Enlightening Tourism.
A Pathmaking Journal

THE PROFESSIONALIZATION PROCESS OF
CULTURAL MANAGER: AN ISOMORPHIC VIEW*

Claudio Nigro
University of Foggia (Italy)

claudio.nigro@unifq.it

Enrica lannuzzi
University of Foggia (Italy)

enrica.iannuzzi@unifq.it

Flora Cortese
Giustino Fortunato University (Italy)

f.cortese@unifortunato.eu

Petracca, Miriam
Giustino Fortunato University (Italy)

m.petracca@unifortunato.eu

" The article is the result of the joint work of the four authors. In the editing phase, sections 1 and 5 were written
by Claudio Nigro, section 2 by Enrica lannuzzi, section 4 by Flora Cortese, section 3 by Miriam Petracca.
201



ABSTRACT

The paper investigates the ‘professionalization’ process of the lItalian
cultural heritage. In particular, it aims to propose an own interpretation of
the ‘professionalization’ process, as a dissemination of ‘good’ practices,
adopting the point of view of new institutionalism theory. This theoretical
approach frames the professionalization process, and then that of
managerialization, as the material and symbolic conditioning that the
institutions have on human behavior: the professional has the ability of
government and management; through professional training will be
ensured the dissemination of the same capacity and then the ‘good’
practices. In this scenario Italian universities seem to contribute to the
dissemination of artistic-cultural heritage management practices. This
research, which has purely theoretical aims, starts from a quick reference
to the regulatory framework evolution and a synthesis of scientific debate
on the governance of cultural heritage; then, it will propose a reflection of
the role that Universities currently have in the diffusion process of
professions for the government and management of cultural heritage. In
this way, the paper links the governance of the artistic-cultural heritage
with the ‘training process’ that universities do for professionalizing human
resources. University nowadays are conducting training projects for
‘cultural manager’, sometimes anticipating the decision of Public
Administration, trying to condition them, sometimes following its strategic
directions.

KEYWORDS
Cultural heritage; Professionalization; New-institutionalism; Isomorphism;
Dissemination; Training process.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This paper investigates the ‘managerialization’ process of the Italian cultural
heritage, with particular reference to the dynamics of governance of the Italian state
museums. The inspiration comes from the large literature on the theme of
governance of cultural heritage and, moreover, from the recent reform of the Italian
museums’ system (Franceschini’s Decree).

In particular this decree, arrival point of the Italian political debate on the
museums’ governance, marked the transition from a system of governance and
management, although apparently committed to experts, to a system entrusted to
‘professionals’. In fact, the professionalization theme of human resource, intended to
the protection, preservation, and promotion, today becomes the leitmotif of the
political debate, insomuch to induce the Italian Minister Franceschini, Minister of
MIiBACT (Ministry of cultural heritage and tourism, in Italian ‘Ministero dei Beni e delle
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Attivita Culturali e del Turismo’), to declare that he will select future
directors/executives of museums organizations according to the possession of
rewarding capacity of government and management, on the basis of best practices of
governance and management found in the territory.

In this scenario, the paper will develop the following reflections:

1. What is the professionalization of the people in charge of government and
management of cultural heritage, i.e. what are the capabilities that these figures
should possess?

2. How are identified the best practices of governance and management of
cultural heritage of a country?

In this paper, which has purely theoretical aims, will be proposed an own
interpretation of the professionalization and dissemination of ‘good’ practices
process, adopting the point of view of new institutionalism. In particular, the work will
focus on those processes that belong to the field of cultural heritage, without resting
on their intrinsic scientific validity and/or more operational effectiveness. The new
institutionalism perspective see, in fact, the process of professionalization and
dissemination of practices (in this case managerial) in the research of legitimacy and
consensus in a certain area of action (organizational field), based on the processes
of homogenization of conducts and structures (institutional isomorphism) operating at
individual and organizational level. Therefore, this different lens frames those
processes as the material and symbolic conditioning that the institutions have on
human behavior: the professional has the ability of government and management;
through professional training will be ensured the dissemination of the same capacity
and then the ‘good’ practices.

In the following sections, the paper will propose a quick reference to the evolution
of the regulatory framework and a synthesis of scientific debate on the governance of
cultural heritage. After a brief reconstruction of the new institutionalism theoretical
approach, it will propose a reflection of the role that Universities currently seem to
have in the diffusion process of professionals for the government and management
of cultural heritage. The Italian University, part of the organizational field configured
by all actors concerned with the institutionalization of certain practices, seems to
move in a direction dedicated to the training needs for museum management. A

closer link between the need for specific skills addressed to the management of
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museums, as established by the Franceschini’'s Decree, and the identification of
structures and curricula appropriate is an objective which is emerging with strong
determination.

Currently the Italian Universities seems to creep in, trying to interpret, the scientific
debate, interpreting the views of the legislator regarding the managerialization and
professionalization of cultural heritage governance. Italian universities participate, as
actors of the organizational field, to the institutionalization of the new governance
structure of the Italian cultural heritage, contributing to the dissemination of its

management practices.

2. THE EVOLUTION OF THE REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

December 23™ 2014: this is the date announced to be the day of ‘great change’ in
cultural heritage sector. Minister Franceschini, current Minister of MIBACT, in that
day signed the ‘Museums Decree’. This decree, in its view, ‘revolutionizes’ the
organization and functioning of the national state museums. According to it, the
Italian museums system is composed by 20 independent museums and by a network
of 17 Regionals poles, responsible for promoting the continuous dialogue between
the various public and private museums and to create an integrated offer to the
public. The principal change of this decree, considered by Minister Franceschini as
‘revolutionary’, is the appointment of museum directors, sought among the top
experts in the field of governance and management. This is because museums, too
much limited in their potential, are reevaluated not just as places of protection and
promotion, but as places of culture. In this view the Director emerges as distinctive
element, which will be chosen trough a ‘public international selection among qualified
people in the cultural heritage sector”.

It is not the intention of the writers to give an interpretation of the ‘qualified people’
concept, much less to analyze the criteria of this selection. Rather, in this section will
be provided the guidelines that have guided the legislator over time. This has led to
the definition of the current regulatory framework, which aims to limit the action of
National state museums’ governance.

The figure below shows the three guidelines that have characterized the

intervention of the legislator over the time. This three moments mark the transition
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from a vision of museum’s governance focused, in a first period, on the protection
and preservation of cultural heritage, in a second one, on the close interdependence
between preservation and promoting, and, in a third phase, on the modernization of
the governance of the cultural heritage, where modernization is the starting point of

the process managerialization.

Figure 1 — The evolution of regulatory framework

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

1
! Legislative Decree no. 490/1999 i
: (Caonsolidated Act) 1
: Code of Cultural Heritage i
1

1
| Legislative Decree no. 42 of 22 January 2004 |
I Code of Cultural Heritage and Landscape of 2004 |

The ‘Museums Decree’ (Franceschini’s Reform, 23.12.2014)
“Organization and functioning of state museums”

Source: own elaboration.

The Code of Cultural Heritage, D.L. N° 490/1999, focuses its attention on the
‘protection’ of the cultural heritage. This decree overlaps the Law n° 1089/1938,
absorbing rules and definitions and integrating them with other fitting provision. In
particular, the Code better identify the participation of Italian Regions and local
governments to the protection and preservation of cultural heritage (art. 11) and
refers exclusively to the enjoyment of it by an elitist group of people, therefore
unconstitutional.

With the Code of Cultural Heritage and Landscape no. 42, the Legislator resolves
most of the doubts referring to the exact meaning to be given to the concept of
‘promoting’, to its boundaries, and to the differences occurring between the notion of
promoting and protection, management, and promotion of cultural heritage, that

redefines the discipline of management of the Italian cultural assets (Manfredi, 2011).
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In this Code the legislator mark the transition from the concept of ‘protection and
preservation’ of the artistic and cultural heritage to that of ‘promotion’, opening up the
political debate on several aspects:

- The Shift to the goal of increasing the value rather than merely protecting and
preserving the cultural heritage. In fact, for decades the orientation to
protection of cultural heritage was predominant, regardless of the needs,
perceptions, and preferences of consumers (Wizemann, Alberti, 2005);

- The evaluation of the action exerted by the Italian central governments, which
have: developed the concept of ‘increasing the value of cultural heritage’;
designed the new structures of corporate governance, compatible with the
public sector; set out the different responsibilities of actors involved in
increasing the value of artistic-cultural heritage of the Country; in general,
legitimating the strategic action of museums.

In an attempt to address these issues, the political debate has highlighted: the
strategic dimension of governance and management of the cultural organizations
headed by actors (public and private, simple or complex), in general directly
appointed by the central government; the role played by the actors to start
isomorphic processes of government and to adopt organizational structure and
management processes, according to the provisions of existing legislation.

The change sanctioned by the ‘new’ Code no. 42 reveals, first of all, that artistic
and cultural heritage serves the purpose of improving the standard of education and
training of the community, aiming at increasing the value of ‘human capital’ of a
country and, consequently, its potential in terms of economic development.

The concept of promotion of cultural heritage was further enriched by the
Legislator thanks to the provision of Legislative Decree no. 156/2006, where the
‘cultural heritage’ is recognized as added value for the community belonging to the
same territory. This new point of view is consistent with the Articles of Italian
Constitution no.2" and no.9", because it condemns an elitist vision in favor of a
greater enjoyment of the cultural heritage through the promotion of its collective use
and an increasing participation of citizens in the generation of new culture. “Culture
with its inherent elements of creativity and innovation is a value in itself. It has a
significant public value and contributes to the achievement of smart, sustainable, and

inclusive growth in the EU system.” (Crismani, 2013, p.43)
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The inclusion of the ‘promoting’ concept among the goals of museums
organizations and, therefore, the shift from a ‘static approach’ to a ‘dynamic
approach’ of the artistic and cultural heritage management is reflected on the
assessment of strategic and operative actions falling within the competence of
directors and executives, in charge of the adoption of an effective decision-making
process aimed at exploiting the cultural heritage.

In addition, the promotion of the artistic and cultural heritage requires significant
policies and actions in the continuity of commitment and consistency with the
guidelines provided by the central and local governments (Ministry of cultural
heritage and tourism-MiBACT, Regions and Provincial Superintendents). The
Legislator, in performing its institutional role, outlines the objectives of development,
identifies the principles, criteria and toolbox that should guide the actors accountable
for achieving the goals (Scuillo, 2010).

“The promotion would thus translate in setting the conditions that would allow an
increasing number of people to contribute to their own acknowledgement of added
value through several paths of knowledge and care of the individual and collective
memory” (Petraroia, 2010, p.148).

On the one hand, the brief analysis proposed facilitates the reconstruction of the
museums’ governance purposes but, simultaneously, it brings out its complexity. It is
clear the peculiar role considerably played by these actors (directors/executives),
responsible of museums’ management, in contributing to the protection and
preservation activities, as well as on the promotion of National cultural heritage. The
actors act in the attempt to preserve their autonomy margin and, at the same time, to
respond to the pressure coming from political actors who have contributed to their
appointment (sometimes flowing into practices of favoritism).

The analysis becomes more complex if we refer to the traits of the contemporary
political debate which draws the listener’s attention to the chronic lack of autonomy of
the Italian museums which actually limits their potential. To date, the museums
appear devoid of real autonomy and managerial qualifications and subject to the
decision-making power exercised by the central and peripheral government (e.g.

Superintendents) (Franceschini, 2014).
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3. THE MANAGERIALIZATION OF CULTURE IN THE SCIENTIFIC DEBATE

In this section the Italian reforms, mentioned before, are evaluated in the
framework of a more general international modernization process of public
administration. It should be noted that cultural heritage, in Italy, is a prerogative
(almost) exclusive of public administration. For this reason, the lItalian cultural
heritage can not be separated, nor in regulatory, operational or at the analysis level,
from the public system as a whole, and by the powerful phenomenon of
‘managerialization’ who has recently invested it (Bonini Baraldi, 2007), both nationally
and internationally.

Over the time, the management approach to the artistic and cultural heritage
moved from a ‘static approach’ (protection/preservation of heritage), to a ‘dynamic
approach’ (value creation/promotion). This resulted in a revision, sometimes only
theoretical, of the museums’ governance structures with important effects on their
organization and management. According to the management theory, in fact, the
most critical issues affecting the museums’ organizational structures are linked to the
ultra-complex governance of the Italian cultural heritage. The legislator is attempting
to reduce this complexity through the re-direction of the political debate towards the
‘modernization’ of the administration of the cultural heritage. But, since
‘modernization’ is translated in ‘managerialization’, it implies autonomy of conduct for
managers of cultural institutions that political representatives tend to deny.

In the same period in which begins the process of managerialization of public
administration were developed the paradigms of New Public Management (NPM)
(Hood 1991; Osborne & Gaebler, 1992) and of New Public Governance (NPG)
(Marcon & Russo, 2008) aimed at disseminating new ideas of management in public
sector. The NPM does not wonders about what should be the role of the State in the
management of public sector, but about the modality to achieve a good governance,
able to improve the performance of public administrative systems (Hinna &
Monteduro, 2012). For this scope were introduced the following principles: results
orientation, flexibility, autonomy, operational efficiency, accountability, output focus,
service quality, performance measurement, and management control. This paradigm

presents, according to part of literature, not few limits, considered to have introduced

208



a ‘managerial rhetoric’ without real effects in practice (Bonini & Baraldi, 2007,
Cerqueti & Montella, 2011). Therefore, there was an evolution of the New Public
Management in a New Public Governance logic, promoting those measures
designed to improve the capacity of governance of public actor (Meneguzzo, 1995;
Mercurio & Martinez, 2009).

The NPG postulates the transition “from a logic of government to a logic of
governance” (Marcon & Russo, 2008) and the conception of the public body as a
‘node’ of a network system and ‘network manager’, which have to coordinate,
stimulate, persuade, encourage (and discourage). A good governance, therefore, is
one that sees each public administration to develop its capacity to govern, perfecting
the functions, coordination and control tools, to improve the level of efficiency and
effectiveness in the public sphere, and coordinate the activities of a number of
parties, public and private (Bonollo, 2012).

Parallel to the development of these new paradigms, the scientific debate on the
governance of the museums has been enriched by business management studies,
especially after the introduction of ‘promoting the value’ concept in the regulatory
framework. This because the museums are, on the one hand, public organizations
(or joints of these) and, on the other, they are heavily dependent by funding and
events of the entire public sector (Zan, 1999). The rapid evolution of the social,
economic, legal, and institutional context, the change in the demand for culture, the
spread of information technology, the reduction of State support to the cultural sector,
and the lack of services for visitors have asked more research for new organizational
structures and management of museums, like all public services (Dainelli, 2007).

This field of study described the main features of the organization and
management of the museums according to the efficient and effective use of scarce
resources (Bagdadli, 2003; Bagdadli & Paolino, 2006; Jalla, 2000; Lord & Lord, 1997)
and linking the success of management to the improvement of economic
performance (Chirielison, 1999; Solima, 1998).

The reading of the museum’s management suggested by these studies focuses on
the role of ‘professionals of culture’ and on the related skills aimed at value creation
(Dragoni, 2005, 2010; Golinelli, 2012; Manacorda & Montella, 2014 , Montella 2006,
2009, 2012; Petraroia, 2010) in terms of the territory’s sustainability and, then, of the

cultural heritage (Russo & Segre, 2009). We believe that this discourse around the
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skills of the ‘professionals of culture’ has contributed to emphasize the shift from an
essentially ‘static’ vision of governance and management of the cultural heritage to a
‘dynamic’ vision of the same, consistent with the provisions of the Code of Cultural
Heritage and Landscape of 2004".

In particular, these paths of analysis allowed Scholars to detect several critical
factors that could have adversely affected the capacity to express the real potential of
a territory or a country with a natural vocation to the tourism. Just to mention some of
these factors: the complexity of the institutional framework that rules the dynamics of
governance of the artistic and cultural heritage; the discontinuity of public policies in
support of heritage; the inadequate forms of financing; the overlapping competencies
between different public entities, sometimes conflicting each other.

Nevertheless, most of the managerial studies, trying to propose corrective actions
to these problems, have handed to the museums sector general schemes of
interpretation, explaining them through a myopic and, at times, rhetoric language. In
fact, as stated in the premise, the scholars have mainly focused their attention to the
strategies and the ‘outputs’ of organizations seen as institution, in order to explore
the actual ‘ability to create value’ (Dragoni, 2010; Montella, 2010).

4. A BRIEF RECONSTRUCTION OF THE NEW INSTITUTIONALISM. FOCUS ON
ISOMORPHIC PROCESS

According to the new institutional perspective, the choice of organizational
solutions or the adoption of best practice of management responds to pressures to
isomorphism, a source of political power and legitimacy (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).

The neo-institutional perspective, focusing on the material and symbolic
conditioning that institutions pose against individuals and organizations, puts at the
center of its analysis the isomorphism. Through it the actors, searching legitimacy,
tend to look alike, joining institutionalized rules, often leaving aside their immediate
effectiveness.

To be clearer, it is appropriate to specify that:

- The ‘institutionalized rules’ are classifications built within the company as

typifications or shared interpretations (Berger & Luckmann, 1969). For
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example norms, moral principles, codes of conduct, procedures, and
conventions;

- The ‘research of legitimacy’ leads the organizations to obey to the pressures
of the institutional environment to demonstrate to act in an appropriate and
adequate way for the purposes evaluated positively by the community
(Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975; Meyer & Rowan, 2000); not infrequently
organizations, searching legitimacy, make efforts conflicting with the demands
of efficiency (Meyer & Rowan, 2000).

In this way organization obtains benefits from isomorphism: looking at the
competitive and institutional dynamics, a greater compliance can facilitate relations
with other organizations, increase the chances of attracting highly motivated staff,
and obtain financing. Looking at the intra-organizational relationships, the
isomorphism reduces the internal disorder, because the conformity to the legitimized
rules also solves the internal conflict on the objectives of the organization, while
maintaining the stability of the pro-tempore dominant coalition.

It is necessary to specify that when we say ‘institutional pressures’, we refer to
institutional isomorphism and, so, to ‘coercive’, ‘mimetic’ and ‘normative’ isomorphism
(DiMaggio & Powell, 2000). In particular:

- Coercive isomorphism derives from the pressures exerted on formal and
informal organizations by other organizations considered influential. These
pressures are perceived by the actors as impositions, demonstrations of force
and persuasion;

- The isomorphism is mimetic when companies, facing the uncertainty of the
environment, start spontaneously imitative processes. In this case the
imitation acts as a surrogate of certainty, that is to say “if all act in this way, it
means there is a reason”;

- The normative isomorphism is connected to the professionalization and the
role that it has in the institutionalization of the rules. Formal education creates
professionals for a certain position, ‘interchangeable’ for way of thinking,
acting, and schemes to meet.

Compared to these processes, Universities and professional training institutions

have a crucial role in the development of new skills related to the themes of the
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efficient and effective use of scarce resources, the promotion of cultural heritage, the
sustainability of the territory, etc.

The search for legitimacy is the basis of the homogenization process for all types
of institutional isomorphism. In the coercive isomorphism the organization must
comply with the imperatives of the environment; on the contrary, it excludes itself
from the competitive environment.

In the mimetic isomorphism, uncertainty is an important factor that encourages
imitation. When the competitiveness conditions are unclear, it may happen that
organizations model themselves to the other organizations to avoid the risk of ‘ being
wrong’.

In the normative isomorphism, to appear professional, actors are called to conform
their behavior to institutionalized rules this produce a normative and symbolic
framework for the category. The compliance with this framework makes the actors
‘rational’, legitimizing their act. The adoption of a ‘deviant’ behavior creates
conditions for the failure of themselves and the organization. Membership of
professional associations of manager is undoubtedly the cause of the spread of
practices considered legitimate, but not necessarily effective (Goshal, 2005).

The early new institutionalism, however, have not provided only a classification of
institutional pressures, caring also the study of the transmission of the rules in the
network of organization’s relationships. The reasons are identified by Meyer &
Rowan in the ‘rationalized myths’, bearers of beliefs and practices socially approved,
because they are believed to be rationally effective or to have a legal basis. The
professions were raised to rationalized myths as it is believed they check a series of
behaviors and effects, through the requirements of the role and expectations of the
company (Meyer & Rowan, 2000). The myth of the profession then becomes an
instrument of external evaluation of its performance. The spread of the myths is a
consequence: if an organization has to adopt certain technologies, is essential to
train people for that purpose; training, in a vicious circle, leads firms to organize
themselves according to the institutionalized rules, the control of certain
institutionalized rules asks the law to intervene on the same, and so on.

For Powell & DiMaggio the reason of homogenization has to be found in
‘organizational fields. The concept of ‘organizational field’ does not refer to any

geographical area. Rather it is configured because of the relational dynamics that are
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developed in it. The literature describes it as a recognized area of institutional life that
carries out action of standardization and control on organization’s action, exerting
pressure so that they conform to shared standards of performance (isomorphism).
These standards find their legitimacy in being adopted over time, rather than in their
own rationality (DiMaggio, Powell, 1983; Camuffo, Cappellari, 1996; Scott, 1998;
DiMaggio PJ, Powell WW, 2000; G. Bonazzi, 2002; Greenwood, Oliver, Sahlin,
Suddaby, 2008), directing the operation of social organizations inserted in
institutionalized contexts, limiting de facto the behaviors alternative. At the
organizational fields belong all the actors that even indirectly contribute to define
certain standards in management, technology, research and new product
development, human resource management, personnel policy.

Another issue to be considered is the effect of institutional pressures on
organizations. In the same time Zucker focused her attention on the effect of
institutional pressures on organizations (DiMaggio & Power, 2000). She argues that
the processes of institutionalization have different force in preserving and transmitting
certain cultural content: the more an institutionalized act shows high degree of
formality and solemnity, the more effective and lasting will be the transmission of its
cultural content and less freedom will be left to the parties in breaking and rebuilding
the framework of rules and standards. The exogenous shocks that interrupt the
process of reproduction of institutionalized patterns, enabling change, can be
identified as opportunities to be exploited for the recovery of margins of maneuver by
actors. It can be said, therefore, that the margins of intervention on the institutional
framework are a function of the degree of ‘cultural persistence’. This means that
some organizations respond to external pressures faster than other, becoming
homogeneous more quickly, while others change only after a long period of
resistance.

In the outlined scenario, the dynamics of professionalization and diffusion of
managerial practices in government and management of cultural heritage must be
addressed in the processes of social legitimacy and institutional isomorphism known
as processes, rather than be understood through the analysis of the elements of
intrinsic technical rationality (DiMaggio, Powell, 1983). In particular, we refer to the
processes of normative isomorphism, through which there is spread of professional

standards and procedures on organizational characteristics. The higher is the degree
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of institutionalization of such standards, due to the spread in the field of management
practice as well as the influence of the relevant professional groups, more and more

actors will conform to these standards, adopting legitimized practices.

D. ‘MODERNIZATION’ OF CULTURAL MANAGEMENT VERSUS
‘PROFESSIONALIZATION' OF EXPERTS

The evolution of the regulatory framework allow us to see the legislator's
rediscovered attention for museums’ autonomy and, at the same time, for the
responsibility of management (Director/Executive). The Museum’s Decree, recently
emanated, recognize the necessity to start a managerialization process of cultural
heritage and a professionalization of experts aimed at management and governance.
The reference is to the process of professionalization and managerialization of the
scientific debate, although with a limit of proposing the ‘myopic’ extension of the
managerial principles of enterprise to the management of cultural heritage and, so, to
the museums organizations.

The managerialization process, according to the new institutional views, is the
rationalized myth of modernization’s culture. The -culture’s spread require a
rediscovery of ‘modernity’, where modernity stands for the adoption, by the
organization aimed at protect and promote the National cultural heritage, of a ‘new’
modality of management. Therefore, there is a need to identify the managerial
professionalism. This not just for the development of technical and administrative
requirements, but that adopt an approach to governance and management that cover
all the decisions, up to include the identification of governance and the development
of financial policies in support of cultural mission and its strategic and operational
actions.

According to supporters of the ‘modernization’ process of the Italian cultural
system, the introduction and subsequent expansion of the concept of promotion and
the endorsement conceded by the Legislator and other institutional actors involved in
the governance of the lItalian artistic and cultural heritage, do not find comfort in the
skills of the so called ‘professional of culture’ to the Principle of State-Regions
subsidiarity. “Lack of professionals for museums, inadequate forms of governance,

expenses that are focused only on guaranteeing the survival of museums and not on
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their development, seem to contrast with the basis of the subsidiarity principle”
(Farneti et al., 2011).

Hence, the ‘managerialization’ and, therefore, the ‘professionalization’ of human
resources themes involved at all levels of governance. The latter, intended to the
protection, preservation, and promotion, today becomes the leitmotif of the political
debate, insomuch to induce the same Minister of MIBACT, Franceschini, to declare
that he will select future directors/executives of museums organizations according to
the possession of rewarding capacity of government and management, on the basis
of best practices of governance and management found in the territory.

The professionalization theme, and so that of education of ‘custodian-manager’,
becomes the central item of the recent institutional and scientific debate.

Coherently with the new institutional perspective, with particular reference to the
role of the isomorphic dynamics in the institutionalization process of ‘good’ and ‘new’
management and governance practices, the professionalization is close related to
the process of formal education. This could ensure the achievement of working
standards of museums (not only related to its financial structure), with particular
reference to innovation in the method of museums conducts.

The strategic objective of this actors becomes the plan for training goals able to
make available on market, as soon as possible, a professional figure who meets the
requirements of the director/executive manager. These training circuits will help to
“create a group of people almost interchangeable, occupying similar positions in a
number of organizations and have an orientation and a way of thinking so similar as
to counteract the weight - otherwise decisive - of differences of tradition and control
systems between the individual organizations” (Spagnoletti, 2011, p. 31).

This implies that the stronger will be the commitment of the training institutions in
the direction of creating professional profiles, consistent with their political center, the
greater will be the homogenization of capacity and skills possessed by actors trained
for the purpose. Therefore, the quicker will be the process of professionalization of
cultural managers, the faster will be the process of dissemination of new

management models.
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6. CONCLUSION AND NEW RESEARCH PERSPECTIVES

The reflections proposed in this study raise the following questions: ‘What is the
real role played by universities and training institutions in the process of diffusion of
‘good’ management practices?’; ‘Is it possible, in Italy, to find a training process that
evolves together with the evolution of the regulatory framework? Is it consistent to
support that training institutions, fist of all public Universities, de facto, contribute to
the spread of such managerial practices in the field of cultural heritage? And,
according with the new institutionalism’s view, could it be argued that these actors
contribute, or have contributed, to the institutionalization of the same practices,
participating, albeit unintentionally, to the configuration of the current framework?’

Not entering into the merits of the real opportunities offered by the processes of
professional training, the research team is currently attempting to give answer to this
questions proposed. For this reason, it is currently conducting an on-field study to
explore the role that universities have in the institutionalization process of the art and
culture managerial practices. In particular, the research objective is to find and to
analyze the presence of training courses (1° and 2° level Master) offered by the
Italian State Universities, exclusively and/or in collaboration with third parties, aimed
at the creation of managerial profiles suitable to the government and management of
cultural heritage (as well as by Franceschini Museums’ Decree).

Coherently with the theoretical framework proposed, this investigation is qualitative
and uses the technique of content analysis (Berelson, 1952) to analyze the titles of
masters activated by Italian universities. The aim is to detect the recurring keywords
in titles that belong to the professionalization in the artistic-cultural sector. From the
research we expect to find an active role promoted by the University in the process of
institutionalization of the ‘management of culture’.

It's necessary to underline that research is consistent with the theoretical approach
that needs a research’s methodology based on the contexts exploration. The
research hypotheses will not given ‘a priori’ and, then, will be ‘validated’ on-field;
rather, the study will begins with a ‘rough guide’ and, then, the assumptions will be
sought in the concrete field of action; the research’'s field will leads to the

improvement / redefinition of the same assumptions.
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