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Abstract
The aim of the research is the investigation of the 

essential theoretical aspects of smart culture management. 
The article formulates the theoretical construct of smart 
culture management by combining cultural management 
and management concepts, closely linking cultural 
management with the implementation of cultural policy 
and seeing the specifics of smart cultural management.

Qualitative analysis was performed of theoretical 
sources of foreign countries and Lithuania. Also, a 
comparative analysis of different concepts was carried 
out, highlighting similarities and differences of concepts 
(in order to discern correlations between them).

Five groups of cultural management concepts are 
distinguished: cultural management as specific mana
gement in art and culture; cultural management as a 
phenomenon, process reflecting the formation and imple
mentation of cultural policy; cultural management as 
an institution management; cultural management as a 
profession and academic discipline; cultural management 
as leadershipbased management. Theoretical analysis of 
the phenomenon of smartness in cultural management 
allowed us to distinguish six dimensions of smartness: 
strategic, creative development, harmonization of interests 
in the cultural sector, empowered cultural sector parties, 
the harmony of intellectual and technological capital, the 
culture of shared value creation. 

Exploring the urban cultural field situation, using 
a model that reflects the 6 dimensions of smart culture 
management and 18 qualities of a smart social system, 
will highlight the strengths and weaknesses of the cultural 
field. By analyzing the weaknesses, the researchers will 
be able to make recommendations on how to improve the 
current situation. Improving the cultural field at the local 
level will significantly increase the quality of cultural 
services provided to the population.

In future research, it is planned to apply the 
theoretical model of smart culture management to the 
analysis of situation analysis in the selected city. Analysis 
based on this theoretical model can also be performed at 

the state level, thus providing a comprehensive view of 
the cultural field situation.

Keywords: culture, cultural management, smart
ness, smart cultural management, smart social system.

Introduction
The national culture of the country is the 

foundation of the state. A country that seeks to 
preserve its national  cultural identity gives a 
particular emphasis on smart cultural policy mana
gement. Although the concept of smartness was 
introduced at the end of the last century, in the 
context of cultural management, this concept has 
come into use quite recently.

The actuality. Smart cultural management is 
a multidimensional phenomenon, first and foremost 
embracing the phenomenon of smartness, which is 
perceived as a fundamental qualitative value of a 
smart social system. According to Jucevičienė and 
Jucevičius (2014), “Smartness is the ability to adapt 
quickly and creatively to changing environmental 
conditions by making appropriate decisions and 
using them to achieve the end goal.” Flexibility and 
the ability to adapt to market conditions in the face 
of constant change and globalization processes are 
of paramount importance to the ongoing cultural 
policy. The emergence of the concept of smartness 
in cultural management forces us to think about 
the uniqueness and novelty of policy making 
and implementation in this field. Smart cultural 
management is based on smart management, which 
is just beginning to take root. Smart governance, as 
the newest branch of the model of public governance, 
has emerged quite recently, but its application, though 
limited, can already be seen in the analysis of how 
cultural policy is shaped, managed and implemented 
by different levels of public administration and 
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their subordinate cultural institutions. According 
to Gaulė (2014), “Smart Public Governance is a 
governance model characterized by stakeholder 
engagement and networking, whereby timely and 
complex information is made through appropriate 
rational decisions, structures and processes for 
their implementation, technologies and tools, and 
pooling and capacity building, and resources to 
create sustainable public value.” Smart cultural 
management is also based on smart cultural policy 
management.

Smart cultural policy management is 
influenced by external and internal factors, which are 
understood as social, legal, economic and political 
factors. The influence of the international cultural 
space on national culture is particularly evident in 
the rapid globalization processes. Pauliukevičiūtė 
and Raipa (2009) also emphasize the influence of the 
international cultural space, stating: “The integration 
into the space of international organizations as the EU 
creates new challenges in the preservation of national 
cultural identity by trying to position the state as a 
country fostering open cultural dialogue and creative 
expression.” European Union strategic papers and 
other strategic European level legislation highlight 
cultural policy guidelines that have a significant 
impact on the formulation of strategic documents 
at national and local level. These strategic pieces of 
legislation highlight the importance of preserving 
national identity in promoting and developing 
cultural ties between countries. The importance of 
named actions is seen as integral to smart cultural 
management.

Although the cultural policy is considered 
to be one of the branches of politics, the cultural 
phenomenon itself is a very complex and multi
faceted process. In the field of culture, according 
to Pauliukevičiūtė and Raipa (2009), it is difficult 
to “select appropriate and most appropriate forms 
of administration, to identify the most important 
problems in the field and to set priorities.” This 
approach to cultural policy management revealed 
by the authors suggests that smart cultural policy 
management is also a complex multidimensional 
process that is affected by various objective and 
subjective environmental factors. In the cultural 
field, as in other areas of policy making, there are 
different interest groups with different views and 
aspirations on the same issues of smart cultural 
management. Conflicts often arise between these 
interest groups. The reconciliation of the different 
views of interest groups by consensus is becoming 
a formulated cultural policy, where more and more 
manifestations of smart cultural management can be 
seen.

The problem of research. The phenomenon 
of culture is changing in the course of rapid 
globalization processes, sociological changes 
in society, and at the same time, the conceptual 
definitions of cultural management are changing. 
The conceptual definitions of cultural management 
presented by researchers are different and each of 
them gives new meanings, expanding the concept 
of cultural management. The diversity of cultural 
management concepts is the subject of much debate. 
These discussions inspired the researcher’s problem 
of how to group concepts and create a systematic 
model of cultural management concepts and a model 
of intelligent cultural management.

The object of research is smart cultural 
management.

The goal of research is the investigation of 
the essential theoretical aspects of smart cultural 
management.

Investigation of the problem in the scientific 
literature. The following authors analyze the 
expressions of smartness in cultural management: 
Pauliukevičiūtė and Jucevičius (2016), Lee and 
Brosziewski (2009), Vaitkevičiūtė (2001), Žaidytė 
(2008), Kuizinienė (2011), Gray, 2007, Raipa and 
Pauliukevičiūtė 2009, Klamer (2011), Mangset 
(2009), Sareika (2008), Rauhe (2004), Richter 
(2004), Moon (2011), Schmitt (2011), Shapiro 
(2004), Devereaux (2009), Cuyler (2014), Maloney 
(2013), DragiševičŠešic (2008), Martin (2010), and 
Varela (2013).

Research methods. Qualitative analysis of 
scientific literature and comparative analysis of 
different concepts.

Theoretical framework
Cultural management concepts

This article seeks to highlight the cultural 
position, according to Vaitkevičiūtė (2001), as “a 
specific social system that describes the level of 
development of society and guarantees the creation, 
use and transmission of material and spiritual 
values.” The cultural sphere, as one of the spheres of 
public life, is perceived as a kind of social system, 
which is an integral part of the civic community, an 
integral part of the society, which shows the level of 
development of society as a smart social system.

In order to solve the problems of today’s 
governance processes, a governance model is needed 
that would help states and their selfgovernment to 
operate efficiently and quickly, to adapt to rapidly 
changing environmental conditions, to facilitate 
integrated decisions involving stakeholders in the 
decisionmaking process. Most problems require 
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the active involvement of the social partners, based 
on cooperation between government and business 
organizations, and public involvement (Tollefson, 
Zito, and Gale, 2012). Therefore, according to Gaulė 
(2014) “<...> the system of public administration 
must become a smart system. <...> A smart 
management system ensures timely and efficient 
resolution of complex problems in conditions of 
high complexity, uncertainty and instability”.

The phenomena and concepts of cultural 
management and cultural policy maintain close 
links. As Žaidytė (2007) puts it, “when trying to 
define cultural management, it often involves the 
interpretation of phenomena at its practical level, 
which can be abstracted to the universal definition 
of cultural management.” Based on the approach 
presented by this author to cultural management, 
the practical level of this branch of management 
emerges, which forms the basis of cultural policy 
guidelines and principles of action when solving 
cultural problems. The author emphasizes that 
abstraction of the multifaceted nature of the cultural 
board purifies the definition of cultural management. 
According to Kuizinienė (2011), there is a noticeable 
change in the definition of culture and changes in 
links with other areas of functioning of society. 
These changes among scholars have sparked debate 
about the specifics of the content and purpose of a 
cultural phenomenon. It is important to emphasize 
that the countries of the Eastern European region 
have become convinced and enthusiastic about 
introducing cultural industries into the country’s 
culture. According to Kuizinienė (2011), the rapid 
and sometimes imprudent introduction of industries 
in the field of culture poses a serious risk of losing 
“strong positions in professional culture” even 
though opening up “new competitive prospects”. 
It can be argued that the approach presented by the 
author towards the irresponsible implementation of 
creative industries encourages cultural politicians to 

think about preserving the role of the national culture 
without losing national identity.

Pauliukevičiūtė and Jucevičius (2017) 
classify cultural management concepts according to 
differences in interpretations of cultural policy into 
the following target groups: concepts emphasizing 
socalled “cultural planning”; concepts emphasizing 
“arts policy”; concepts emphasizing “creative 
cities”.

It is appropriate to briefly review these 
three groups of management concepts and their 
peculiarities. A group of concepts emphasizing so
called “cultural planning” highlights the importance 
of longterm development from a perspective of 
cultural policymaking traditions, national and 
regional cultural potential and uniqueness, and 
community expectations (Pauliukevičiūtė and 
Raipa, 2009). The group of concepts emphasizing 
“art policy”, emphasizing the longterm perspective, 
emphasizes the various fields of art and aims 
to ensure the best possible conditions for the 
creation, preservation and promotion of art. This 
group focuses on educating smart citizens, current 
and future art fans and buyers. The third group of 
concepts emphasizing “creative cities” highlights 
local governance in a longterm perspective focusing 
on the cultural uniqueness of cities. It is important 
to note that the authors emphasize the development 
of the cultural uniqueness of the city viewed from 
an economic perspective, i.e. this development must 
contribute to the economic development of the city 
(Pauliukevičiūtė and Raipa, 2014).

When applying cultural management to 
a smart social system and the national level of 
government, great importance is attached to the 
cultural policy model prevailing in the country. On 
the basis of the ideas expressed by various authors 
about cultural policy, it can be stated that the cultural 
policy of a country must be perceived as a long
term, systematic and constantly improving process.
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Table 1 
Theoretical definitions of cultural management

Feature Concept Source

Cultural 
management 
as specific 

management in 
the field of art 

and culture

Cultural management is perceived as a process by which managers initiate, develop 
and control cultural processes in the field of culture. The planning, organization 
and implementation of various cultural programs and projects are involved in the 
implementation of these actions. Cultural management is becoming a catalyst for 
opening up new dimensions of the potential of the arts.

Rauhe and 
Demmer (2004)

Cultural management is a phenomenon that reflects the interdependence of culture 
and economy, modern management functions that ensure economic, organizational, 
communicative prerequisites for culture and art. Cultural management enables the 
development of artistic expression.

Richter (2004)

Cultural 
management as 
a phenomenon, 

process 
reflecting the 
formation and 

implementation 
of cultural 

policy

Cultural management is “the cultural policy of a government, whether directly 
or indirectly involved in the promotion and management of programs of cultural 
organizations operating in specific geographical areas with unique financial and 
administrative mechanisms.”

Moon (2011)

Cultural management is the “representation of historicalcultural management 
practices.” Shapiro (2004)

Cultural Management is “the subject of social sciences and humanities, the 
management of culture, encompassing different approaches to governance, based 
on the social sciences, and encompassing different approaches to the study of the 
phenomenon and the subject of culture.”

Schmitt (2011)

Cultural 
management 

as institutional 
management

“Cultural management involves the process of formulating and implementing 
a state strategy in the field of culture, with a greater focus on the successful 
implementation of an existing sectoral strategic development document.”

Pauliukevičiūtė 
and Jucevičius 

(2017)
“Competent cultural management is the art of realistically anticipating and realizing 
meaningful opportunities through the organization and meaningful development of 
a cultural institution or cultural project.”

Pauliukevičiūtė 
andRaipa 

(2009)
“Cultural management implies the professional behavior of the cultural sector, the 
societal aspect of the activity, the benefits to society, and the practical leadership of 
cultural sector organizations.”

Devereaux 
(2009)

Cultural Management is certain management actions that help to realistically 
anticipate and realize meaningful opportunities when organizing a cultural 
institution or cultural project, thereby ensuring their successful development.

Bendixen 
(2008)

Cultural 
management 

as a profession 
and academic 

discipline

“Cultural management is a complex interdisciplinary field consisting of precision, 
communication, social sciences, cultural studies, and arts.

Kuizinienė 
(2011)

It is desirable that cultural management should be understood as an academic 
discipline or a global profession, the existence of which is based on the management 
of the arts and does not merely reflect “soft” politics but is a wideranging field of 
research and practice.

Cuyler (2014)

cultural 
management 
as leadership 

based 
management

Cultural management is a combination of competences and abilities, perceived as 
the ability to manage urban cultural policies through image marketing and through 
urban marketing, the knowledge of how to strategically use political and economic 
interests.

Dragiševič
Šešic (2008)

Cultural management is a phenomenon reflecting unique leadership in the field 
of culture, the necessity of which is confirmed by academic studies of cultural 
management, various curricula, perceived as a combination of strategic and 
managerial competences that implies knowledge of the cultural sector.

Varela (2013)

Source: adapted from Pauliukevičiūtė and Jucevičius (2017)

Table 1 analyzes the diversity of cultural 
management concepts. Each of the concepts 
presented added some new aspects to the concept in 
the field of cultural management. Table 1 chooses 
to group cultural management concepts based on 
the differentiation of Pauliukevičiūtė and Jucevičius 
(2017) into five groups: 1) cultural management 
as specific management in the field of art and 

culture; 2) cultural management as a phenomenon, 
process reflecting the formation and implementation 
of cultural policy; 3) cultural management as 
institutional management; 4) cultural management 
as a profession and academic discipline; 5) cultural 
management as leadershipbased management.

The first group of cultural management 
concepts is distinguished by a criterion that is 
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designated as specific management in the field 
of culture and art. The functioning of cultural 
management is based on planning, organizing, 
directing and controlling activities. Emphasizing the 
distinction of criterion, the uniqueness of cultural 
and artistic management is conditioned by Rauhe’s 
(2004) approach to cultural management: “cultural 
management becomes a catalyst that opens up new 
dimensions of artistic potential development.” In 
other words, cultural management opens up new, 
wider opportunities for the development of the arts. 
The author emphasizes that in order to facilitate 
the development of culture and arts, “the planning, 
organization and implementation of various cultural 
programs and projects are involved.” Richter (2004) 
highlights another aspect of cultural management by 
stating that “cultural management is an economic 
interdependence.” From the author’s point of view, 
it can be argued that unique, cultural and artistic 
management sets high standards that underlie the 
close interconnections between culture and the 
economy. In the field of art based on the principles of 
cultural management, artists are encouraged to create 
and promote their artistic and cultural production in 
their country and abroad.

The second group of cultural management 
concepts is distinguished by the criterion, which 
is designated as a phenomenon, process, reflecting 
the formulation and implementation of cultural 
policy. This group of cultural management concepts 
emphasizes management approaches and processes 
in the cultural field at the state, governmental level. 
According to Moon (2001), cultural management 
can be understood as “the cultural policy of a 
government of a country, its direct or indirect 
involvement in the promotion and administration 
of cultural organizations.” The purposeful setting 
of governmentlevel cultural policy guidelines, 
the preparation of the nationallevel program, 
flexibly taking into account the country’s cultural 
sector’s current developments and development 
opportunities, shape the successful development 
of culture as a smart culture. According to 
Shapiro (2004), “representing culturalhistorical 
management practices” is equally important for 
cultural development in the country. This author 
highlights a very important component of cultural 
management, emphasizing that the historical basis of 
cultural sector management plays a very important 
role in the country’s cultural development. Equally 
important is the historical consistency of governance 
that forms a coherent, systematic policy in the field. 
Schmitt (2011) emphasizes another important 
feature of this group of cultural management 
concepts, emphasizing that the scientific and 

research side, which significantly contributes to the 
solution of the problems of the cultural sector and 
the implementation of innovations, is crucial for 
cultural management.

The third group of cultural management 
concepts focuses on institutional management. 
According to Bendixen (2008), the management 
of cultural institutions is “certain management 
actions that help to realistically anticipate and 
realize meaningful opportunities in the organization 
of a cultural institution.” Cultural management 
is an integral part of the successful development 
of institutions in the cultural sector. Devereaux 
(2009) emphasizes that cultural management is 
“management by implicating professional behavior 
in the cultural sector” and “practical leadership 
in cultural sector organizations.” The author also 
emphasizes the importance of practical leadership, 
based on management principles for cultural sector 
institutions. Only a wellmanaged, consistent 
operating policy can allow the institution to adapt 
flexibly to the cultural sector exposed to market 
conditions. Pauliukevičiūtė and Jucevičius (2017) 
highlight the importance of strategic planning 
in cultural management by stating that “cultural 
management involves the processes of forming and 
implementing the state strategy in the field of culture.” 
From a strategic point of view, cultural management 
highlights the importance of this process, from the 
formulation of strategic policies, the preparation of 
a document to the implementation of the policies 
outlined in this document. Pauliukevičiūtė and Raipa 
(2009) add another feature to the concept of cultural 
management as institution management, which 
is called “management is the art of realistically 
anticipating and implementing meaningful 
opportunities in organizing a cultural institution.” 
This author highlights the peculiarity of cultural 
management in predicting certain opportunities 
in the cultural sector and, after identifying them, 
looking for ways to implement them.

The fourth group of cultural management 
concepts emphasizes the prism of cultural 
management as a professional, academic discipline. 
Kuizinienė (2011) states that “cultural management 
is a complex interdisciplinary field consisting of 
fundamental, communication, social sciences, 
cultural studies, arts.” The author’s approach to 
cultural management is unique in that it highlights 
the multidisciplinary nature in the field of cultural 
management. The presented approach concludes 
that cultural management is a confluence of certain 
sciences, which operates in the exact fields of science, 
communication, social or other sciences. Cuyler 
(2014) emphasizes: “it is desirable that cultural 
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management should be understood as an academic 
discipline or a global profession.” This author 
introduces the concept of the global profession into 
the concept of cultural management and concludes 

that cultural management is multidimensional in 
professional terms, consisting of several professional 
disciplines and covering a wide range of contexts.

	

CULTURE 
MANAGEMENT 

Professional, academic 
discipline 

Intellectual 
capital 

Based on leadership 

Innovativeness, 
knowledge of the 

field 

Specific management in 
the field of culture and 

art 

Culture and economics 
correlation 

Institutional 
management 

Network-based 
management 

Process reflecting the 
formulation and 

implementation of cultural 
policy 

Collaborative 
interaction 

SMART CULTURE 
GOVERNING 

Fig. 1. Groups of cultural management concepts and their specifics 
Source: created by the author

The fifth group of cultural management 
concepts highlights the characteristics of cultural 
management based on leadership. Varela (2013) 
sees cultural management as a unique reflection of 
cultural leadership. Cultural leadership is understood 
as a set of competences acquired by an individual 
or institution, which helps not only to deepen the 
knowledge of the cultural sector but also to adapt to 
the constantly evolving field of cultural institutions. 
Leadershipbased cultural institution development 
contributes to cultural institutions becoming part 
of the smart culture field. DragiševičŠešic (2008) 
highlights the field of cultural management  urban 
marketing, which manifests itself in the field of 
culture through its ability to present its cultural
historical uniqueness as an advantage in the 

development of the city. With the potential of the 
city’s cultural uniqueness, it is possible to see the 
attractiveness of the city as having a distinct identity.

Figure 1 illustrates the groups of cultural 
management concepts in question by combining 
them into a unified system. Five areas of cultural 
management that are complementary are highlighted. 
From the five groups of cultural management 
concepts presented, the specific branches emerging 
highlight the fundamental differences. The field of 
smart culture management is depicted in the diagram 
as a whole, encompassing all branches of cultural 
management and their theoretical approaches. 
In order to develop a model of smart culture 
management, each component of this model must 
work in harmony with the other components.
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Dimensions and quality of smart cultural 
management

Pauliukevičiūtė and Jucevičius (2017) provid
ed the following definition of intelligent culture 
management: “Intelligent cultural management 
at the state level can be understood as a system of 
management actions that enable the socialcultural 
sector system to operate efficiently and productively 
in a highly complex dynamic environment, leveraging 
the internal and environmental intellectual capital 
and other resources of this system, and being able 
to turn challenges into realities.” These authors 
emphasize that smartness in the cultural sector 
manifests itself in the ability of cultural policy
makers and practitioners to act in a systematic, 
coherent and adaptable manner in a constantly 
changing environment. It is emphasized that 
operating in a dynamic environment, applying the 
most appropriate methods for cultural management, 
is based on the smart and efficient use of intellectual 
capital and other resources.

Having reviewed the peculiarities of cultural 
management concept clusters, which are perceived 
as an integral part of smart cultural management, it 
is appropriate to examine the dimensions of smart 
cultural management that broaden and highlight 
the importance of the smart construct in cultural 
management. Pauliukevičiūtė and Jucevičius (2017) 
highlight six dimensions of cultural management 
smartness: 1) strategic, 2) creative development, 3) 
agreed interests in the cultural sector, 4) empowered 
cultural sector parties, 5) harmony of intellectual and 
technological capital, 6) the culture of shared value 
creation.

The authors highlight the correlations between 
the dimensions of smartness in cultural management 
and those of the smart social system. Each dimension 
of smart culture management has certain qualities of 
a smart social system. According to Pauliukevičiūtė 
and Jucevičius (2017), a smart social system can be 
perceived as “able to find unique solutions important 
for its development, which would help to evaluate 
processes and tendencies in its external environment, 
to use internal and external resources in the best way 
to meet the needs of system stakeholders.”

The first dimension of intelligent cultural 
management highlighted by the authors is stra-
tegicity. This dimension is based on the three qua
lities of a smart social system: insight, knowledge, 
learning. According to Pauliukevičiūtė and Juce
vičius (2016), “Strategic expression occurs when 
atypical, successful processes or solutions that 
initiate and create longterm processes of change 
are seen in cultural management processes; it is not 
a continuous cyclic function of strategic analysis, 

strategy formulation and implementation by the 
state, but the exercise of this function as a result 
of a greater adaptation to and response to changes 
in the external environment, a strategic change in 
cultural management.” The strategic dimension in 
cultural management is highlighted by authors as 
an ongoing process, involving all stages of strategy 
development, implementation that responds to the 
public’s needs, and, of course, special attention to 
strategy flexibility, adaptability to everchanging 
external environment factors are inevitable and 
dynamic in perspective.

The second dimension of intelligent cultural 
management, which is highlighted by Pauliukevičiūtė 
and Jucevičius (2017), is creative development. They 
also distinguish between the three qualities of the 
social system that underlie the creativity dimension: 
dynamism, innovation, awareness. According to 
Baltrėnas, Baltrėnaitė and Kačerauskas (2015), 
the concept of creative development emphasizes 
the possibility of developing creativity. The joint 
approach of these three authors to the development 
of creativity confirms that creativity is, in a sense, 
a continuous path of development, which develops 
the ability to open up new opportunities for the 
development and improvement of activities. 
Vaičiūnienė and Mažeikienė (2014) state that “All 
ever formed groups of people or communities 
united by different interests originate from people’s 
creations and creativity, sharing of information and 
knowledge, various physical forms of expression of 
feelings and emotions, verbal and symbolic works. 
Even the smallest innovations have always led to a 
change in social life.” Based on the authors’ view 
of the influence of creativity on the development 
of society, it can be argued that the creativity 
dimension is a very broadspectrum dimension with 
a significant impact on change. This change should 
be seen as an endeavor to constantly innovate, to 
introduce innovations that would contribute to the 
improvement of public welfare. This dimension is 
aptly summed up by Pauliukevičiūtė and Jucevičius’s 
(2018) concept of creative development: “Creative 
development is a process which tolerates diversity, 
mediating successful relations between cultural 
sector actors, creating added cultural and social 
value in the sector itself.”

The third dimension of smart culture mana
gement, highlighted by Pauliukevičiūtė and 
Jucevičius (2017), is the harmonization of inte-
rests in the cultural sector. These authors 
distinguish between these qualities of the social 
system, which are perceived as an integral part of 
this dimension: insight, coherence, networking. 
Bučinskas, Raipa and Pauliukevičiūtė (2010) 
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argue that “reconciliation of interests is perceived 
as a multidimensional process that involves many 
challenges that are not always foreseeable ex ante.” 
Within the cultural sphere of activity, there are 
quite a large number of representatives of different 
levels of institutions, individuals, whose interests 
differ from many perspectives. This dimension is 
crucial in that it encourages the reconciliation of 
the views and opinions of different interest groups 
in order to reach a common consensus, in order to 
create the possibility of working together to achieve 
common goals. Insightful balancing of interests is 
characterized by the ability to look ahead, anticipate 
potential problems, incompatibilities, react in a 
timely manner and resolve issues that may arise, in 
order to avoid the potential for consensusbuilding 
problems in the future.

The fourth dimension of smart culture 
management, highlighted by Pauliukevičiūtė and 
Jucevičius (2017), is the empowered cultural sector 
actors. This dimension of smart culture management 
is based on the following qualities of the social 
system: learning, networking, digitalization. This 
dimension brings to life another skill of smart culture 
management – to enable cultural institutions to 
systematically, successfully operate and continuously 
develop their activities in the future, thus seeking to 
become members of the network of smart cultural 
organizations. According to Pauliukevičiūtė and 
Jucevičius (2017), “If a system fails to continuously 
learn and increase its collective knowledge, its success 
can only be limited in time, and achieving quality 
of smartness can be difficult.” With this approach to 
continuous learning of the organization, the authors 
only reaffirm the idea that the organization needs to 
continually improve in order to survive in market 
conditions under different external and internal 
environmental factors. The approach presented 
by the authors towards a learning organization 
highlights its advantage over other organizations 
that do not focus on continuous improvement or 
employee development. Summarizing the authors’ 
views on the professionalization of cultural sector 
actors, it can be argued that the development of a 
smart cultural sector can only be achieved through 
excellence.

The fifth dimension of intelligent cultural 
management, highlighted by Pauliukevičiūtė and 
Jucevičius (2017), is the harmony of intellectual 
and technological capital. This dimension is based 
on the following three qualities of the social system: 
cohesiveness, digitalisation, knowledge. According 
to OʼBrien (2014), it can be stated that the successful 
application of cultural management in an organization 
is a prerequisite – special attention must be paid to the 
qualitative, goaloriented utilization of technological 

and intellectual capital. The coherence of these 
two capitals within an organization encompasses 
the organization’s ability to purposefully combine 
intellectual capital, also known as knowledge, with 
technical capital. According to Pauliukevičiūtė and 
Jucevičius (2017), “The diversity of intellectual 
capital needs to be effectively linked, developed 
and utilized, and new and effective management and 
organizational principles and methods are needed 
to integrate and empower all types of physical and 
intellectual resources for quality of life.” Analyzing 
the coherence of intellectual and technological 
capital, these authors actualize the application of new, 
effective managerial and organizational principles in 
order to realize the harmony of these components. 
It is important to emphasize that organizations need 
to go a long, consistent way to achieve a high level 
of development of the institution and be prepared 
to create an interaction between intellectual and 
technological capital in order to achieve consistency 
between the named components. The combination 
of intellectual and technological capital is used to 
achieve quality, which in the narrow sense includes 
the high performance of an institution, organization, 
and in a broad sense combines, as Pauliukevičiūtė 
and Jucevičius (2017) put it, “goals for quality of 
life.” In the cultural sector, the combination of 
technological and intellectual capital is a rapidly 
evolving and promising area.

The sixth dimension of smart culture 
management, identified by Pauliukevičiūtė and 
Jucevičius (2016), is called the culture of shared 
value creation. This dimension is characterized by 
the following qualities of a smart social system: 
innovation, dynamism, sustainability. According to 
Bruneckienė (2014), generating value is perceived 
as “combining… competitiveness with urban 
development.” Smart competitiveness in the field 
of intercultural institutions promotes institution
building processes. It is important to emphasize that 
the dimension of generating value as an integral part 
of smart culture management is closely related to 
the dimensions of smart public governance and their 
qualities are presented in Figure 2.

The sixth dimension of smart culture 
management is the result of the operation of a 
governance system based on the model of smart 
public governance. According to Bruneckienė 
(2014), institutions are interested in improvement 
and development, “focus on the creation of common 
value and make as few incorrectly approved and 
implemented decisions as possible.” The author 
pays particular attention to the consistent, systematic 
development of the organization and decreases the 
percentage of harmful decision making. According 
to Pauliukevičiūtė and Jucevičius (2017), the 
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culture of shared value creation is “a fundamentally 
transformed concept of social responsibility.” This 
approach presented by the authors implies that the 
culture of common value creation in the public 
sector is a form of institutions, nongovernmental 
organizations. One of the fundamental foundations 
of a smart culture is the responsibility to preserve 
and promote the national cultural heritage of the 
country (broadly understood as national identity). It 
is also important to emphasize that the phenomenon 
of generating value is a relatively new phenomenon 
in the public sector, but an increasingly widespread 
that can be found in cultural institutions based on the 
principles of smart culture management.

Method
Cultural management is a relatively new type 

of management that has been started to study not long 
ago by scientists. It is associated with public policy 
sciences, public management practice, and research 
in the field of culture. Cultural management is also 
associated with innovative and still evolving arts 
management. The emergence of cultural management 
as a form of management has been driven by the 
constant changes and challenges taking place in 
the field of culture, which are greatly influenced 
by the rapid processes of globalization. With the 
development of cultural management, the signs of 
intelligence become apparent after a certain period 
of time, the emergence of which is stimulated by the 
increasingly popular model of public administration 
and the transformation of cities into smart cities. Due 
to these reasons the qualitative analysis of theoretical 
scientific sources of foreign countries and Lithuania 
was performed. Also, a comparative analysis of 
different concepts was carried out, highlighting 
similarities and differences of concepts (in order to 
discern correlations between them). The analysis of 
scientific literature has highlighted similarities and 
differences between different scholarly approaches 
to smart cultural management.

According to Toleikiene (2018), the selection 
and analysis of scientific sources is “an analytical 
and systematic procedure, the essence of which is 
to reason, comprehend, evaluate and interpret what 
is written in documents, highlighting the essence 
of analyzed information, presenting it by topics, 
categories, cases, etc.”

Results and discussion
Figure 2 summarizes the six dimensions 

of the smart culture management in question, 
combining them into a single system. Within each 
dimension, three essential qualities are highlighted 
that best describe the dimension and highlight the 

fundamental differences compared to the other 
dimensions. In addition, as the analysis of theoretical 
sources has shown, the qualities of the same name 
express different content in different dimensions, 
defining different aspects of the dimensions. The 
field of smart culture management is depicted in 
the diagram of Figure 2 as a whole, encompassing 
all branches of cultural management and their 
theoretical approaches.

A variety of cultural management concepts 
is revealed, comparative analysis of concepts 
is performed, distinguishing similarities and 
differences. According to the analysis, the concepts 
of cultural management are divided into five groups 
according to their specifics: cultural management as 
a specific management in the field of art and culture; 
cultural management as a phenomenon and process 
reflecting the formation and implementation of 
cultural policy; cultural management as management 
of institutions; cultural management as a profession 
and academic discipline; cultural management as 
leadershipbased management. By correlating with 
each other, these groups of concepts form a unified 
whole of cultural field management. A variety of 
management concepts has enabled further search 
and refinement of the dimensions of smart cultural 
management. A theoretical model of smart cultural 
management has been developed, which consists 
of six essential dimensions: strategic, creative 
development, balanced of interests in the cultural 
sector, empowered cultural sector parties, the 
harmony of intellectual and technological capital, the 
culture of shared value creation and 8 different smart 
social system’s qualities: knowledge, digitization, 
coherence, insight, learning, dynamism, innovation, 
and networking. Each of the dimensions is assigned 
three qualities of the smart social system. The 
qualities of the intelligent social system are repeated 
in different dimensions, but in each dimension they 
acquire different meanings specific to a particular 
dimension.

Differences and peculiarities of cultural 
management concepts enabled us to distinguish 
5 essential dimensions. Each of the singled out 
dimensions acquires its own meanings, reflecting 
different specificity of cultural management. 
Each of the analyzed specifics (dimensions) of 
cultural management is closely correlated with 
other dimensions. All these dimensions work in 
complementarity, thus ensuring the systematic and 
successful management of the cultural field. If at 
least one of the dimensions loses its harmonious and 
sustainable functioning, the overall management 
of culture becomes problematic, gaps arise, if 
deficiencies are not remedied quickly, they become 
entrenched problems in the cultural sector.
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Fig. 2. Dimensions of smart culture management and their qualities  
Source: created by the author

The dimensions singled out in the model of 
smart cultural management cover all management 
functions. The qualities of the smart social system, 
which are an integral part of the smart community, 
become an integral part of these dimensions in 
the smart social system. Each of the 8 qualities of 
the smart social system acquires an increasingly 
different meaning, expressing the importance 
of the introduction and improvement of digital 
technologies, the importance of lifelong learning 
for improvement. These qualities also reflect the 
importance of harmonious, networked interaction 
in the field of culture. The qualities of insight and 
dynamism, which are inseparable in the rapidly 
changing processes of change, occupy a very 
important place in the quality system of the smart 
social system.

According to the author, cultural management 
has come a long way in development and 
improvement. These aspects of development 
can be easily seen in Table 1. There is a lack of a 
coherent and systematic approach to some links 
in cultural governance. There is a lack of human 

resources in the field of culture, which has a negative 
impact on the development and popularization of 
culture in Lithuania. After Lithuania regained its 
independence, the chosen Scandinavian type of 
cultural management model significantly improved 
the situation of cultural management, when a 
significant part of the services provided by the state 
cultural sector was shared with the private cultural 
sector. This ensures the availability of a higher level 
of cultural services and a wider diversity for the 
population.

Conclusion
The cultural management construct is 

formulated by combining cultural and management 
concepts, closely linking cultural management 
with the implementation of cultural policy and 
seeing the specifics of cultural management. Given 
the complexity of the cultural sector and the new 
requirements for cultural management, the application 
of the concept of smartness in management solutions 
opens up many new opportunities.
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Cultural management concepts have a wide 
variety. Each of these concepts adds some new aspects 
to the concept in the field of cultural management. 
Five fundamental groups of cultural management 
concepts can be distinguished: cultural management 
as specific management in the field of art and culture; 
cultural management as a phenomenon, process 
reflecting the formation and implementation of 
cultural policy; cultural management as an institution 
management; cultural management as a profession 
and academic discipline; cultural management as 
leadershipbased management.

Theoretical analysis of the phenomenon of 
smartness in cultural management according to 
Pauliukevičiūtė and Jucevičius’s (2017) theoretical 
model allowed us to distinguish six dimensions 
of smartness: strategic, creative development, 
common interests in the cultural sector, empowered 
cultural sector parties, the harmony of intellectual 
and technological capital, and culture of shared 
value creation. Each of the six dimensions is a new 
scientific concept, but all dimensions are interrelated, 
complementary, and highlight the correlations of the 
intelligent dimensions of cultural governance with 
the qualities of the intelligent social system. Each 
dimension of smart culture management is assigned 
three qualities of a smart social system.
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Milkintas, R.

Sumani kultūros vadyba: teoriniai aspektai 

Santrauka

Straipsnyje formuluojamas sumanaus kultūros valdy
mo teorinis konstruktas derinant kultūros vadybos ir val
dymo koncepcijas, glaudžiai siejant kultūros vadybą su 
kultūros politikos įgyvendinimu ir įžvelgiant sumanaus 
kultūros valdymo specifiką. 

Temos aktualumas ir problematika. Nacionalinė šalies 
kultūra yra valstybės pamatas. Šalis, siekianti išsaugoti 
nacionalinįkultūrinį identitetą, ypatingą dėmesį skiria 
sumaniam kultūros politikos valdymui. Nors sumanumo 
konceptas mokslininkų pradėtas vartoti jau praėjusio am
žiaus pabaigoje, kultūros vadybos, kultūros valdymo kon
tekstuose šis konceptas pradėtas vartoti neseniai. 

Sumanus kultūros valdymas yra daugiadimensis reiš
kinys, visų pirma apimantis sumanumo reiškinį, kuris 
suvokiamas kaip pamatinė sumanios socialinės sistemos 
kokybinė vertybė. Kaip teigia Jucevičienė, Jucevičius 
(2014), „sumanumas yra gebėjimas greitai ir išradin
gai prisitaikyti prie kintančios aplinkos sąlygų priimant 
adekvačius sprendimus ir juos panaudojant galutinio tiks
lo pasiekimui.“ Vykdomai kultūros politikai ypač svarbus 
yra lankstumas ir gebėjimas prisitaikyti prie rinkos sąlygų 
vykstant nuolatiniams pokyčiams, globalizacijos proce
sams.  Sumanumo koncepto atsiradimas kultūros valdyme 
verčia mąstyti apie šios srities politikos formavimo, įgy
vendinimo unikalumą, naujumą. Sumanus kultūros valdy
mas yra grįstas sumaniu valdymu, kuris dar tik pradeda 
įsitvirtinti. Sumanus valdymas, kaip naujausia viešojo 
valdymo modelio atšaka, atsirado gana neseniai, tačiau 
jos taikymo apraiškų, nors ir nedaug, bet jau galime ap
tikti analizuojant, kaip kultūros politiką formuoja, valdo 
ir įgyvendina skirtingų lygmenų viešojo administravimo 
institucijos bei joms pavaldžios kultūros įstaigos. Anot 
Gaulės (2014), „sumanus viešasis valdymas – valdymo 
modelis, pasižymintis suinteresuotųjų dalyvavimu ir tin
klaveika grįsta veikla, kai remiantis savalaike ir komplek
sine informacija priimami sąlygas atitinkantys racionalūs 
sprendimai, pasirenkamos jų įgyvendinimo struktūros ir 
procesai, technologijos ir priemonės, sutelkiami ir stipri
nami gebėjimai bei ištekliai siekiant sukurti tvarią viešąją 
vertę.“ Sumanus kultūros valdymas taip pat yra grįstas 
sumania kultūros vadyba.

Nors kultūros politika yra priskiriama vienai iš poli
tikos rūšių, tačiau pats kultūros reiškinys yra labai sudė
tingas ir daugiabriaunis procesas. Kultūros srityje, kaip 
teigia Pauliukevičiūtė, Raipa  (2009), sudėtinga „parinkti 
atitinkamas ir labiausiai derančias administravimo for
mas, įžvelgti svarbiausias srities problemas ir nustatyti 
prioritetinius tikslus“. Šis autorių atskleistas požiūris į 
kultūros politikos valdymą leidžia daryti prielaidas, kad 
ir sumanus kultūros politikos valdymas yra sudėtingas 

daugiadimensis procesas, kurį veikia įvairūs objektyvūs 
ir subjektyvūs aplinkos veiksniai. Kultūros lauke, kaip ir 
kitose politikos srityse, veikia skirtingos interesų grupės, 
turinčios  skirtingus požiūrius ir siekinius tais pačiais su
manaus kultūros valdymo klausimais. Tarp šių interesų 
grupių dažnai kyla kolizinės situacijos. Interesų grupių 
skirtingų požiūrių suderinimas konsensuso būdu ir tampa 
suformuotąja kultūros politika, kurioje galima įžvelgti vis 
daugiau sumanaus kultūros valdymo apraiškų.  

Tyrimo objektas – sumanus kultūros valdymas.
Tyrimo tikslas – ištirti sumanaus kultūros valdymo es

minius teorinius aspektus.
Metodas. Atlikta užsienio šalių ir Lietuvos teorinių 

šaltinių kokybinė turinio analizė. Taip pat atlikta lygina
moji skirtingų sąvokų turinio analizė, išryškinant sąvokų 
panašumus ir skirtumus (siekiant išsiaiškinti jų sąsajas).

Kultūros vadybos konstruktas formuluojamas derinant 
kultūros ir vadybos koncepcijas, glaudžiai siejant kultūros 
vadybą su kultūros politikos įgyvendinimu ir įžvelgiant 
kultūros vadybos specifiką. Atsižvelgiant į kultūros sek
toriaus kompleksiškumą, kylančius naujus reikalavimus 
kultūros vadybai, sumanumo koncepcijos taikymas vady
biniuose sprendimuose atveria daug naujų galimybių.

Kultūros vadybos koncepcijos pasižymi plačia įvairo
ve. Kiekviena iš koncepcijų papildo kultūros vadybos lau
ko sampratą tam tikrais naujais aspektais. Galima išskirti 
esmines penkias kultūros vadybos koncepcijų grupes: 
kultūros vadyba kaip specifinė vadyba meno ir kultūros 
srityje; kultūros vadyba kaip kultūros politikos forma
vimą ir įgyvendinimą atspindintis reiškinys, procesas; 
kultūros vadyba kaip institucijų vadyba; kultūros vadyba 
kaip profesija ir akademinė disciplina; kultūros vadyba 
kaip lyderyste grindžiama vadyba.

Teorinė sumanumo fenomeno kultūros valdyme anali
zė įgalino išskirti šešias sumanumo dimensijas: strategiš
kumo; kūrybiško vystymosi; įžvalgaus interesų derinimo 
kultūros sektoriuje; įgalintų kultūros sektoriaus subjektų; 
intelektinio ir technologinio kapitalo dermės; bendros 
vertės kūrimo kultūros. Kiekviena iš šešių dimensijų yra 
naujas mokslinis konceptas, tačiau visos dimensijos su
sijusios tarpusavyje, viena kitą papildančios ir išryškina 
sumanumo dimensijų kultūros valdyme koreliacijas su 
sumaniosios socialinės sistemos kokybėmis. Kiekvienai 
sumanios kultūros valdymo dimensijai priskirta po tris su
manios socialinės sistemos kokybes. Sukurtas sumanaus 
miesto kultūros vadybos modelis, kaip instrumentas gali 
būti pritaikytas tolesniems mokslininkų tyrimams. 

Pagrindiniai žodžiai: kultūra, kultūros vadyba, su
manumas, sumanus kultūros valdymas, sumanioji socia
linė sistema.


