularises heritage.
The process of learning in these digital environments is not subject to restrictions and it
proposes new rules, communication tools and environments for interaction (Ibáñez-Etxe-
berria et al., 2020), which can ultimately promote the creation of heritage cyber commu-
nities, understood as the linking in the network of users who share the same concerns
regarding heritage. Social media emerged as powerful tools for mass communication of
museums in their interaction with their audiences (Capriotti & Losada-Díaz, 2018; Claes &
Deltell, 2014, 2019; Pescarin et al., 2016) and have even become publishing spaces for
these institutions.

Despite all this, there are still certain theoretical gaps with regard to the educommu-
nicative processes of heritage in the network by museum institutions, which has led us to
propose this study whose main objective is to provide an updated theoretical perspective
on heritage educommunication in the digital sphere. In addition to this, the absence of
this theoretical foundation and the consequent analysis of networks may be hindering
the design and programming of educational actions in social media by cultural insti-
tutions and museums to reach a wider audience.

At this point, what then do we understand by heritage educommunication? What edu-
cational paradigms and models are there in the digital sphere? What are heritage-based
cyber communities and how are they created?

2. Method

This review article is related to a broader research on the main theories that support the
educommunicative processes that occur in the digital sphere concerning heritage and
crystallise in the creation of heritage-based cyber communities, under the umbrella of heri-
tage education as an axiomatic discipline and understood as a multidisciplinary space for
reflection on themanagement of heritage from amarkedly educational level (Fontal, 2003).

The principal contribution of this work is an up-to-date theoretical view of heritage
educommunication in the digital sphere identifying the main educational trends, the-
ories, paradigms and models, as this is a current issue in cultural debates and policies
(De Bernard et al., 2022; Mateos-Mora et al., 2022). The review of the literature and pre-
vious studies in the field (García-Ceballos et al., 2021; Rivero et al., 2020), including
more than 334 articles in the WoS and SCOPUS databases (Aso, 2021), led us to define
in our conclusions a decalogue of good practices that helps museum institutions to opti-
mise the educommunicative processes that occur in the digital sphere concerning heri-
tage, this being one of the main contributions to the field of heritage educommunication.

This article is organised around the following research objectives:
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O1. To identify the main educational trends, theories, paradigms and models in the field of
heritage education in the digital sphere from its origin in the second half of the twentieth
century up to its blooming in the third millennium.

O2. To define a decalogue of good practices that helps museum spaces to optimise heritage
educommunication processes in social media.

3. Digital educommunication from a dialogical approach at the dawn of
the third millennium

Whenwe discuss education and social media, we are inevitably talking about educommuni-
cation, a compoundwordmade up of two theoretical/scientific bodies that are different but
inevitably interrelated (Parra, 2000). This confluence offields is rooted in Ibero-America in the
second half of the twentieth century (Aparici, 2010), with authors such as Kaplún, Freire,
Barbero, Hermosilla, Prieto and Orozco (Gabelas-Barroso & Marta-Lazo, 2020). The decisive
push for the establishment of educommunication arrived in the 1970s with UNESCO,
although the field took root worldwide with the publication in 1984 of Media Education
(Morsy, 1984). Since then, two ways of understanding educommmunicative processes
have been consolidated: from an instrumental approach – linked to the English-speaking
world – and from a dialogical approach – linked to the Ibero-American world. Based on its
educational value and on its emphasis on people, not on the means, we position ourselves
within the dialogical approach, an idea that is close to our beliefs and epistemological foun-
dations and grounded in communication pedagogy and Freire’s critical pedagogy (1973).

The real revolution in educommunicative terms arrived with the second generation of
websites – the Web 2.0 – and the resulting gradual introduction of instruments and tools
that enabled information exchange between users, thereby promoting communication
and interaction and allowing them to freely create online content (Barbas, 2012). The
first representative spaces of the Web 2.0 were wikis and blogs and would later be
joined by social networks – real cyber spaces for communication and social exchange
and the focus of this research. This second generation of websites offered new communi-
cation possibilities and encouraged multi-directional and horizontal communication,
characterised by the appearance of the concept of emirec (Cloutier, 1973). According to
this communication model, all communication subjects are, at the same time, senders
and receivers, which results in the establishment of relationships between equals on
the same communicative level or plane. The emirec theory is directly related to demo-
cratic, horizontal and non-hierarchical communication (Aparici & García-Marín, 2018). In
this idea of multi-directional and active communication, social networks 2.0 emerge as
ideal spaces or channels for the development and empowerment of the emirec.

To these hypermedia practices, authors such as Scolari (2008) and Silva (2005) added
the idea of establishing rhizomatic and interactive communication processes, which
would complete the emirec theory put forward by Cloutier (1973). Deleuze and Guattari’s
1976 theory of rhizomatic thinking (2010) proposed a new approach – inclusive and rhi-
zomatic – that emerged as an alternative to the single thought (Orsi et al., 2019). In “rhi-
zomatic communication”, particularly in digital fields, where the elements involved do not
follow fixed, established, hierarchical structures; instead they constantly interact and “any
of them could affect or influence the other” (Barbas, 2012, p. 169), assuming the concepts
of difference, interference and chaos (Bermejo, 1998).
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However, the benefits of digital educommunication based on dialogical approaches in
Web 2.0 environments could be related to something different that, under the same
guise, pursues opposing objectives. Above we outlined the emirec theory (Cloutier,
1973) and dialogical educommunication, and now we will discuss the prosumer theory
and instrumental educommunication. Underneath the concept of prosumer put
forward by Toffler (1980) in his work The Third Wave – with a clearly financial slant and
market-oriented – there is an underlying reproductive conception of the capitalist econ-
omic system based on the establishment of new relationships between producers and
consumers, particularly with the blooming of the digital world (Aparici & García-Marín,
2018). It was Tapscott (1995, 2009) who updated the definition of “prosumer” and con-
nected it to the digital sphere and twenty-first-century marketing.

Regarding digital communication, several research studies argue that we are far from
the existence of a real emirec, instead we are in prosumption, since, on most occasions,
vertical and authoritarian communication relationships persist on the Web 2.0, leading to
what Sunstein (2010) calls a “cascade of conformism”, that is, the issuing by cybernauts of
short messages that support what has been said by the majority, without arousing or pro-
moting debate, dialogue or the co-creation of knowledge.

4. Educational paradigms and models in the new communication media

Regarding education through the newmedia – particularly the Web 2.0 –we could connect
prosumption and emirec theories with the current existence of two opposing educational
models: on one hand, transmissive pedagogy and, on the other, interactive pedagogy
(Aparici & Silva, 2012). The first, close to positivist and behaviourist approaches, focuses
on mass learning and uses the “logic of distribution” or “one-all” model in digital media
– the one-way transmission of uncritical information and a traditional and hierarchical com-
munication model. In contrast, the second seeks an “all-all” model: the active, horizontal
participation of “communicators”, regardless of their competencies, skills and abilities,
which, in turn, encourages dialogue and the constructive co-authorship of knowledge, ulti-
mately assuming the demonopolisation of expert knowledge (Beck et al., 1997) and the cre-
ation of cyber communities based on shared interests. Despite the opportunities provided
by the digital sphere, transmissive pedagogy continues to dominate over truly interactive
and participative pedagogy in current communication models (Aparici & Silva, 2012).

Online participation and interaction can occur in various ways and forms. Sharing tri-
vialities is not enough to encourage a participative and truly educommunicative culture,
there must be a certain quality in the production of content by emirecs. The first type of
participation continues to be the most common, although various authors have observed
an increase in the second (Lemos & Lévy, 2010). In fact, the term “interactivity” has under-
gone its own evolution, though since the appearance of the Web 2.0 around 2004
(O’Reilly, 2005), it has been taken to mean the empowerment of users in the new
digital communication, in which they can be both senders and receivers and have the
freedom to create and invent when they communicate with their equals and/or insti-
tutions, both synchronously and asynchronously.

It is also worth mentioning that digital education is based on what theorists define as
the pedagogy of uncertainty, a Nietzschean current that opposes the pedagogy of cer-
tainty. The pedagogy of uncertainty is based on experience, while the pedagogy of
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certainty is based on the truth, a closed concept (Vignale, 2009). For this reason, there are
two ways of writing: as experience and as truth. The first does not know where it will end,
it is constantly restless and in a state of uncertainty, but the experience will be trans-
formed; the second seeks the transmission and communication of closed knowledge –
a truth. The Web 2.0 media, as social spaces of exchange and active participation,
emerge as public spaces of freedom used to construct and interpret new meanings
influenced by the individual and collective experiences of users. Meaningful learning
(Ausubel et al., 1978) is very closely connected to experience, to prior knowledge, to
the making and feeling of the “self”, and therefore, social museums have a great
chance to reinvent themselves in these spaces for the construction of shared knowledge.

To interactive pedagogy and the pedagogy of uncertainty we could add the co-crea-
tive paradigm of educommunication (Sebastian, 2019), which conceives the digital sphere
as a horizontal, participative space where rhizomatic processes of knowledge are created,
a novel aspect in the connections generated between museums and their audiences – co-
creation emerges as an essential aspect for educommunicative processes. This co-creative
paradigmmakes it possible to redefine the roles of museums in the digital sphere, moving
closer to the horizontal role of the true emirec.

5. The appearance of the social museum. Reality or fashion?

The application of the above theoretical principles to the field of culture and museums
raises the following questions: Do museum spaces still reproduce the traditional vertical
and hierarchical communicative practices on the Web 2.0 or have they evolved towards
new communication logics in which the emirec user profile actually exists?

This theoretical journey from the Web 1.0 to the Web 2.0 has witnessed how the pro-
liferation of social networks in the last decade has meant a radical change in how human
beings interact and communicate with each other (Alonzo et al., 2021). Museum spaces
were not untouched by these new communicative practices, and many of them made
the leap to the Web 2.0 space (Capriotti et al., 2016; Claes & Deltell, 2014; Losada-Díaz
& Capriotti, 2015; Vassilakis et al., 2017).

In this regard,museumshave takenadvantageof the appearanceof informationandcom-
munication technologies (ICTs) to add institutional communication to the functions they
have traditionally performed – preservation, research and socialisation (Fernández-Hernán-
dez et al., 2021). Of all the existing digital communication tools, the Web 2.0 has aroused
the most interest in cultural spaces, due to two essential factors: 1) its communicative possi-
bilities, and 2) the presence of a large part of the population in these virtual spaces.

Just like the political (Berrocal et al., 2014) and consumption (Aparici & García-Marín,
2018; Aparici & Silva, 2012) spheres have benefitted from new digital communication
channels, heritage managers have used the new communicative ecosystem to remain
an important part of society in the twenty-first century. This means that museums and
cultural centres in general have ventured to actively participate in the Web 2.0, and it
is difficult not to find these institutions on the main social media platforms (Capriotti &
Losada-Díaz, 2018; Zeler, 2021).

In 2012, Gómez talked about social museums to refer to those institutions that had
opted to become “participative, community centres – open to dialogue and interaction
– that represent progress with respect to the idea of the traditional museum” (Gómez,
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2012, p. 80). This “newmuseum” seeks to establish a horizontal dialogue with its audience,
accepting the presence of virtual visitors in the co-construction of knowledge through
their interaction and participation. The close link between the concepts of social
museum and Web 2.0 favoured the appearance of the term “museum 2.0” (Capriotti
et al., 2016; Capriotti & Losada-Díaz, 2018), used to define institutions that attempt to
expand user experience beyond the physical space of museums by using 2.0 tools, gen-
erating a space for participation that aspires to transform their context (Bellido, 2016;
Simon, 2010) and enabling their inclusion in the museum’s discourse, and initiating hori-
zontal processes of debate, negotiation and reflection, regardless of the role played.
Authors such as Giaccardi (2012) point to social networks as a place for the development
of these participatory dynamics to the point that Kidd (2014) sees it as inevitable if the
museum wants to be visible. She notes that, in line with the rhetoric of the new
museums, social networks emerge as democratic spaces of exchange where citizens
can contribute to, critique and influence cultural and political discourses; they are, in
short, sites of transparency, participation and accountability, spaces where “audiences
are, more than ever before, implicated in the practices and processes of history
‘making’: being engaged, consulted, collaborated with and, crucially perhaps, listened
to also” (Kidd, 2014, p. 41). Indeed, with the advent of web 2.0, museums have opted
to make the public experience the cornerstone of their communication, establishing
two-way relationships to obtain responses or feedback, with the aim of getting to
know the tastes and needs of their audience (Walías, 2017).

However, several authors note that the presence of museums on the Web 2.0 has been
a response to a trend in digital marketing rather than a real acceptance of the 2.0 philos-
ophy and of the approaches proposed by the new communicative ecosystem (Claes &
Deltell, 2014; Valtysson, 2022; Vassilakis et al., 2017); where museum institutions are
finding it difficult to adapt to the use of social networks from an interactive pedagogy
and under the prism of the new museology, without achieving the complete transition
towards the “visitor-centred” museum (Baker, 2016) and participatory culture (Dos-
Santos-Abad et al., 2023). In this sense, Sánchez (2015) includes in her study why and
in what way different museum institutions, such as the Brooklyn Museum, had discon-
nected from certain social networks, which supports the idea of the difficulties of
museums to consolidate themselves in the digital ecosystem.

Losada-Díaz and Capriotti (2015) reached this conclusion regarding the main Spanish
museums in Facebook, stating that “there is still a wide scope for improvement, insofar as
the capacity for dialogue of these technological tool is not being sufficiently explored”
(Losada-Díaz & Capriotti, 2015, p. 889). Claes and Deltell (2014) concluded that, despite
the great interest of museums in social networks, their spaces were still at a very early
stage in terms of the new models for managing their audiences. More recent studies,
such as the one conducted by Capriotti et al. (2016) on the level of interactivity of
museum websites, show that the levels of interaction and dialogue with users are still
quite low, with very limited use of the possibilities that social websites offer.

Even so, several authors point to 2020 as a turning point in reflection on the use
museums make of the Web 2.0 (Amorim & Teixeira, 2021; Rivero et al., 2020). In that
year, the health crisis caused by the spread of Covid-19 forced museums to refocus
their activity on social media due to their physical closure, thereby increasing their
online activity and creating content with greater educational value than before.
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6. Heritage-based cyber communities

The concept of heritage-based cyber communities – a clear evidence of the existence on
the Internet of a culture of participation motivated by an interest in heritage – arose in the
same research plane and with parallel scientific interest. The existence of these cyber
communities allows us to discuss participative and interactive online models, (self)learn-
ing communities organised around a common good, since, according to Kaplún (2002),
participation, investigation, process and self-management are required for meaningful
learning to occur.

The digital space enables us to open up new pathways for learning and approaching
society (Gabelas-Barroso & Marta-Lazo, 2020) and provides a mass and accessible channel
(Pescarin et al., 2016). It also promotes interaction between users and the creation of cyber
communities – in the strictest sense of virtual settlements and communities (Harrison,
2009), although these have now takenmultiple directions, such as the digital academic com-
munities of practice enunciated by Watrall (2019) or research cybercommunities in times of
pandemic (Alfonso, 2021) – and is even described as a space of synergy with a collaborative
focus (Marchetti et al., 2018) and of co-creation as a key element of sustainability (Rubio et al.,
2020). It should be noted that our notion of cyber community differs from “consumer” virtual
communities based on Electronic Word of Mouth (eWOM) platforms (Fernandez-Lores et al.,
2022). Heritage educommunication using social networks as a channel to approach, make
known, understand, value and enjoy heritage and, ultimately, raise society awareness
about it is essential for these actions to occur. From an educational perspective, heritage-
based cyber communities could become “learning cyber communities” – in non-formal
and informal contexts –motivated by the idea of interactive pedagogy or emergingpedago-
gies applied to the field of heritage education.

Cyber communities are closely connected to common interests, loyalty to an insti-
tution, demand for activity by users through proposals and promotion of content co-
creation, dialogue and interactions. In this interactive universe, beyond the co-construc-
tion of knowledge, Piancatelli et al. (2020) talk about the co-creation of value through
interactive and multi-sensory user experiences, and it is true that in social interaction
not only is knowledge exchanged and added, but the exchange of images, selfies
and other snapshots of heritage represents in itself the transmission and promotion
of these heritage assets. Adriaansen (2020) and Gye (2007) already identified the
value of online photographs as a multimodal resource that enables users to give signifi-
cance and meaning to assets by combining image and narration. Gye (2007) addresses
the establishment of social relationships (ways of self-expression or presentation), in
other words, a society that says “yes” to culture as a first step of raising awareness, as
the enjoyment of heritage is an essential process in heritagisation, as Fontal already
stated (2003).

This dynamics is particularly noticeable among young people, the most frequent audi-
ence of the Web 2.0, and, therefore, the promotion of social media and their educommu-
nicative options needs to be approached as an environment that arouses young people
interest and involvement. In this regard, images are essential and, according to some
studies (Collin et al., 2011; Hughes & Moscardo, 2017), posting, commenting on and
sharing photographs on social networks could favour involvement and commitment or
loyalty between users and the institution, as Martínez-Sanz and Berrocal-Gonzalo stated
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(2017). Therefore, dialogue and co-creation would be the two essential foundations to
achieve this relationship that could make up online communities.

Through social networks, all users can create and share ideas, images or thoughts glob-
ally; therefore, the sum of meanings, interpretations and perceptions of works (Villegas
et al., 2020) will create the joint value of heritage (Abeza et al., 2018). This idea of “co-con-
struction of value” is in linewith the research conducted by Suess (2018) on the socialmedia
platform Instagram as the focus of the interactive experience of visitors in a process of
exchange of meanings through the act of sharing an aesthetic experience, thoughts or
interpretations. Suess (2018) states that this act is a significant part of their experience
with museums and their works. Similaly, Carah (2014) supports the idea that images are
a way of recording experiences at cultural centres in a shared database, a way of document-
ing the experience and leaving a footprint of their visit or participation there.

Finally, in addition to this joint construction of knowledge and values, there is the joint
construction of interpretations (Hooper-Greenhill, 2000) through the idea of interpret-
ative communities based on the image of collectively constructed meanings in a
complex mediation network that is created based on information and experience; in
this case, it will be the 2.0 social structures themselves that will enable us to create
shared meanings based on individual meanings.

Some studies following a slightly more philosophical approach, such as the one con-
ducted by Hooper-Greenhill (2000), investigate the origin of the word “communication”
and find it in the words “community” and “communion”, as if communication were a
mutual communicative ritual of exchange, comradeship, participation and association.
The author focuses on the work of Giroux (1992), who discusses this kind of communi-
cation as an amalgam of a complex, unequal and “realist” culture, also mentioning the
different perspectives in the processing of knowledge, largely due to cultural experiences
that encompass desires and emotions (Hooper-Greenhill, 2000).

This view does not come from the idea of an online community that will arise from the
stability of quality educommunication in Web 2.0 spaces. In line with the interpretative
community, the joint construction of meanings is proposed based on a collaborative
form; in other words, building, as a community, a more global, complete and enriched
vision of works or assets. The author suggests revisiting Gadamer’s hermeneutic circle
(1998), which is based on a process of creation of meaning and continuous redefinition
between the whole and the object, the present and the past, simultaneously, in the form
of a dialogue that can be constantly reviewed and amended. Each person has different
levels of knowledge and, therefore, will establish newmeanings in different ways. The inter-
action of everyone, taken to the 2.0 level, will make thesemeanings overlap and interweave.

This idea of a living meaning is what cyber communities or heritage educommunica-
tion could promote through social networks. Far beyond an outdated physical moment in
a museum, the Internet is permanent, users meet there and always have the chance to
interact and get involved with these constructions that, in addition, are shaped based
on identities, history, culture and the experiences that each individual carries with them.

7. Conclusions

The Web 2.0 has thrived with the arrival of social networks, spaces that, as their name
suggests, make it possible to establish connections between users from all over the
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world, depending on factors such as familiarity, friendship, affinity and working
relationships. Fainholc (2015) states that “social networks on the Internet are a
contemporary socio-electronic phenomenon that redefine daily life in its basic forms
of communication, interaction and production of knowledge, mediated by ICTs”. In
this hyperconnected and hypermediated context, public and private institutions –
which include museums – have been forced to adapt to the social platforms used
by ordinary members of the public, connecting to their interests and motivations in
order to present themselves as more attractive, accessible, open and, ultimately,
democratic.

The results of research into Web 2.0 heritage educomunication has led us to propose a
decalogue of good practices (Table 1) that helps to optimise digital educommunicative
processes related to cultural heritage. This decalogue does not aim to be a somewhat
technical explanation of how to use social platforms based on their software architecture;
instead, it addresses how to tackle media communication through approaches that are
close to dialogical educommunication, regardless of the digital environment and the
social media in which they occur.

The dialogical educommunication that we propose in digital environments 2.0 for
museum institutions and the creation of heritage-based cyber communities through
this Decalogue (Table 1) is closely connected to the public empowerment and media edu-
cation of the civil society (Gabelas-Barroso & Marta-Lazo, 2020; Saggin & Bonin, 2017), a
line of action of UNESCO and addressed by Gozálvez and Contreras-Pulido (2013,
p. 135) when they state that “educating for media citizenship is, mutually and as we

Table 1. Decalogue of good practices for the optimisation of educational-communication processes in
social networks by museums

Keys Description

1 Having a strategic
digital
communication plan

The scientific literature reviewed has revealed that most of the museum institutions
studied did not have a plan or a roadmap to guide their communication policy in the
digital sphere (Badell, 2015). Designing and drafting said strategic communication plan
helps museums to reflect on and establish objectives and content to be covered, to plan
and prepare long-term initiatives, to analyse their target audiences and to evaluate
processes (Padua et al., 2020; Perez, 2021). At the same time, it prevents museums’
digital communication from being transitory and circumstance-driven and makes it
possible for several people to be responsible for management under the same
communication policy.

2 Continuous
promotion of
dialogue and active
interaction with
users

In order to establish a close relationship with the public, maintaining an active presence
of content creation and digital exchange. All aspects of social media management by
museums should revolve around the principles of dialogical communication (Kim et al.,
2014; Losada-Díaz & Capriotti, 2015), a key element in creating and establishing
educommunicative initiatives that will generate educational processes related to
heritage in the Internet. In this regard, if museums want to involve and gain the loyalty
of their audiences in the digital sphere, they should consider four criteria (Carpentier,
2012): a) the provision of quality content; b) the appropriate use of social platforms
depending on their possibilities and technical characteristics; c) motivating interaction;
and d) encouraging active listening – users should recognise the museum’s will to
change and improve through their comments and opinions.

Examples: “Museo Arqueológico Nacional” of Spain with its #RetoMAN proposal (Twitter
https://twitter.com/MANArqueologico), “National Gallery” in London on Instagram
(https://www.instagram.com/nationalgallery/) or “Van Gogh Museum” with
#vangoghinspires (Instagram https://www.instagram.com/vangoghmuseum/).
Similarly, the proposal launched on Twitter with the hashtag #askamuseum by “Ask a
Museum” (https://twitter.com/AskAMuseum).

(Continued )
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Table 1. Continued.
Keys Description

3 Horizontal and
democratic two-way
– bidirectional –
communication

In accordance with the dialogical educommunication posited by Freire (1973), museum
institutions should promote opportunities for dialogue and the exchange of opinions
regarding heritage, processes that redefine assets and opportunities to listen and be
listened to – active listening. Based on this premise, the roles of sender and receiver
disappear, and communication participants, or emirecs, take their place. Social
museums could promote these types of dialogue and debates about heritage by posing
questions on their platforms about the meaning of their works, their possible origin,
their alternative suggestions for their interpretation, etc. This empowers users, making
them the focus through what they already know and, ultimately, gaining their loyalty to
the cultural institution. Museums should not censure or regulate users’ comments
unless they overstep the limits of politeness and civility.

Examples: “Canadian Museum of History” (Facebook https://www.facebook.com/
CanMusHistory), “Museo Diocesano de Jaca” (Twitter https://twitter.com/museojaca) or
“Conjunto Monumental de la Alcazaba de Almería” with its proposals #trivialalcazabeño
or #AlcazabaOnline (Twitter https://twitter.com/AlcazabaAlmeria).

4 Attractive proposals
and posts

In order to generate long-term conversations, users need to get involved with the
museum and, therefore, the first step is to attract these cybernauts (Safko & Brake,
2009). To this end, social networks make it possible to create and disseminate attractive,
interesting content using a wide range of formats, including texts, emoticons,
photographs, pure visuals, images with text, audio, video, GIFs, links, etc. Museums
should use the possibilities that social media offer them in terms of formats, getting out
of their comfort zone based on their almost exclusive use of one-way resources, such as
images and texts.

Examples: “Museo del Prado” with daily videos and live feeds on Instagram (https://
www.instagram.com/museoprado/) and Facebook (https://www.facebook.com/
museonacionaldelprado), “Museo Arqueológico Nacional” of Spain (Twitter) or “Musée
du Louvre” (Twitter https://twitter.com/MuseeLouvre).

5 Gratification The uses and gratifications model proposed by Blumler and Katz (1974) and adapted for
social media conceives the media as a way of satisfying and meeting needs regarding
social interaction. Using this approach, users should have a positive experience or
exchange in their interaction with the community, so that self-management occurs
naturally as a result of the interest generated within the community. There is a need,
therefore, to create dynamics that arouse a range of motivations through the different
channels. The values and relationships or meanings that users create with museums will
depend on the immersion and participation experiences that museums provide for
them.

Examples: “CM Alcazaba de Almería” with its proposal #quedadaAlcazaba, which led to
the on-site exhibition inside the complex entitled “Las mil y una alcazabas (The
thousand and one citadels)” or “National Gallery” on Instagram where you can choose
which paintings to explain in their stories.

6 Friendly
communication

Museums’ communication attitude and tone should be empathetic to users and their
environment, with commemorative or special days marked on calendars. This aspect is
not disconnected from gratification, since the need arise in communities for a feeling of
closeness, despite geographical distance. “Being close” to others leads users towards a
more continuous interaction, thus forming heritage communities; we are talking,
therefore, about emotional resonance. The emotion manifested in users lead them
towards immersive attitudes to museums, thereby activating their participation – they
answer questions posed by the institution, explore works of art, research, etc.

Examples: “Museo de Almería” (Twitter https://twitter.com/Museo_Almeria), “Museo de
Cádiz” (Twitter https://twitter.com/MuseoCadiz) or “Museo Diocesano de Jaca”
(Twitter).

7 Inquisitive attitude Kaplún (2002) argued that the media educator should not make statements but ask
questions to create conditions that favour personal reflection, in a dialogue and not a
monologue. Using this premise, museums can use open and direct questioning as a
good linguistic mechanism to activate educommunicative processes and arouse the
interest of audiences by answering questions asked on social media. This inquisitive
attitude, where there is no closed or assumed prior knowledge, is connected to the
constructivist paradigm of learning and to the Socratic method.

Examples: “MoMA The Museum of Modern Art” (Twitter https://twitter.com/
MuseumModernArt), “Museo de Altamira” (Twitter https://twitter.com/
museodealtamira) with the interpretation of the cave paintings or “Museo de
Prehistoria de Valencia (MUPREVA)” on Twitter (https://twitter.com/muprevalencia).
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have argued, a way of empowering the public in hyper-communicated pluralistic and
democratic societies”.
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Table 1. Continued.
Keys Description

8 Evaluation of action
on platforms

All improvement processes must first begin by knowing what is being done. Evaluation is
a fundamental and decisive process in finding out what is being done and to analyse
strong and weak points, opportunities and dangers. Museums should implement
planned evaluation processes regarding their educommunicative actions on social
media (Pagano et al., 2016; Pietroni, 2019), with a wide range of options to evaluate:
from quantitative monitoring analysis to qualitative evaluation based on the comments
of online visitors, including surveys, sentiment analysis, etc.

9 Meaningful heritage The raw material that museums work with has an incalculable value; the cultural heritage
housed within their walls is the selection and sediment of culture, and, therefore it
concerns the whole community and not just museums as legal institutions. This means
accepting that heritage, regardless of who manages it, is everyone’s and for everyone.
Starting from this premise, museums should curate heritage assets based on emotions
and memory, generating ties between people and assets (Fontal, 2003). The ultimate
aim of these heritagisation processes is the raising of public awareness about heritage.

Examples: those local museums that speak from their archival collections, such as the
“Museo Diocesano de Jaca” (Facebook https://www.facebook.com/museojaca), “Heard
Museum” in Phoenix (Facebook https://www.facebook.com/HeardMuseum) or “Bytown
museum” in Ottawa on Instagram (https://www.instagram.com/bytownmuseum/) and
Facebook (https://www.facebook.com/bytown).

10 The humanised
museum

All the above results in a version that is close to the humanised museum that helps to
better understand cultural meanings and enables active dialogue that questions
audiences and talks directly to them. The aim is to achieve a transformation of
museums themselves, which are turned into participants in their own
educommunicative proposals to pave the way for a real democratic horizontality that
arouses reflections, poses challenges and asks key questions.

Examples: “MARQ Museo Arqueológico Provincial de Alicante” and its videos during the
pandemic with museum staff giving guided tours or the Canadian Museum of
Immigration for its theme and Facebook posts (https://www.facebook.com/
CanadianMuseumofImmigration).
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