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1 Preface

The study “Cultural Diversity and the Information Society” reads its project brief as requiring
an innovative approach towards the analysis and formulation of policy 1. Both cultural dive r-
sity and the information society are, individually, key components of European Policy in both
the legislative and funding environments. The problem is however the lack of integration
between cultural and information society policies, as though they fall into separate categories
under the competence of different Committees, Directorates-General, funding programs, etc.

In addition, the dynamics we have identified to date relating cultural diversity and the info r-
mation society are driven by a bottom-up (which is where the link happens) rather than a top-
down perspective. As an example, one could proudly refer to European cultural diversity by
pointing to, say, the specific regional characteristics of Lapland, Flanders or Sicily. From a
bottom-up perspective, however, cultural diversity only occurs when someone from Flanders
engages in communication with another culture (for better or worse), be it Lapland or Turkey.
One priority is thus understanding the nature and role of communication.

Such an approach is indeed appropriate when the other half of the equation is the so-called
“information society”, which introduces radical changes in the way we communicate, resul t-
ing in entirely new social and institutional structures. What has to be addressed is thus not
only how cultural diversity can be an obstacle in the information society, but also how new
technologies can transform cultural diversity into an asset rather than a barrier as a function
of how people act creatively in response to current conditions and o pportunities.

Finally, to properly address the issue of cultural diversity and the information society we need
not only to look at evidence from the past, but also to develop a compelling prospective v i-
sion. A European understanding of how an information society based on respect for mult i-
culturality can be concretely built in technical, social and market terms can constitute a real
asset for Europe’s society and its international influence.

Our work has thus been based mostly on the development of taxonomies and innovative co n-
ceptual frameworks that can better define the dynamics linking the information society to
cultural diversity. On that basis, we have developed a practical, forward-looking framework
that aims to help policy-makers project a vision of a multi-cultural information society, and to
anticipate the need for collective investments and regulatory actions coherent with that vision.
It has thus been a qualitative and hermeneutical analysis rather than a quantitative and dedu c-
tive one.

A final note: we have done our best throughout this project to make our work fun, creative
and original, and to share our passion with the many individuals who have helped us along the
way. We can only hope that the quality of the process has contributed to the quality of the r e-
sults.

                                               
1 This study is intended to be complementary to EP/IV/STOA/2000/13/01, “Globalisation of the Media Industry
and Possible Threats to Cultural Diversity”. Following a more traditional approach, 13/01 carries out a thorough
survey of the main EU documents dealing with cultural diversity and media policy. Our work aims in particular
to address the statement “The concept of cultural diversity, like that of culture, does not appear to be sufficiently
specified.” (EP/IV/STOA/2000/13/01, Interim Report, page 3)
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1 Key Statements and Recommendations

MAIN STATEMENT

Europe needs to develop a clear and verifiable model of a sustainable information society
based on cultural diversity as an asset and cultural literacy as a main vehicle for develop-
ment. Such a model would help create consensus among Europe’s citizens in responding
creatively to forces such as globalisation and immigration. In addition, it can be put
forth as an example to other world regions in a “win-win” approach to world govern-
ance and in support of EU positions at global negotiation tables based on the following
recommendations.

As a first step in working towards such a model, this report puts forward seven key stat e-
ments, each of which gives rise to three recommendations for action.

KEY STATEMENT 1
The Information Society is mainly about Society.

The forces of globalisation and technology development are paradoxical by nature, offering
both threats and opportunities for cultural diversity. Yet the information society is currently
perceived only as an economic imperative in a new environment shaped by rapid information
technology developments, based on visions shaped primarily by technologist and business
concerns and priorities. The prevailing options embedded in these visions, such as globalis a-
tion based on cultural homogenisation, are questionable not only from a political and social
standpoint, but also in economic terms. In the final analysis, information society develo p-
ments will hinge on political and social acceptance, for better or worse.

• Recommendation 1.1:  Cultural and information society policies need to shift from an i n-
dustrial approach to one of social innovation.

• Recommendation 1.2:  Public debate related to cultural diversity needs to shift from a d e-
fensive to a pro-active stance, where there are alternatives to globalisation based on cu l-
tural homogenization.

• Recommendation 1.3:  Multi-disciplinary research defining alternative options to build
consensus on how Europe should move to an information society should be encouraged.

KEY STATEMENT 2
Cultural diversity equips us to respond to the reversal of the value chain.

One clear trend introduced by information society developments, already taken into account
by the business world, is the inversion of the value chain, e.g from a production-to-customer
orientation to its structural opposite. This has to be transposed and understood in political,
social and cultural fields. Recognition should be awarded to cultural diversity as an appr o-
priate starting point from which to define alternative, innovative, and truly adaptive social
structures and services.

• Recommendation 2.1:  Multidisciplinary research to explore political, social and cultural
implications of the reversal of the value chain should be undertaken.
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• Recommendation 2.2:  Cultural diversity should be recognised not only in cultural but also
social and political terms as the basis of the value chain in political discourse and in social
and cultural policies and their resulting structures.

• Recommendation 2.3:  Cultural diversity offers benefits for technologists and business
concerns. Work should be done to ensure these players recognise this and can take full
advantage of it, without limiting their horizons to those associated with globalisation and
homogeneisation.

KEY STATEMENT 3

Cultural diversity is crucial when identifying sustainable
information society alternatives.

Information society technologies can both help and hinder achievement of sustainability – in
its economic, social and environmental aspects. Cultural diversity should be recognized as a
key factor that will orient information society developments towards sustainability.

• Recommendation 3.1:  Cultural “bio-diversity” should be recognized as a key asset for
Europe, linked to the broader discourse related to sustainability.

• Recommendation 3.2:  Like any eco-system, culture is manifested at different sectoral and
geographical levels. The concept of subsidiarity needs to be treated fractally rather than h i-
erarchically, in order to comprehend all levels on an equal par.

• Recommendation 3.3:  A pluri-cultural approach to time is critical to reaching
sustainability. Different cultures’ concepts of past and future, long-term and short-term
should be heeded when developing common strategies for implementation.

KEY STATEMENT 4
Recognising cultural diversity encourages community participation in the

definition of a sustainable information society.
Social participation is important for achieving a sustainable information society, where future
communities will be both geographical and virtual. The culture of each community differs as
it defines the negotiation space between individuals -with capacities, aspirations and values-
and communities. Social participation therefore requires multi-cultural a pproaches.

• Recommendation 4.1:  The global and homogenizing forces of the information society lead
to an increased need for “anchoring” in communities. Care must be taken that this process
does not lead to isolation. It is therefore important to promote openness and networking
between communities.

• Recommendation 4.2:  Local development initiatives, particularly those funded through
the ERDF and Cohesion Funds, play an important role in community development. In this
context, the promotion of cultural specificity and the information society should occur
through an int egrated policy approach, rather than as separate actions.

• Recommendation 4.3:  Territorial marketing has an important role in reinforcing local
identity as well as opening communities to the rest of the world. It should therefore be a
central component in all local development strategies, taking the fullest advantage of i n-
formation society tools for promotion and communication.
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KEY STATEMENT 5
Recognising cultural diversity will make it easier to develop communication capabilities

to address social exclusion in the information society.
Communication capability is a key factor of integration or exclusion. It depends upon mot i-
vation, competence and access. Approaches that respect cultural diversity and develop these
three components in a balanced manner will reduce social exclusion in the information soc i-
ety.

• Recommendation 5.1:  While IT literacy is an important objective for all citizens of
Europe, an excessively technicist approach limited to connectivity and computer training,
is insufficient for reaching communicational capability.

• Recommendation 5.2:  Cultural literacy ( alphabétisation culturelle), meaning the ability to
critically relate to other cultures, should be a policy objective in parallel to IT literacy.
Greater synergy is needed amongst a range of EU programs – e.g. Erasmus, exchange of
researchers, cultural exchange, promotion of minority languages – that more or less d i-
rectly improve cultural literacy.

• Recommendation 5.3:  Creativity of milieu should be integrated as a key objective for spa-
tial planning at all levels, from the European (ESDP) to the local. The link between arti s-
tic activity, collective spaces for social interaction and business innovation requires high-
level recognition.

KEY STATEMENT 6
Culturally framed tools and means will result in effective democratic participation.

The tools and means for effective democratic participation are culturally framed. New a p-
proaches are required for the full participation of citizens of all cultures in defining the future
shape of the information society in Europe and the world.

• Recommendation 6.1:  Achieving critical mass is required to counteract the global strength
of the key business drivers. Network-building can be an effective strategy, both by linking
peoples with similarities and by positively highlighting differences (e.g. emigrants, dia s-
pora, etc.)

• Recommendation 6.2:  Indicators for sustainability and cultural vitality in the information
society need to be locally generated, in order to reflect the specific values and characteri s-
tics of different peoples.

• Recommendation 6.3:  While direct participation may not be appropriate for all dec ision-
making processes, it is key for the assessment of technology impact and the formulation
of sustainable local development strategies.
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KEY STATEMENT 7
A policy approach that integrates cultural diversity and

the information society is required.
At the European and national levels, policy regarding culture and policy regarding the info r-
mation society lack mutual recognition. European citizens are more concerned about their
daily lives: well-being, prosperity, confidence. Policy thus needs to address cultural diversity
and the information society from an integrated standpoint.

• Recommendation 7.1:  Nearly all regulatory actions – from food directives to telecoms li b-
eralization – have a direct impact on the relation between cultural diversity and the info r-
mation society. A case-by-case impact evaluation is therefore necessary.

• Recommendation 7.2:  Support actions aiming to promote cultural diversity and/or the i n-
formation society need greater coherence in both the horizontal (cross-program) and vert i-
cal (from program to action) dimensions.

• Recommendation 7.3:  An inter-regional network of active, open and neutral local forums
should be established, with the objective of assessing technology developments, defining
local cultural indicators and evaluating information society strategies. Mechanisms are r e-
quired to ensure that the message coming from the local level gets to the top, realizing the
potential of the creativity of different cultures.



Cultural Diversity and the Information Society

12

2 Policy Evaluation Framework

The Policy Evaluation Framework aims to constitute a forward-looking framework to help
European and other institutions project a vision of an information society that their citizens
from different starting opportunities, cultural backgrounds and lifestyles can identify with,
and to anticipate the need for collective investments and regulatory actions that can help
make that vision come true.

It is defined as a matrix, with the horizontal axis consisting of the three main components of
communicational capability in the information society: motivation, competence and access.
The vertical axis is defined according to three main policy areas identified in the research:

1. Information society issues: mostly regulatory questions such as IPR (Intellectual property
rights) or privacy.

2. A range of policy issues with a direct impact on some of the key components of cultural
identity, such as time, fun, food, etc.

3. Local development strategies, which are important because they are manifest in the main
arena in which culture develops, namely the local community.

On the basis of our research, we have extrapolated general evaluation criteria for each of the
intersections of this matrix, as shown in the following table.

Policy Areas Motivation Competence Access
1. Information Society Mutual respect: com-

munities, cultures, indi-
viduals.

Innovation in building
new social structures.

Common ground for big
and small.

2. Cultural Identity Opportunities for ex-
pression of identity.

Ability to communicate,
to negotiate.

Informed access to
other norms and ex-
pressions.

3. Local Development Anchoring and open-
ness.

Valorisation of territorial
specificity.

Counterbalancing
global forces of ho-
mogenisation.

Such a generic representation aims to provide guidance in the evaluation of cultural impact
over the long term, where new issues will constantly surface within each of the policy areas. It
is however equally useful to apply these criteria to concrete issues that are currently “on the
table”, if only as an illustration of the usefulness of the general matrix.

In the following sections, therefore, each of the three policy areas is developed according to
key issues relating cultural diversity to the information society. The observations and co m-
ments from the open discussions and in-depth expert interviews are represented in a matrix
with the common horizontal axis of the general framework: motivation, competence and a c-
cess.

2.1 Information Society Issues
We first evaluate the impact of four main Information Society issues currently being debated:
Intellectual Property Rights (IPR); Liberalisation and Universal Service Provision (USP); Pr i-
vacy; and Taxation. The table on the following page summarizes the key research findings:
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Issue Motivation Competence Access
Intellectual
Property
Rights

1. Artists live on authorship
rights.

2. Need for community owner-
ship of collective heritage.

1. Importance of Open Source
and Copyleft movements:
new approaches to manag-
ing ownership.

2. Evaluation of quality.

1. Distributors have the mo-
nopoly.

2. Competition authorities
should be involved. Protec-
tion of free access.

Liberalisa-
tion / Univer-
sal Service
Provision

1. Communication as a basic
human right. Individual vs.
public good.

2. Balance telecoms policy with
social policy.

1. How to define universal
access? Need to think in
technology-neutral terms.

2. Important role for education.
3. Community centres for ac-

cess mentoring.

1. Beware of cost increases.
2. Outdated marketing con-

cepts ignore peripheral re-
gions.

3. Access is not just connec-
tivity.

Privacy 1. Individuals must feel re-
spected in the Information
Society.

2. Personalities are different
from user profiles.

1. Awareness of the data proc-
esses.

2. Individuals should be able to
manage their info: data ac-
counts.

1. Individuals need to have
access to info about them
and profiles: who knows
what.

2. Role for government in ena-
bling social control.

Taxation 1. Cultural exchanges should
be treated differently from
market exchanges.

2. Resource use different from
profit.

1. Taxation laws need to be
totally re-thought in the In-
formation Society: can be
used to drive the vision.

1. Hard to harmonise taxation
globally: emergence of three
or four world areas.

2. Accounting requirements
exclude micro-enterprises.

Other topics raised by interviewees include the impact on education and the general need to
facilitate rather than prohibit through regulatory actions.

2.2 Cultural Identity Issues
We next examine a range of policy areas, including both regulatory and support actions, with
an impact on some of the key components of cultural identity: Time, Fun, Food and Public
Intervention. Particular attention is paid to ways in which Information Society applications
can help overcome policy contradictions.

Issue Motivation Competence Access
Time 1. Time relates man to nature

through culture, man to work
through imposition.

2. Rhythms of daily life a key
component of culture: is
round the clock necessary?

3. Businesses tend to burn out
people rather than keeping
them sane and creative.

1. Learning to manage rhythms
of teleworking: work vs.
home. Being in control
rather than overwhelmed.
Saving time and losing time.

2. How do people use free
time: culture or shopping?

1. Role of asynchronous com-
munication (e.g. email), IST
solutions to help time man-
agement; counteract tech
push to homogenize time.

2. Importance of time planning
at the local level, flexibility of
operating hours.

Fun 1. Cultural specificity of games,
way to express social rules.

2. IS reduces social compo-
nent of games; mostly bor-
ing.

3. Tendency to try to make
everything fun; culture and
learning is also hard work.

1. Need to break away from
work-only view of IS, see IS
as fun in itself.

2. Negotiation spaces to de-
cide what is legitimate fun.

1. Freedom to have fun the
way we want, within different
cultural mores.

2. Need to prohibit violence.

Food 1. Importance of food as cul-
tural expression: from fast
food to slow food.

2. Recognise that small scale
producers (especially bio-
food) are more sustainable.

3. Make part of cultural not just
agricultural policy.

1. Multinationals try to destroy
local habits to create global
tastes.

2. Awareness building to
counteract junk food mar-
keting.

3. Need for local producers to
adopt TQM solutions.

4. Use technology to help small
scale production survive.

1. EU directives often limit local
culinary traditions; IS could
support more flexible appli-
cation, focus on process
rather than stainless steel.

2. IS helps gain access to culi-
nary diversities, links to
tourism.

3. Food linked to territory, not
always exportable.

Public Inter-
vention

1. Create conducive environ-
ments rather than fund
“things”.

2. Be aware of stifling local
talent by funding only “sure
bets”.

3. Does funding support indus-

1. Goal: shape economic
forces to defend cultural bio-
diversity.

2. State firewalls will fail: peo-
ple are always more clever.

3. Importance of education and
awareness.

1. Support measures guaran-
tee access to cultural prod-
ucts otherwise unavailable.

2. Online gives opportunities to
spontaneous culture that
doesn’t get funding (elitist
only).
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trial interests or community
creativity?

3. Business media interests
are global, content creation
is local.

4. Drawback of Euro-centric
approach.

Other topics raised by interviewees include the benefits for Europe of linking with Asian,
Arab etc. cultures that can bring us new wisdom, and the parallel need to counterbalance the
media dominance of the US.

2.3 Local Development Issues
We finally evaluate four main local development strategies, as implemented through e.g. the
Structural and Cohesion Funds and the Common Agricultural Policy, as well as national d e-
velopment policies: Territorial Certification, Training, Tourism and Logistics. The following
table summarizes the research outcomes, with particular emphasis on the potential integration
with IS framework policies such as e-Europe.

Issue Motivation Competence Access
Territorial
Certification

1. Strengthens self-esteem of
local enterprises.

2. Role of territorial marketing.

1. Use ICT to manage adher-
ence procedures, big op-
portunity.

2. Important to add personal
trust: guy on the label be-
yond certified product.

1. Beware of contradictions in
certification processes.

2. Use ICT to improve aware-
ness of certified producers.

Training 1. Interaction with other cul-
tures as part of training.

2. IT training, too technical,
doesn’t address real needs,
subtracts from cultural
training.

1. New methods of learning
required using ICT: how to
deliver cultural literacy?

2. Difficulties in tailoring on-line
learning to local needs.

1. Is training relevant to citi-
zens and businesses or only
to regional directors?

2. Major role for local devel-
opment agencies.

3. Training linked to European
lack of mobility: need for ef-
ficient solutions.

Tourism 1. Tourism as key enabler of
cultural literacy.

2. Aim tourism support to local,
sustainable products rather
than “industrial” tourism.

1. Local communities need to
learn how to communicate,
tell their own story rather
than the way others want to
see it and before others tell
it for them.

1. Important for IS solutions
since tourism is 95% infor-
mation.

2. IS provides new platform for
cultural tourism, can escape
commercial exploitation.

Logistics 1. Local cultural producers
need efficient and cost-
effective transport as moti-
vation to move to e-
commerce.

2. Eco-impact of transport
should be introduced.

1. Learn to localise transport
needs (factor four).

2. Invent new types of rural
transport initiatives.

1. Efficient logistics key to
access to culturally diverse
goods.

2. Main problem: you need
people for handling.

Other topics raised by interviewees include: the importance of spatial planning at all levels;
the health sector; and the added-value of cooperatives (cultural identity, beyond just collective
business-making).
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3 Technology Issues

Finally, we look at some of the main technology issues with a potential impact on cultural d i-
versity. Technological developments driving the information society occur at such a rapid
pace that it is difficult and risky to attempt to guide or influence them. A critical and evalu a-
tive stance is instead both possible and necessary for formulating appropriate regulatory and
support policies.

Our assessment of technology issues therefore follows a similar schema as that of the Policy
Evaluation Framework, with however an emphasis on both the promise of technologies ai m-
ing to promote the diffusion of culture and inter-cultural communication, as well as a sober
assessment of limitations. The findings are synthesized in the following table.

Issue Motivation Competence Access
Visualisation
(3D graphics,
virtual reality,
etc.)

+  Enables knowledge about
other cultures.

−  Isolates representations
from the real context of
place.

+  Makes you want to go there.
−  Makes you think you don’t

need to go there anymore.

+  Balancing communication
modes offers more opportu-
nities.

−  Beware of excessive usage
of the visual dimension.

Mobility
(wireless
communica-
tions, etc.)

+  Virtual mobility increases
curiosity; you can go any-
where from home.

−  Need to couple mobility with
anchoring in place.

+  Physical mobility allows you
to think world but be local
anywhere: you take your
things with you.

−  You end up imposing your
intimacy on others (e.g. on
the bus).
Dominant nomadic culture
threatens diversity (e.g. air-
port hotels)

+  Geographically democratic,
important for remote areas.
Opportunities for the immo-
bilized.

−  Difficult to compete with
fixed lines.

Language
(simultaneous
translation,
voice recog-
nition, etc.)

+  Stimulation to extend con-
tacts.
Importance of subtitles:
maintain both languages.

−  Loss of motivation to learn
another language.

+  Improves prospects for mar-
ginal languages.

−  You will never have the
same control if it’s not your
mother language.

+  Access to information in
other languages.
Common platform for com-
munication.

−  Problems with character
sets.
Inability to capture the sub-
tleties: humor, games, ani-
mals

Exchange
(transaction
technologies,
e-payment,
etc.)

+  Opportunities for global
micro-transactions, new
business opportunities.

−  Tokens have meaning only
within a local context.

+  Trend is towards security
and reliability.

−  Exchange is cultural; need
to convey human trust.

+  Opportunities for LETS (Lo-
cal Exchange Token Sys-
tems)

−  Banks will protest fiercely
Importance of rituals of
paying.

Other topics raised by interviewees include: genetics (fundamental but beyond the scope of
this research project); initiatives for territorial identification of content (dot.geo at the Sta n-
ford Research Institute); and the convergence of technologies and its impact on the quality of
living spaces.
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1 What’s Happening?
"Nous avons oublié qu'entre le produit et le marché, il y a la société" Stéphane Pasteau, directeur
des relations extérieures de Monsanto France, résumait ainsi lors du Forum des technologies en
décembre dernier à Paris, la réaction du géant américain des biotechnologies à la mise en cause des
organismes génétiquement modifiés. "Nous pensions qu'il suffisait d'avoir scientifiquement raison,
et que des technologies d'amélioration de l'agriculture étaient évidement légitimes. De ce fait, nous
n'avons pas répondu aux questions d'éthiques, de confiance, de démocratie et de position dom i-
nante qui étaient posées"

Excerpt from "Sous la contrainte, les entreprises adaptent leur gestion du risque", Antoine Reverchon, Le
Monde Economie, 13 March 2001, page 2.

1.1 Crisis: The Breakdown of the Social Compromise
Citizens around the world are becoming i n-
creasingly concerned about the way accelerat-
ing processes of globalisation and technolog i-
cal innovation are leading to cultural homo g-
enisation and immense concentrations of f i-
nancial power. As the opportunity gap between
the top and bottom 20% at every geographical
scale widens, the message seems to be "learn
English and buy a computer or you're out."

In Europe, this concern takes a particular dimension given the richness of its cultural heritage
and diversity: the first seems to become increasingly commercialised while the second lives
under a growing threat.

In this context, policy-makers are in a bind. On the one hand, liberalisation, privatisation and
the deployment of the necessary infrastructures for the information society seem to be min i-
mum requirements for at least survival in a competitive global economy. This is the approach
that characterises most EU information society initiatives, from the Bangemann report to eE u-
rope.

On the other hand, by doing so, policy-makers
appear to be in collusion with the industrial
interests that, in the view of Europe's citizens,
are arrogantly threatening their cultural ide n-
tity, if not their lives. This only adds to the
growing lack of trust in European institutions,
already challenged by issues such as depleted
uranium, mad cow disease, and more subtle
questions such as hygiene directives which
make, say, local cheese-making traditions ill e-
gal.

Initiatives aiming to “protect” and/or “defend” European cultural differences entail two major
risks:

• As a far weaker policy initiative (compare the budget for Culture 2000 to that of the V
Framework Program), European cultural policy appears inadequate as a palliative action
to compensate for the negative trends encouraged by its i ndustrial policies.
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• The defensive attitude towards European culture runs counter to any potential strategy for
the cultural integration of immigrant peoples. On the contrary, it exacerbates reactivity
and animosity.

The issue at hand is quite serious. Over the coming years European integration is taking on
the challenges of enlargement towards both the Eastern European and Mediterranean cou n-
tries. But citizens’ perceptions that political institutions can only achieve these goals by sacr i-
ficing their own cultural identity risks leading to an exponential growth of intolerance, sep a-
ratism and racism based on fear, as is already happening in many nation states.

Mix this with the mounting dissatisfaction with the over-capitalisation of "new economy"
companies and the concentration of access through their large-scale portals (primarily based
on an American model of the so-called New Economy), and the current distrust in European
institutions becomes easy to explain. We are witnessing a breakdown of the social compr o-
mise that to date has provided the basis of citizens’ willingness to participate in the project of
the European Union.

1.2 Globalisation: the Driving Force
The dynamics driving this dissatisfaction lie in the link between the developments of comm u-
nications technologies and the forces of globalisation of markets. Is one of these two elements
the driving force (with the other acting as a simple acceleration mechanism), or are they to be
blamed equally?

The answer to this question has important policy implications, and was thus a key topic in the
expert interviews we carried out. Globalisation is generally seen to be a phenomenon driven
primarily by economic interests. As such, it has no moral content nor values and can therefore
be considered as independent from culture.

On the other hand, globalisation follows two different paths in assigning added value:

• Homogenisation of lifestyles, tastes, and behaviours increases the return on investment for
global products, and thus leads to the funneling of enormous financial resources in the d e-
velopment of such products. This includes marketing initiatives that attempt to persuade
consumers throughout the world to behave in the same fashion, so as to broaden the ma r-
ket for global products.

• Conversely, an increase in the homogenization of lifestyles leads to an increase in the
added value of things that are “unique”, “genuine” or “exotic”. Here, the added value r e-
sults not so much from a lowering of costs as it does from the inflation of perceived value.
Taking advantage of this strategy however requires disembodying the “thing” from its
original cultural milieu in order to re-contextualise it in the cultural context of the co n-
sumer.

It is clear that both of these trends, while apparently contradictory, currently constitute a si g-
nificant threat to cultural diversity through the “urbanisation of customs” 2. But they could
equally well constitute an opportunity: meem, an herbal toothpaste rooted in the traditions of
North-West India, is being considered as a global product; e-commerce is promising to ensure
the survival of artisan and handicraft products throughout the world that are currently risking
extinction.

One of the reasons that the positive trends have a lesser influence is to be found in the current
balance of power and the simple fact that business rather than government (if not the citizen)
                                               
2 Thierry Paquot, L’Art de la sieste, Zulma, Paris, 1998.
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is the main driver of the forces of globalisation. In short, social control is lacking, so the va l-
orisation of cultural dive rsity is transformed into exploitation.

Manuel Castells, in "The Rise of the Network Society"3, provides a lucid if perhaps cruel d e-
scription of these forces. He first identifies four main sources of competitiveness in the glo b-
alised economy:

• Systemic technological capacity
• Access to a large, integrated, affluent market
• Differential between production costs and market prices, and
• Political capacity to steer growth strategies

This tends to reinforce the strength of the three dominant centres: US, Europe and Japan.
Castells then proceeds with a definition of a new “international division of labour” into four
categories:

• Producers of high value, based on informational labour
• Producers of high volume, based on lower-cost labour
• Producers of raw materials, based on natural endowments
• Redundant producers, reduced to devalued labour

At first sight, the prospects for all but the most prosperous populations living in the core r e-
gions of industrialised Europe seem bleak indeed.

1.3 The Role of Technology
Opinions concerning the role of technology with respect to these trends varied widely in our
survey. In general, the views fall into two camps, perhaps best described by the two defin i-
tions of “Technology” provided by the American Heritage Dictio nary4:

1. a. The application of science, especially to industrial or commercial objectives. b. The
scientific method and material used to achieve a commercial or industrial obje ctive.

2. Anthropology. The body of knowledge available to a civilisation that is of use in fashio n-
ing implements, practising manual arts and skills, and extracting or collecting materials.

The first definition, the more traditional one, considers technology as a product. In this co n-
text, technology is seen as more or less neutral with respect to the forces of globalisation, at
most a tool utilised more cleverly by those in power than those at a disadvantage. The range
of viewpoints can be summarised as follows:

• Technology development has its own life, research is exploratory.

• Technology has an internal bias driven by the beliefs of the engineers who develop it.

• Technology is thrown at us by marketing experts able to make us buy anything.

In the second definition however, technology is socially constructed, namely defined by how
people actually shape tools to their needs rather than the characteristics of the tool itself. In
this context, technology is seen as an opportunity to oppose the homogenising forces of glo b-
alisation through creative social action. The viewpoints can be summarised as follows:

• Local culture shapes how technologies are adopted and ultimately used.

• People use tools for the functions they want, not what the engineers think they want.

                                               
3 Manuel Castells, The Rise of the Network Society, Blackwell Publishers Ltd, Oxford, 1996.
4 As available through the Microsoft Bookshelf, Office 95.
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• People often invent uses of tools that were unexpected by designers.

1.4 Challenging the Fundamentals
Perhaps the strongest impact of information and communication technologies is in redefining
the forms of organization that structure society as we know it. This challenge has been first
seen in the economic sphere. Notions at the basis of economic theory, such as value, are being
redefined in the face of networks and information content. “Concepts of increasing returns
and marginal utility don’t count anymore” 5. Recent periods of stock market oscillation be-
tween euphoria and bursting bubbles have been paralleled by a range of theories on the so-
called “new economy”, first attempts to make sense out of these radical changes.

In a broader context, however, two clear trends emerge. The first is that identified by Jeremy
Rifkin as the shift from property to access 6. Rather than possession of goods, the goal has be-
come access to resources on a use-as-need basis and, for the consumer, access to total experi-
ences (entertainment, tourism, etc.) There is thus a strong potential for valorization of cultural
diversity, although not necessarily to the benefit of the peoples of different cultures.

A second clear trend consists in the substantial inversion of the so-called “value chain” 7. Mi-
chael Porter’s version8 moves from manufacture to marketing, distribution and sales, to f i-
nally reach the customer. He illustrates how a company needs to be structured to maximize
it’s ability to add value at each step. Now, however, the Internet places power in the hands of
the consumer, who, rather than the production line, becomes the starting point of the value
chain. The final effect, as illustrated by well-known examples such as Dell Computer, is a t o-
tal restructuring of business based on the objective of constant, rapid reconfiguration in order
to satisfy customer needs. And this is possible only through an intensive usage of information
technologies.

Only recently is the inversion of the value chain being felt beyond the sphere of business.
Some health care and education systems are showing signs of change, but it is the represent a-
tional structures – from political parties to trade unions – and government institutions that
show the most resistance. Nonetheless, the trend appears to be irreversible.

1.5 The Information Society: Scenarios
The question then becomes: if these are the current trends, where are we heading over the
long run? If we take the term “information society” to mean the whole of these emerging s o-
cial structures, it is useful to attempt a structured vision of both desirable and less desirable
futures based on these current trends. A set of four scenarios developed in the ASIS (Alliance
for a Sustainable Information Society) project of the EU's ACTS Program 9 is based on possi-
ble developments along two axes.

                                               
5 Dimo Calovski, Expert Interview.
6 Jeremy Rifkin, The Age of Access: the new culture of hypercapitalism, where all of life is a paid-for exper i-
ence, J.P. Tarcher/Putnam, New York, 2000.
7 Paradigm developed by Philippe Lemoine, Open Discussion
8 Michael Porter, Competitive advantage: creating and sustaining superior performance, Collier Macmillan,
London, 1985.
9 Developed by the Institute for Prospective Technological Studies, Seville.
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The use of technology can range from control and repression to emancipation; and the col-
lective mind-set can range from an atomistic, entrepreneurial  one to a collective network

mentality. This gives rise to four possible
scenarios:

• Boring disease, a “Big Brother”-type
pessimistic vision characterised by control
technologies and the breakdown of social
cohesion.

• Cyberpolis, a scenario characterised by
co-operation and collaboration but under the
control of technical systems.

• Liberation, a Silicon Valley-type model
characterised by hyper-competition based
on technology opportunities.

• Eco-cyber, the scenario closest to our vision of an inter-cultural, networked soc iety.

We can see all of the basic trends driving the four scenarios happening today in parallel, a l-
though it is unclear which will emerge most strongly. Our research interviews therefore asked
experts to evaluate current trends (i.e. “from 1 to 10, to what degree is the usage of techno l-
ogy a liberating factor and to what degree is it used to control”) as well as to predict the situ a-
tion for the year 2050.

The outcomes of this exercise are somewhat disturbing. The trends on both axes are substa n-
tially symmetrical for both time frames, and, with the exception of the “atomistic” mind-set,
all are expected to increase over the next
fifty years. In short, everything at once and
more of the same to come.

One interpretation of this may be linked to
the comments of one interviewee that “di a-
lectics don’t make sense anymore in the i n-
formation society: you have both one thing
and its opposite”10. Another interpretation
may be that, in the lack of civil governance
over current trends – “we must refocus on
the source of the right of rule and gover n-
ment”11 – all four scenarios are materiali s-
ing concurrently.

We summarise our conclusions as follows:
current information society trends are paradoxical by nature and will only become more so .
Are there opportunities for steering society in a more desirable direction? What are the ma r-
gins for action based on political choices? How can taking account of culture influence these
trends?

                                               
10 John Gillies, Expert Interview
11 Dimo Calovski, Expert Interview
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2 Cultural Diversity: Obstacle or Asset?
Così, da quando Donatella Cinelli Colombini nel 1993 ebbe l’intuizione di ratificare il rapporto tra
vino e territorio, fondando il Movimento per il Turismo del Vino, l’appuntamento con “Cantine
aperte” è cresciuto in maniera esponenziale, passando dalle poche migliaia di fideisti innamorati
enologici di pochi anni fa, al milione di visitatori che l’anno scorso ha letteralmente invaso le sedi
di piccoli e grandi prod uzioni enologiche…
Nei prossimi due anni…  almeno la metà dei 10 milioni di italiani che si dichiarano interessati a
coniugare vino e vacanze, si trasformeranno in enoturisti praticanti, alimentando un giro d’affari
pari a circa 5.000 miliardi di lire.
Un dato straripante che ha colto l’Italia del vino e del turismo quasi di sorpresa.

“Avanti, turisti del vino: le cantine sono in festa”, La Repubblica, 25 May 2001

2.1 Cultural Diversity and the Information Society
One of the basic hypotheses of this research is that cultural diversity can potentially become a
key asset in the information society, despite the fact that the project brief identifies culture as
an “obstacle”. It is clear from the discussion in the previous chapter that the economic forces
of globalisation pose a serious threat to cultural identity. Information technologies are not
only the tools that accelerate the pace of globalisation, they are also becoming the key means
of access to any good or service. One could thus argue that cultural diversity – meaning any
characteristic that does not conform to the homogenised target of the marketing experts – is
an obstacle, particularly if that diversity includes the 97% of the world population with no a c-
cess to the Internet.

In this chapter, we examine the relationship between cultural diversity and the information
society, in order to identify the prospects and conditions for a more sustainable future. As a
first step, a simple matrix can be used to define the basic problem space of this study: cul-
tural diversity seen as an obstacle and/or an asset in the information society; conversely, the
information society seen as a threat and/or an opportunity for cultural diversity. This gives
rise to four non-exclusive stances:

• Defensive Entrenchment, a neo-Luddite
position leading to isolation and commun i-
cational breakdown: information society
“drop-outs”

• Compliant Homogeneity, the “learn
English and buy a computer” stance cha r-
acterising at least part of most national I n-
formation Society Action Plans.

• Subtle Differentiation, a critical stance
aware of the potential drawbacks of new
technologies even as they valorise cultural
diversity.

• Networked Interculturality, the position essentially coinciding with the desired outcome.

The expert interviews expressed a range of views based on this framework. On the one hand,
there is the concern for the cultural hegemony of the economic superpowers. The predom i-
nance of the “least common denominator” would induce a flattening effect on culture and
humanity in general. On the other, they point out how new technologies offer an unprec e-
dented opportunity for cultural expression. This is not only on a result of the communicational
richness of multimedia, but also the possibility of access to an enormous variety of resources
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through the Internet. Indeed, some argue that “cultural diversity is necessary for any signif i-
cant information society service”12.

2.2 Sustainability
Developing the more positive scenario requires that we situate culture in the broader context
of the major shared objective of humanity for the 21th century: sustainability. Indeed, the
concept of “cultural bio-diversity” expresses the vision in a positive way, with the value of a
society directly proportional to the richness of its “meme pool”13. We can further examine the
link through a prescriptive model 14, integrating the concepts of cultural diversity and
sustainabi lity. Its main components and their relation to inter-culturality are as follows:

• Equity means not only a fair distribution of resources and opportunities, but also the m u-
tual respect for regional differences and for different cultures' ability to construct their
own futures.

• Futurity would introduce as a criterion for the survival
over time of systems a link with the past heritage of pe o-
ples; the experts invited us however to broaden this term to
contemplate synchronisation with time in all its dimensions.

• Ecology would imply not simply the balance of natural
systems, but also that of cultural and social systems, as well
as the relationship between these and natural systems (e.g.
traditional farming practices as a means of avoiding erosion
and desertification)

• Participation would imply not simply vote-taking but
active and collective participation, i.e. social creativity.

The expert interviews further developed the analogy between biological and cultural diversity.
The concept of “eco-zones” is a useful means of identifying any definable system with a su s-
tainable equilibrium. A first point is then that this equilibrium is dynamic, characterised by
conflict and negotiation between the “inhabitants” of the system. A second point is that eco-
zones are fractal, i.e. manifest at different scales from a small pond to the globe. Above all,
however, it is the richness and diversity of the constituent elements of an eco-zone that is its
main guarantee for survival.

2.3 Individuals and Communities
While cultural diversity may be manifest at different scales, the main arena in which culture is
constantly negotiated is the community. An analytical description of this negotiation process
is based on the descriptive model15 illustrated on the following page. Its main elements are:

• The individual, considered as human being, citizen, worker, learner. The individual
sphere is characterised by three main comp onents:

• Capacity, attributes of the individual allowing to pr ovide added value to society

                                               
12 Aleksi Neuvonen, Expert Interview
13 Charles Landry, Expert Interview
14 As developed in the ISPO/ISIAS Project.
15 Developed in the research team’s brainstorming meeting in Brussels, 13-14 January 2001.
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• Aspirations, driving the i n-
dividual to valorise his/her
capacity

• Values, providing the moral
and ethical background for
choices, including belon g-
ing choices

• The community, to which a set
of individuals belong, with
each individual also belonging
to other communities. The
community sphere is the arena where social structures are constructed, and is characte r-
ised by three main components:

• Infrastructures and Institutions, through which community members gain benefits
from belonging and determine how benefits and services are to be distributed and d e-
livered

• The Natural / Anthropised Environment (including the artefacts of “cultural heritage”),
through which community members colle ctively express lifestyles and values.

• The Normative Framework, through which community members define appropriate
patterns of action and behaviour, including language and communication.

• Culture, defined as the key link between the individual sphere and the community sphere.
Culture thus shapes the social communication of belonging, primarily between the co m-
ponents of indivi dual values and collective normative frameworks.

It should be noted that this framework clarifies some commonly held misconceptions about
culture:

• It is an individual’s values at the base of belonging-driven communication, more than
his/her capacity. We can more easily influence capacity through policy (e.g. training), but
must keep in mind that it is not alone sufficient.

• Inter-cultural communication occurs primarily through interaction with other normative
frameworks, rather than through experiencing the natural/anthropised environment (a
week on the beach, a visit to the cathedral). Hence the common frustration of tourists’ di f-
ficulties in understanding the norms of the place they are visiting, as well as more serious
forms of racism vis a vis immigrants and nomads.

• Language barriers involve the normative framework deeply embedded in a language (e.g.
the absence of the future tense in the Sicilian dialect), in addition to the purely linguistic
aspects.

In addition, the expert interviews raised the following points:

• Communities exist both physically and virtually. The negotiation process in virtual co m-
munities can be more rapid and intense due to the role of communications technologies.

• While the descriptive model appears to refer mainly to the relationship between an ind i-
vidual and his/her “own” community, i.e. the construction of cultural identity, it is also
relevant for situations of cultural diversity, namely when an individual confronts an
“other” community. This isomorphism has important consequences, as it underlines the
value of engaging in learning process with “other” cultures as a means of improving one’s
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negotiation capacity with an “own” culture. The information society can thus constitute an
important vehicle for developing this process.

• An important characteristic for any community is openness. Openness allows for greater
adaptivity, in that a given community confronts its normative framework with other co m-
munities. And adaptivity is increasingly becoming the key for prosperity in the inform a-
tion society.

2.4 A Possible Vision
In order to communicate the essential components of the above analysis in a more human
(and humane) fashion, we attempt to describe a vision for, say, the year 2050, in which cu l-
tural diversity has emerged as an asset rather than an obstacle. In the first place, we must r e-
mind ourselves that any vision should imagine lives characterised by words such as: passion,
motivation, dreams, harmony, enabled, vitality, dignity, co-operating, compassion, curiosity,
right to alternative lifestyles, right to b elong, right to be left alone.

From that standpoint, let’s first attempt a narrative approach:
Ahmed Polanski wakes up in the morning and after feeding the chickens in his back yard and r e-
plenishing his home power generator with last night’s leftovers, wanders down to the café in the
centre of the village in northern Alentejo which he moved to 5 years ago. He has a morning a p-
pointment with his colleagues in Inverness and Tunis to finalise the design of a bio-food store in
Frankfurt (the clients expressly asked for a multi-cultural image since that’s what their marketing
experts advised).

As Ahmed sips his coffee and taps on the video screen in the outdoor table to respond to a co m-
ment from Klaus on a suggested change in the lighting, his daughter Giovanna takes the neig h-
bouring table (after a kiss to Dad) with her virtual schoolmates Mansur and Hanna, to start their
history lesson with Ahmed’s father’s hologram projected from Warsaw.

He explains the basic 3rd level story of how the American recession led to the collapse of giants
such as Microsoft and McDonald’s with an outbreak of near-war in 2005 and the massive virus
attacks on the main Internet nodes in Fairfax, Los Alamos, Dublin, Pattersborn and the Starbuck’s
Internet Café in Shanghai. He goes on to tell how regional research centres in Europe linked up
with previous partners in the Eastern and Mediterr anean countries to improvise new telematics-
based forms for basic services such as health and education. The existing structures, formed in r e-
spect of the Welfare Privatisation Directive of 2010, had all gone bankrupt in the wake of the
downfall of the London, Frankfurt and Paris stock e xchanges.

In response to the waves of heavy migration from the cities of Western Europe toward the Eastern
and Mediterranean countries, where surviving rural landscapes provided the ideal locations for
self-sustaining, multicultural lifestyles (dubbed “smucies” by marketing experts), the Treaty of
Athens (2012) established the principles of cultural rights, collective ownership of cultural her i-
tage, and open source for intellectual property. This landmark event is commonly recognised as
providing the framework for today’s economic well-being, whose first signs became evident in the
early ‘20s.

We now attempt a more structured description of the v ision:

1. Strong Communities
Trust + Identity + Creativity

• Geographical (place-based)
• Distributed (network-based)

2. Rational Sustainability
Autonomy + Decentralised + Distributed

• Political and Social Structures
• Immaterialisation
• Sustainable Lifestyles
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3. Living = Learning
Learning as an integral part of life, learning with and from:

• My community(ies)
• Other communities

• Geographical (place-based)
• Distributed (network-based), to understand:

• History
• Living ways
• Artefacts

From the expert interviews, one point emerges clearly regarding this vision: the need to find a
sustainable balance between identity and openness, anchoring and dialogue, belonging and
not belonging, and di fferences and similarities.
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3 What should we act on, and How?

3.1 Experts and People
Having ascertained that cultural diversity is an essential component of any strategy for a su s-
tainable information society, we must address the issue of what forces and factors to act on.
At the beginning of the previous chapter, we identified four stances relating cultural diversity
and the information society. Monitoring individual positions related to these four standpoints
is important in that it provides a view of the degree to which culture is able to successfully
mediate between individual values and collective norms in the information society. Further, it
can be used to map the degree of convergence of collective images of the future, a key ena-
bling factor for social innov ation.16

The research team therefore incorporated an
evaluation of the two axes into the expert
interview questionnaire: e.g. “from 0 to 10,
to what degree is cultural diversity an asset
and to what degree an obstacle in the info r-
mation society.” We also asked the experts
to express an opinion concerning “what you
think people think”.

The outcomes are surprising: for each axis,
experts tended to provide a relatively opti-
mistic view, and then sustain that people
think the opposite. This in a context of
highly compact answers.

Why do experts share such a positive opinion concerning the role of cultural diversity in the
information society, while their view is negative regarding “people”? What do the experts
have that “people” don’t? The answer is actually quite simple: being “experts” in the field of
cultural diversity and/or the information society, our interviewees are generally a) know l-
edgeable about other cultures if not multi-cultural and b) well-versed in the evaluation and
usage of information and communication technologies. In short, they are confident about their
cultural position and able to communicate effectively with peoples from other cultures. They
are also aware that most people are not so fortunate

3.2 Components of Communicational Capability
As stated above, cultural diversity is essentially a question of communication, both internally
to one’s own culture and externally with distributed cultures. One of the central issues of this
study is thus not only access to new information and communications technologies, but also
the capability of manipulating new media in order to participate actively in communicational
exchange.

Marja-Liisa Viheraa 17 of Sonera describes communicational capability as combining access,
motivation and competence. In any exchange, if one of these elements is lacking communic a-
tion can not take place.

                                               
16 Cfr. the DELTA/ARTICULATE project.
17 Marija-Liisa Viheraa, “Conditions for Effective Participation in the Information Society”, 2000.
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She then looks at different forms of communic a-
tion – reactive and pro-active – and the standpoints
of different types of citizen: opinion leaders, o r-
ganisers, participants, non-participants, etc. A
wide-ranging survey in Finland identified the ind i-
ces for each element and the correlations between
them. Access had a relatively low index, but with a
strong correlation with competence; while motiv a-
tion had the highest index, there was a low corr e-
lation with both access and competence.

We thus asked the experts to discuss the relative
role of each component, and the result was pract i-
cally equal votes for each of the three, with the
highest rating for motivation. While this is similar
to the outcomes of the Finnish study, it is quite in
contrast with the general perception (reinforced
by the original title of this research project) 18 that
access is the key issue.

Each of the three components is thus essential,
although the correlations between the three pairs
vary. Policy actions tend to target access primar-
ily (the main thrust of eEurope) and competence
as a second priority, with little attention paid to
motivation. This perhaps because access is the
easiest to measure. We argue not only that each
requires equal attention, but that policy can more
fruitfully act on the correlations between the three
pairs rather than on the single components. As
illustrated in the diagram, these are: technology
literacy, cultural literacy and creati vity.

3.2.1 Technology Literacy
Technology literacy stands at the intersection of access and competence. Here it is useful to
refer the insights of Maggie Symonds of Calico UK 19 based on her experiences of involving
citizens and small enterprises in internet-based initiatives together with the Highlands and I s-
lands Enterprise development
agency.

The thesis is that, over the life-cycle
of uptake of any given technology,
there is a gap between the time that a
user adopts the technology and the
time he or she is fully confident and
comfortable in using it, i.e. comp e-
tent. This gap increases slightly over
the life-cycle, as the first users tend

                                               
18 The original title is “Communications, Culture and Access to New Information Resources: an Assessment of
Cultural and Technological Obstacles to Europe’s Transformation into an Information Society”.
19 Internet Service Provider; Maggie is a member of our research team.

COMPETENCE
GAP

TECHNOLOGY
ADOPTERS

TECHNOLOGY LIFE-SPAN

NUMBER
OF  PEOPLE

COMPETENT
USERS

COMPETENCE
RATIO

COMMUNICATIONAL
CAPABILITY

COMMUNICATIONAL
CAPABILITY

CREATIVITYCULTURAL
LITERACY

TECHNOLOGY
LITERACY

CREATIVITYCULTURAL
LITERACY

TECHNOLOGY
LITERACY

Access
34%

Motivation
38%

Competence
28%



Cultural Diversity and the Information Society

30

to be more technically adept; in the midst of the adoption life-cycle more and more non-
technical people become users. It is interesting that during the growth phases of adoption, the
ratio of competent to non-competent users does not substantially change. This means that in
theory for every non-competent user there is on average a competent user who is able to
mentor.

The main issue, however, is that not all types of user have the same competence gap. The
“best-placed” have a steeper curve, while the “worst-placed” have a flatter curve to the point
that nearly half never fully attain competence. This makes a significant change in both the
competence gap at any given time and, more importantly, the competence r atio.

The issue of “best-placed” and “worst-
placed” raises important policy issues:
what kind of people are in which kind
of situation; how many are they and
where are they; what’s the best way to
improve their situation?

This is indeed the key issue, but can-
not exclude the component of motiv a-
tion. We first discuss then the other
two themes arising from the links
between the components of communicational capacity, and then examine the issue of “best-
placed” and “worst-placed” from this broader perspective.

3.2.2 Cultural Literacy
Cultural literacy ( alphabétisme culturelle) is a term appearing ever more frequently in r e-
search work, and refers to the ability of an individual (or perhaps community) to critically r e-
late to another culture in a positive way. This means learning from both similarities and di f-
ferences, being able to reject some aspects and accept others. Cultural literacy thus lies at the
heart of the possibility of communication in a context of cultural diversity.

We have placed cultural literacy at the intersection of motivation and access. Motivation is a
component in the sense that cultural literacy increases confidence and thus the desire to come
into contact with new cultures. Access is also important because the Internet facilitates
knowledge about other cultures, while cultural literacy allows for a critical evaluation: access
in its truest sense.

In this sense, it was a topic that emerged strongly (and, to us, unexpectedly so) in a good
number of the expert interviews. As an example, learning a second language was often cited
as a way to understand that other peoples have a different way of structuring thought, equally
legitimate with respect to that of the mother tongue. Once this principle is accepted, namely
that other cultures may have different but valid ways of eating, learning, praying, healing
themselves, enjoying themselves, etc. three things ha ppen:

• One learns almost more about one’s own culture than about the new culture. Our modes of
behaviour are transmitted mainly through a negative learning process: “don’t do this”,
“that dress is inappropriate”. When we confront a new culture, the difference makes us r e-
alize how our own culture is structured in a positive/prescriptive way. When we make a
faux pas in another culture (inevitable experience), we think “at home I would have done
it this way”.

• The question of values comes to the fore. The mechanism cited above enables us to di s-
tinguish between “culturally imposed habits” and ethics. Different cultures have different
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means of expressing gratitude to a host at a dinner party, but gratitude is a universally
shared value. On the other hand, questions such as infibulation may cause a repugnancy
that makes us refute some aspects of another culture while consolidating our conviction in
our own beliefs.

• There is the realisation of the significant added value to one’s own prospects due to cu l-
tural literacy. Call it wisdom or call it the ability to handle a business lunch at an airport
hotel; some hard-to-define (and very valuable) ability has been gained. Here the risk is
twofold: a) due to the lack of generalized acceptance of the added value of cultural lite r-
acy, one may tend to think of it as a personal benefit rather than a social asset; b) as a co n-
sequence, the creation of a de facto elite who monopolise the benefits of cultural literacy
in the globalised economy. This last issue was eloquently put forward by one inte r-
viewee20 through the image of the monastery, the exclusive reign of conservation of
knowledge accessible only to the initiated.

The European Union has a broad range of policy initiatives in place that promote cultural li t-
eracy, although never recognizing it as an explicit policy objective. ERASMUS pays for the
exchange of University students, the V Framework Program for the exchange of researchers,
PHARE and MEDA for co-operation with neighbouring countries. Never are these programs
presented as part of a coherent policy for the promotion of cultural literacy, nor is there co-
ordination between them. In this context, the risks mentioned above become ever more real.

3.2.3 Creativity
We have identified creativity as the factor lying at the intersection of motivation and comp e-
tence. The term is intended to cover both the individual and the collective levels. Individual
creativity is obviously the more difficult for policy to intervene on, although we can make a
link to autonomous learning and the opportunities for exploration intrinsic to the new tec h-
nologies of communication.

Collective creativity is perhaps of greater importance if we are aiming for a shift towards a
policy of social innovation. Particularly if we consider technologies as socially constructed,
then the building of an information society most appropriate to a given community will d e-
pend more on the collective creativity of its social and economic individuals and organis a-
tions than on the actual availability of state-of-the-art infr astructures, i.e. access.

Charles Landry of Comedia 21 defines crite-
ria for a creative milieu together with their
dimensions of implementation. In his study,
Landry identifies a clear link between cu l-
tural activity, the “communicational hosp i-
tality” of community spaces, and social and
technical innovation, all leading to a sy s-
temic increase in territorial competitiveness.
The matrix illustrated here, based on this
framework, can provide a useful reference
for policy-making at the local level in d e-
termining how to promote social innov ation.

                                               
20 Stelio Venceslai, Expert Interview
21 Charles Landry, Helsinki: Towards a Creative City; Seizing the opportunity and maximising potential , City of
Helsinki Urban Facts, Helsinki, 1998. See also Landry’s more recent The Creative City: a toolkit for urban inno-
vators, Earthscan, London, 2000.
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3.2.4 Digital Balance
In our previous discussion, we raised the issue of how policy should act according to the
“best-placed” or “worst-placed” regarding the information society. Having enriched our a r-
gumentation of technical literacy with the more subtle aspects of cultural literacy and indivi d-
ual and collective creativity, we can now address the issue of policy target groups and objec-
tives.

To be honest, our initial formulation was focused on the issue of competence. It was the inte r-
viewees who applied more varied criteria in describing who, according to them, were best-
placed or worst-placed to face the future challenges of the information society. Indeed, for a
given group it appears that the advantages and disadvantages relate to opposite criteria: i.e.
those who have the best infrastructures may be less prepared for inter-cultural communic a-
tion, whereas those with greater cultural literacy may have the worst infrastructures.

What emerges most clearly is the fact that each grouping has something positive and som e-
thing negative, with the difference between best-placed and worst-placed being mostly a
question of judgement (with some clear exceptions, such as the disenfranchised) in a “policy-
off” context.

It thus follows that a majority of policy initiatives are poorly formulated in relation to these
key differentials. Either the target group is only vaguely identified (young and unemployed)
or the support strategy is superficially implemented (the European Computer Driving License,
a useful but excessively technical approach to capability). If we are concerned about devel-
oping a European information society where cultural specificity is an asset, as we should be,
then policy needs far greater insight, focus, coherence and courage.

As a first step, within the limits of the resources available to this study, the interviews have
identified the following categories and situations, more or less in accordance with the criteria
set forth in the project brief: language, age, geography, culture and social status.
Criteria Best-placed Medium Worst-placed
Language English as strong second language

+  Ability to compare linguistic
structures

−  Few will understand material in
their mother tongue

English as mother tongue
+  Can understand much Web

content, instruction manuals,
etc.

−  Low propensity for second
languages and inter-culturality

Mother tongue is widely spoken non-
English (e.g. French, German)
+  Much content available in

mother tongue
−  Lower propensity to learn a

second language
Age Young

+  Boolean logic in their blood,
plenty of time to learn

−  Passive culture lowers motiva-
tion for creativity

Mid-aged
+  Money, work-place opportuni-

ties for access
−  No time to learn and experi-

ment

Elderly
+  Time and motivation (distant

children) to learn
−  Difficulty in grasping logic of

computer programs
Geography Urban

+  First to get infrastructures,
intense environment

−  Less rootedness, less need to
overcome distance, greater
inter-cultural tensions

South
+  Problem-solving attitude,

historical inter-cultural mix
−  Marginality, ignored by mar-

kets

Rural
+  Strong motivation to overcome

distances, need for services,
sustainable lifestyles

−  Worst infrastructures

Culture Rooted and open
+  Confidence in identity, willing

to dialogue and network
−  The markets prefer to target

homogenised sub-cultures

Individualistic and competitive
+  Due to Industrial Society

success, access to new tech-
nologies: info-rich

−  Atomistic culture impedes
mentoring and network forma-
tion

Inward-looking
+  Cultural traditions are main-

tained
−  Generally corresponds to

conservative cultures reluctant
to innovation

Social status Upwardly mobile
+  Motivation, ambition, need to

follow developments
−  Uncritical attitude towards

novelty

Employees
+  Generalised though codified

access to infrastructures, tar-
gets of training courses

−  Low motivation to be creative

Disenfranchised
+  At least policy recognises the

need to intervene
−  Literacy obstacles, lack of

social context
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What results from all this? Probably a very different policy approach. Current strategies su g-
gest that certain categories of people are “worst-off” according to a generic view of the way
they should be, with no recognition of the hidden advantages they hold with respect to the
added value of cultural diversity in the information society. The effort is then to throw co m-
puters and training at them, to help them to “catch up”.

On the basis of our research,22 we would argue that the objective should rather be formulated
as that of reaching a “digital balance”. This implies that:

• There is no single model for the information society, rather different models belonging to
different “eco-zones” that can be referenced either geographically or virtually. These di f-
ferent models can/should be constructed according to the cultural specificity and hence the
collective creativity of the peoples involved.

• Different groups have their own advantages and disadvantages in relation to communic a-
tional capability. The only significant difference between the “best-placed” and the
“worst-placed” consists in the fact that the advantages of the first group are more in line
with the dominant trends of globalisation.

• Policy can thus attempt to influence future information society developments by increa s-
ing the awareness of the “best-placed” about their shortcomings, and in parallel that of the
“worst-placed” about their untapped competitive advantage. This type of action should
always accompany the required direct actions that attempt to overcome the barriers of the
worst-placed in material terms, i.e. infrastructure.

• The hidden potential of the “worst-placed” is generally situated in the areas of “cultural
literacy” and “creativity of milieu” and, if anything, focused on the component of motiv a-
tion. Greater attention should be paid to this fact in the political discourse, which should
aim to increase the confidence of the “worst-placed” regarding their ability to compete in
a globalised economy.

• Europe has a unique “density” of cultural diversity, for example in the short geographical
distances between one dialect and another. Maximising the potential added value of this in
the information society involves exploring new markets, new structures, new services.
The risk of inaction in this direction is total subjugation to the homogenising market
forces of globalisation.

3.3 Action Strategies
We hope to have clarified the nature of the current situation, the important role of cultural
specificity, and the elements that policy can potentially influence in the previous sections.
Here we wish to address the question: what to do? Specific recommendations are found in
Part A of this report; here we briefly develop three broad lines of action that emerged from
our interviews, and also address the legitimate option of doing nothing at all.

3.3.1 Achieving Critical Mass
As stated previously, the homogenizing forces of globalisation constitute a risk for cultural
diversity, in that they are driven by dominating economic forces. In a more balanced situation,
the opportunities of the information society for cultural expression could emerge with greater
force. This involves moves to achieve critical mass for different cultural groups. Strategies to
do so mainly involve network building, and i nclude:

                                               
22 In particular the open interview conducted by Matti Penttila with Marja-Liisa Viheraa.
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• Taking advantage of population movements – European diaspora – of different culture
and language groups to various parts of the globe, as an opportunity to construct cultu r-
ally-based links.

• Reinforcing the role of inter-regional co-operation projects, twinning cities, etc. in deve l-
oping local creativity, working to transform successful co-operation experiences in pe r-
manent network relations.

• Taking advantage of these and other inter-cultural networks as a new resource, for exa m-
ple in education and the provision of health care, in order to promote the institutionaliz a-
tion of the value of cultural diversity.

• Promoting the development of cultural tourism, as a means of developing cultural literacy,
including pre- and post-tourism services that promote mutual understanding and long-term
communicational relations.

• Encouraging businesses to adopt a community stance, not only in “good neighbor” pra c-
tices but also in building the valorization of local identity into their products and services,
particularly in the case of franchising chains.

3.3.2 Interoperability of Actors
The inversion of the value chain discussed in section 1.4 bas i-
cally raises the question of governance, in the sense of how to
re-engineer institutions to enable them to adapt to the needs
and concerns of citizens. It is commonplace in policy research
to provide recommendations to different types of actors. Here
we would like to emphasise a different type of concept, that of
interoperability between actors. This can be a useful starting
point for the development of network relations and for the role
of government as enabler of interaction.

The idea is to define overlapping areas of competence such
that those with different roles are aware of how they can inte r-
act to achieve broader, shared objectives. This is based on a
model describing the individual steps from basic technology
development to the achievement of broad collective goals.
Each step involves more than one actor, providing the basis
for a linkage which, if properly handled, can ensure commun i-
cation and consensus throughout the chain.

In the current context, the lack of clarity and focus on sustainable information society strat e-
gies, as well as the lack of social involvement in these processes, leads to the dominant role of
business as main driver and the ensuing dissatisfaction of citizens. The key to re-balancing the
roles is to promote the articulation of the social demand for innovation.

3.3.3 Active, Participatory Networks
Articulation of the social demand for innovation implies, in turn, two main operational crit e-
ria:

• Demand needs to be captured in a diffused manner, in a way that valorises local cultural
differences in the expression of values and goals.

• Social participation needs to contribute to the coherence of the interactions of the actors
throughout the “reversed” value chain.
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Approaches towards the concrete implementation of mech a-
nisms that can ensure both local participation and the
interoperability of actors throughout a planning and/or policy
implementation chain have been successfully tested in a range
of local, national and European pilot initi atives.23

This can take the form of “networks of local workgroups”,
“active observatory net-
works”, and so forth. These

organisms involve the range of key actors involved, and
carry out a series of functions: scenario-building, definition
and monitoring of indicators, development of protocols of
intent and co-operation, etc. Here it is important that the
negotiation space be seen by all participants as a neutral
forum not conditioned by specific i nterests.

Finally, implementation can be carried out at different scales, linking local and regional, n a-
tional and European centres in a bottom-up network of networks. Here it is important that the
network structure is not simply a technicised hierarchy, but a true representation of the fractal
scales of cultural diversity.

3.3.4 If we do nothing?
The above suggestions for action may seem high-risk, given the open and exploratory a p-
proach proposed. The main issues we are dealing with all have high stakes and are subject to
very strong constraints (often consisting in proposed lines of action). We hold, however, that
in the face of questions such as culture and sustainability there is only one option: social and
structural innovation. Here we would like to briefly summarize the risks of inaction as
emerged from the expert i nterviews and discussions.
Issue What’s at Stake Constraints Risks
Globalisation Margins of action for

policy-makers
Tendency towards ho-
mogenisation

Renunciation
Rebellion

Social innovation Ability to adapt Outdated ideologies
and models

Anarchy
Integralism

Sustainability Ability to project a
shared vision

Vested interests Complacency
Catastrophe

Community Regional cohesion Globally imposed life-
styles

Alienation
Separatism

Communication ca-
pability

Social exclusion Technicisation of com-
petencies

Dropouts
Uniformity

Participation Democracy Lack of tools and meth-
ods

Loss of legitimacy
Anarchy

Policy integration Effectiveness Institutional inertia Irrelevance
Sclerosis

                                               
23 The primary references we draw on are the ISPO/ISIAS and the ERDF Art. 10 TERRA/LORE projects.
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1 Methodology

The research methodology evolved throughout the project’s 6-month life span, ending up
rather differently compared to the original plans. The final approach can be characterized as
strongly communicational, with the main elements being:

• The five-member multi-disciplinary research team (see section 4.1 below) working mainly
through distance co llaboration tools from five different EU member states;

• The two 2-day brainstorming sessions at key moments in the research path;

• Interviews and discussions with a broad range of experts in Europe and beyond, using di f-
ferent types of technique (see section 2 below).

The main steps in the process are illustrated in the following diagram.

Here we briefly review each of the five steps:

1. The significant amount of background work carried out by the research team colle c-
tively (see below) was collated to form the starting research framework, as presented
in the “Scoping Paper”.

2. The Scoping Meeting in Brussels provided the main input to the first two-day brai n-
storming meeting, also held in Brussels about a month later. Here the research team
gathered to bring together their experiences and develop the first set of analyses and
taxonomies on the issues of cultural d iversity and the information society.

3. Directly following this brainstorming, a first informal feedback session with over 20
participants was held to discuss the first outcomes. In the following months, further r e-
finement of the ideas was carried out by the research team using distance collaboration
techniques. The draft policy options thus developed were presented together with the
analyses as the project’s Interim Report.

4. On the basis of the positive feedback regarding the Interim Report in the presentation
in Brussels, we decided to further develop the interactive communicational methodo l-
ogy adopted. This meant a) a limited set of in-depth interviews (average 3 hours)
based on a structured interview schedule that closely followed the structure and co n-
cepts of the Interim Report and b) a series of open discussions with a range of experts,
carried out by each member of the research team in different contexts and circu m-
stances, with a more exploratory intention.
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5. A very rich set of inputs – verbal and mental recounts of open discussions together
with structured reports of the in-depth interviews – provided the raw material for the
second brainstorming session of the research team. The hypothesis frameworks and
policy options set forth in the Interim Report were validated, modified and enriched
with new stimuli. We thus reformulated the policy options and restructured the anal y-
ses in the form presented in the preceding Parts A and B.
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2 Individuals Contacted

As stated earlier, our research methodology has mainly been exploratory and communicative.
Different types of interactions with a broad range of individuals from different backgrounds
and disciplines has thus played an important role in reaching our conclusions. In the following
we list and describe the nearly 50 individuals who have more or less directly contributed to
this process. This is perhaps also the best place to express our gratitude for their interest, p a-
tience and concrete contributions to our work.

2.1 Group Feedback Sessions
Following the first brainstorming meeting, where the first models and taxonomies were d e-
veloped, a series of experts and STOA team members were invited to discuss the outcomes.
The following individuals (beyond the STOA team) provided concrete feedback in this se s-
sion, held on 14.01.01:
Surname Name Nat. Notes
Bosnic Mio HR Professor, School of Management, Brussels
Cassola Arnold MT General Secretary Federation of European Greens
Conlon Bernard EI Journalist specialized in the European Parliament
De Winter Jan BE IPMS, knowledge management company
Fischer Hatto DE Philosopher, co-ordinator of CIED Association
Henny Chris US FAIT Telecommunications, satellite operator
Magli Rossella IT Researcher, sociologist University of Liege
Pestel Robert DE Commission, DG XIII
Tarsitano Savina IT Trainer in External Relations
Prummel Hank NL Advisor for the Greens Social Affairs Committee
Pyres Norman UK Ex-Commission, DG XXII
Von Heghe Hans BE IPMS, knowledge management company

A second, briefer session was held subsequent to the second brainstorming meeting. In this
context, invitees were asked to provide answers to the quantitative questions of the structured
interview schedule. From there a broader discussion ensued on the research hypotheses.
Surname Name Nat. Notes
Chabaut Fréderique FR European Forum for the Arts & Heritage
Bosnic Mio HR Professor, School of Management, Brussels
Hance Olivier BE Consultant, Professor
Tarsitano Savina IT Trainer in External Relations

2.2 In-depth Interviews
An important part of the research was to validate the hypotheses presented in the Interim R e-
port. For this, we developed a detailed questionnaire inviting discussion on the various points
raised. Responding to the interviews required quite a commitment from the participants, and
the average in-depth interview lasted 2-3 hours. For practical reasons, most of the interviews
were conducted in English, to facilitate compilation of the interview reports and their circul a-
tion within the research team.

The input from the in-depth interviews was particularly valuable in developing the Policy
Evaluation Framework in section 2 of Part A, as well as the elements of Part B that were a l-
ready present in the Interim Report.
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Surname Name Nat. Notes
Adamson Veronica UK Educational Technologist
Boudon Eric FR Co-ordinator of ENERGIA project, an IST accompanying

measure for East-West cooperation
Calovski Dimo MK Associate Economic Affairs Officer, Division for Services

Infrastructure for Development and Trade Efficiency,
UNCTAD

Courtieux Gérard FR Retired, ex-Coordinator of OSIRIS, SMILE, LOGOS and
AGORA Projects

Davidson Calum UK Head of Knowledge Economy, Highlands and Islands
Enterprise

Gillies John US Senior Training Officer, International Trade Centre,
UNCTAD/WTO

Gray-Stephens Caroline UK Represents Euro Info Centres, and Highland Council
Landry Charles UK Managing Director, Comedia (Planning Consultancy),

author The Creative City
Muhonen Sallamaari FI WWW content producter, ex-president European

Women’s Lobby, Member City Council of Helsinki, Mem-
ber European Information Society Forum

Neuvonen Aleksi FI Philosopher, Research Scientist Group for Technology
Studies (VTT), Environmental activist; Founding member
DODO

Plenderleith Jane UK Language Researcher
Symonds Maggie UK ISP, Calico UK
Venceslai Stelio IT Directing Functionnaire, Ministry of Industry (IT), Head of

Italian E-Commerce Observatory

2.3 Open Discussions
As a complementary approach to the structured in-depth interviews, the members of the r e-
search team conducted open discussions with a wide range of experts. Some of these discu s-
sions were fundamental in introducing new and important concepts in this research, for exa m-
ple the reversal of the value chain (Phillipe Lemoine) or digital balance (Marja-Liisa V i-
heraa). Others helped us to restructure the argumentative approach.

In order to create as open an atmosphere as possible, these were not “interviews” with a r e-
searcher taking notes. They were rather broad discussions on the important topics that i m-
pinge on issues of cultural diversity and the information society. They therefore fed in to the
general knowledge base of the different members of the research team, to be filtered and
manifested in the brainstorming sessions and distance collaboration activities.

In general, the open discussions perhaps contributed most significantly to the formulation of
the key statements and recommendations of Part A.
Surname Name Nat. Notes
Apostol Marian PL Elected member of Solidarnosc in Municipal Council City

of Krakow, in charge of European Integration
Bingebo Leif SE Director, EduEuro
Chopplet Marc FR Head of Alternatech and President of the Fédération

Française des Biotechnologies
Comtesse Xavier CH Swiss Counsul in Boston and Head of the “Swiss House

for Advanced Research and Education” in Boston
Contargyris Themistocle GR Former Director of the Council, in charge of Culture, So-

cial Affairs and Education
Cristea Octavian RO Head of Information Society planning, Transylvania re-

gion
El Alaily Sameh EG Dean of Urban Planning Faculty, Cairo University
Folléa Laurence FR Formerly a journalist at Le Monde, presently starting a
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new media company
Ledig Catherine FR Professor at Strasbourg University, Co-ordinator of

HEREIN project on Cultural Heritage in the Information
Society

Lemoine Philippe FR CEO of LaSer and co-CEO of Groupe Galeries Lafayette
Lopes Rodrigues Eduardo PT EAPS SA, Generator (consultancy)
Karsenty Jean-Paul FR Chargé de mission, Académie des Sciences
Kemppinen Jukka FI Helsinki University of Technology, Professor for Content

Production and Digital Economy
Pantzar Mika FI Research manager, Nation Consumer Research Centre

(FI)
Pappas Spyros GR Former General Director DG X, political advisor to Mr.

Avramopoulos, Mayor of Athens
Riva Sanseverino Stefano IT Professor of Physics Univ. Palermo, President Centro

Ricerche Elettroniche Sicilia
Viheraa Marja-Liisa FI Sonera Ltd., Researcher of information society compe-

tencies
Winkin Yves BE Professor of Cultural Anthropology, Ecole Normale Supé-

rieure, Lyon
Xidias Vassilis GR Co-ordinator of the ODYSSEY Network of Mediterranean

municipalities
Zizzo Vincenzo IT Professor of Social Psychology, University of Palermo,

jazz musician
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3 Interview Outcomes

The in-depth interviews followed a common structured questionnaire, based on the Interim
Report of this study. The questions are thus based on research hypotheses that, in response to
the quite valuable input of the interviews, have been significantly changed in this Final R e-
port. Nonetheless, the interested reader will recognise the common themes of this research.

The following pages use the same format as the questionnaire, to synthesize and group t o-
gether the important points raised by each interviewee. The notes for each single interview,
too voluminous to include in this report, are available online at
www.atelier.it/login/stoa/stoainterviews. (Being a limited access space, the reader can login as
userid=stoaguest and password=guest.)

We have tried to maintain the fresh spirit of the respondents, and often the contradictions
between opinions, in compiling this summary. For the qualitative questions, distinct co m-
ments from different interviewees are separated by a “/”. For the quantitative questions (5 and
7) used to generate the polar diagrams on pages 18 and 24, we instead provide averages of the
numerical responses together with charts showing the di stribution.

Throughout, we abbreviate information society as IS and cultural diversity as CD.

3.1 Cultural Diversity and the Information Society
1. Free comment on the impact of EU policy on cultural identity and citizens’ perceptions.

Notes:

Experts inside the system see it works at local regional level.
People outside: irrelevant, negative, at Euro and not local scale

2. Free comment on possible visions for an information society based on cultural diversity as
an asset.

Notes:

Obstacle / education and health care important / worry about cultural hegemony and flattening
lowest common denominator / distinctiveness made evident / IS gives opportunities for cu l-
tural expression, multimedia / can clarify differences and similarities / CD is necessary for
any significant IS se rvice

3. Free comment on definitions of sustainability and relation to cultural diversity.

Notes:

People defend the environment when there’s culture / eco-zones richness and conflict, look at
drivers / strengthened by cultural literacy / works at different scales / sustainable development
favours CD provided openness / something better than futurity? More dynamic and less no s-
talgic / IS is helping give access to local culture / problematics of participation / are there
economically sustainable models for CD?

4. Free comment on the role of culture in relating the individual to the community.

Notes:
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Problem of balancing community identity and openness / EU not structured as a network /
business needs to adopt community stance, business gives critical mass / happiness / negoti a-
tion about values / IS helps people adopt a chosen culture / diaspora / IS helps people learn
about their own culture / how do communities consolidate values?

5. Specific questions on information society trajectories (answers from 1 to 10 non-exclusive).

Following are average values of the 15 answers. These values are those used to generate the
polar diagram on page 18.

Collective mind set Atomistic/Entrepreneurial Current trend 6,8 In the year 2050 6,3

Network Mentality Current trend 4,8 In the year 2050 7,6

Technology use Emancipatory Current trend 5,0 In the year 2050 6,4

Control/Repressive Current trend 5,2 In the year 2050 6,9

In order to better understand the distribution of answers, particularly given the statistically
limited sample, the following diagrams illustrate the spread of responses for each average
value above.

6. Further comment on the directions the information society is taking.

Notes:

Some difficulties with the definitions, what about networked entrepreneurs, closed networks,
islands of resource users / Redefining the concepts of economics, value of networks and cu l-
ture / Nature of social control changes / Asymmetrical, control is more pervasive than ema n-
cipation / Tensions going on in renegotiating society (Seattle) / More personal freedom t o-
gether with more control / Global access is important / Does the IS have a direction?

7. Specific questions on cultural diversity and the information society (answers from 1 to 10
non-exclusive).

Following are average values of the 15 answers. These values are those used to generate the
polar diagram on page 24.

Atomistic

Network

Emancipatory

Control

CURRENT SITUATION

Atomistic

Network

Emancipatory

Control

IN THE YEAR 2050

Atomistic

Network

Emancipatory
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CURRENT SITUATION
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Emancipatory

Control

IN THE YEAR 2050
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Information society Threat to CD Opinion 3,8 What people think 6,8

Opportunity for CD Opinion 8,3 What people think 4,5

Cultural diversity Asset in IS Opinion 7,9 What people think 4,5

Obstacle for IS Opinion 3,4 What people think 6,2

In order to better understand the distribution of answers, particularly given the statistically
limited sample, the following diagrams illustrate the spread of responses for each average
value above.

8. Further comment on cultural diversity and the information society.

Notes:

Does the IS exist? / Understanding other learning and communicational modes / Monasteries
and masses, preserving relics with media to the masses / Asymmetrical, IS has more impact
than CD / Overload provokes absorption capacity issue, leads to desire for defensive anchor-
ing / CD can transform IS to wisdom society / Need for access otherwise someone’s going to
tell your story for you / Spread of access will balance hegemony / Cultural diversity will be
premium content, need for cultural context sensitivity / Digital balance from presence of di f-
ferent viewpoints, balance of opportunity structure.

9. Free comment on globalisation in relation to opportunity structures for different cultures.

Notes:

Globalisation real threat, disembodies culture to sell it. Need for neutral forums to debate /
Homogenisation of products leads added value of uniqueness / Globalisation economic not
cultural, no influence / Mercantile dimension increases 20% gap and is dangerous / Homo g-
enisation moves faster than creative response; need for critical mass / Simplification makes us
understand things less. Meme pool. / Systematic rather than systemic: LCD. / Difficulty of
capturing differences at the global scale. / Small can defend itself better than amorphous
large. / Open IS allows for self-organisation. / Impact depends on the culture itself. / Globa l-
isation is basically contradictory. / Globalisation independent from IS.

10. Free comment on the social construction of technology usage.

Threat

Opportunity

Asset

Obstacle

EXPERT OPINION

Threat

Opportunity

Asset

Obstacle

WHAT PEOPLE THINK

Threat

Opportunity
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Notes:

Technology has an underlying bias. / Imposed on us, should be pick and choose. / Technology
has its own life and development paths. / Marketing people decide what we should use. Mo n-
astery effect. / Need opportunity to shape tools, like in the past. / Culture has important effect
on adoption. Cultures can be ingenious. / Both autonomy of technology and social constru c-
tion.

11. Free comment on the concept of creativity of milieu.

Notes:

Culture of place defines how innovation happens. / Creativity dominated by centrisms but
challenged by need to belong to a place and be free: be yourself to be universal. / Technol o-
gies can support cultural expression. / Happiness and not technology leads to creativity. / I n-
dividuals are creative not communities. / IS enables creativity.

12. Free comment on the components of communication capability.

We translate the comments into weighted values, (i.e. priorities), and then calculate the ave r-
age percentages.

Component Notes

Access 34%

Motivation 38%

Competence 28%

13. Free comment on the concepts of competence gap and competence ratio.

Notes:

Competence gap is a spiritual thing: ability to decide what to do. / Overloading technology
with functionalities creates an artificial competence gap. / Communicating culture requires
complex competence and motivation. / Competence is not just mechanical, especially for
culture. /  Confidence part of competence.

14. Specific comment on who is best placed / worst placed in overcoming the competence gap
(with advantages and disadvantages) in terms of:

15. Specific comment on the interviewee’s own perceptions of his/her adva n-
tages/disadvantages in competence gap with respect to:

Here we integrate a range of inputs related to the proposed table of the Interim Report. We
asked interviewees to comment both on the “best placed” and “worst placed” and also on
their own advantages and disadvantages. The following presents the more original inputs
with respect to the Interim Report proposals. The final outcomes are synth esised on page 28.

Criteria Notes
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Language Issue of critical mass, difference between second language and bilingual,
techno-English, character set as issue

Age Elders are centristic, look for authority. Age gives wisdom.

Geography Cultural ability for problem-solving and abstract thinking. Contradictions.

Culture Eastern oriental, mix of egoistic at personal and divine level. Concept of
time as absolute value stifles change, denies flux / Rootedness with ope n-
ness. Ability to live and work with contradiction

Social status Upwardly moving

16. Free comment on how to best manage social involvement in governing the development
of the information society.

Notes:

NGO involvement, ensuring citizen interaction. / Not NGOs, they freeze social innovation.
Influence feedback from participation. / Observatory needs to be neutral and neural. / Partic i-
pation vs. speed of decisions. / Social structures upended, it takes time. / Conservatism of i n-
stitutions and people. / Education t owards cultural literacy. / Grass roots involvement. / Non-
repressive environment needed. Social involvement. / Is governance possible and/or desi r-
able?

3.2 Policy Options and Technological Issues
17. Specific comment on some technology issues affecting cultural diversity: potentials and
drawbacks.

Issue Notes

Visualisation Careful of taking things from context to sell them / Balancing communic a-
tional modes / Impoverishes experience /Enhances experience / Allows
access / Over-dependency on visual / Stimulation rather than satisfaction /
Virtuality as a new world (different understandings of word in different
languages)

Mobility You think about the world but also are local anywhere / Creativity happens
face to face / Wireless is the future / Physical mobility vs virtual mobility
(telework) / Has to be coupled to anchoring / Opportunities to the imm o-
bile / Allows for cultural interaction vs dominant nomadic sub-culture
squashing CD / Opportunity for remote with no infrastructure

Language Languages have their own logics / Common platform vs. losing soul,
games, animals / Humour important for confidence / Impossible to match
mother language / Subtitles…  same language or other language, help to
learn / Interesting develops in English itself / Character sets / Opportunity
for marginal languages vs. loss of motivation to really learn another la n-
guage /

Exchange Meaning of tokens can change, valid at local level / Resistance from banks
/ Revolution of structures, takes time / Exchange as cultural activity, need
to convey trust / LETS (Local Exchange Token Systems) should be a ma r-
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ket, need policy / Probity / LETS can balance Euro but will they end up
competing? / Euro squashes rituals of paying

18. Free comment on other technology issues affecting cultural diversity and the information
society.

Notes:

Genetics / dot.geo at Stanford Research Institute, territorial identity to content, cultural origin
/ Convergence, changes living spaces, positions: convergence of tech. Vs divergence of Fuses
/ Wireless and Satellite: changing geography / Filters: information overload vs. liberty /
Learning: social opportunity, new semiotics, role in education /

19. Specific comment on some information society policy issues affecting cultural diversity
and the information society.

Issue Notes

IPR Copyright only where public is well served. Competition authorities should
be involved. Community ownership / Distributors have the monopoly,
ownership not in the hands of the producers. Antitrust question. / Greatest
possible freedom, quality evaluation / Protection of free access / Cultural
literacy framework, community ownership / Should be negotiated / Diffe r-
ent for IS context / Need new ways / Not a problem / Value of open source

Liberalisation / USP Technology-neutral, civic right, think outside of the box / Can commun i-
cation become universal? / Freedom of access, with a guide / Property of
humanity, not for commercialisation / Individual vs public good / Liberal i-
sation is a myth / Can only be good / Beneficial for early adopters, but the
balance needs review; too liberal telecoms policy is against social policy /
Be aware of prices / Role of education

Privacy American model ok, info as product; but people should have access to info
about them: gov role / No privacy, but community interchange does not
involve private data. Why not have data accounts, sell your info. / Indivi d-
ual data is not cultural data / Control, we need privacy / Not important /
Must respect the individual / People aren’t aware of the processes used,
dangerous / Do people care? Can governments handle it? / Offline privacy
/ Greater respect for the concept of personality, different from profiles

Taxation Taxation laws are inadequate and outdated / Ecommerce output increase
outweighs benefits of taxation revenue / Culture different from marketable
info, should be free, except to cover costs / Collective goods, companies
can avoid, resource use as different from profit, use taxation to drive your
vision / Should be open and transparent / Hard to harmonise globally /
Move to three or four world blocks / Tax on a sale raises problems

20. Free comment on other information society policy issues affecting cultural diversity and
the information society.

Notes:
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Commercial potential and effects on education / IT literacy in education / Deregulation not
regulation / Facilitate rather than prohibit / Be supportive and not regulatory

21. Specific comment on some cultural policy issues affecting cultural diversity and the i n-
formation society.

Issue Notes

Time Is round the clock so necessary? / Too much work, need time to be crea-
tive, business prefers to burn out rather than keep people sane / Time slots
move but are also freed up / With more free time (35 hour week) do people
spend time on culture? / Let time support diversity mechanisms / Can
stretch working day, more in control, more productive / ICT can help ma n-
age time differences / Save as well as lose time, need better communic a-
tions / It’s globalisation not IS / Asynchronicity means better time ma n-
agement. / Rhythms of daily life, caution on tech push to homogenise /
Relates man to nature through culture, man to work through imposition.

Fun Way to express social rules / Need to distinguish between different sexual
mores and violence. Interest in historical/strategic games, but lack em o-
tional involvement / Video games are sterile, boring / Why should ever y-
thing be fun? You also need sweat / Need negotiation spaces to decide
what is legitimate fun / Fun should be discerning rather than Net Nanny /
Balance between play and exploitation / IS is built for fun / Game deve l-
opment fosters economic growth / Time for enjoyment, break out of work-
only interpretation of IS, learn about diversity /

Food Need technical neutrality, too much emphasis on the stainless steel rather
than the process / Main issue is awareness building, marketing of non-junk
food / Important cultural fact, from fast food to slow food / Big agro co m-
panies want to destroy the habits of other cultures / Models out of sync,
small scale producers less harmful / Technology can be used to support
small scale production / Food directives are detrimental, endorse IT for
TQM / Positive IS effect, show culinary diversities, links to tourism / No
link / Milieu of food is important, limits exportability, good however for
awareness / Food should be part of cultural and not just agricultural policy

Public intervention Culture expresses itself. Create conducive environments rather than fund
“things” / Should focus on local talent / An obligation / Funding and qu o-
tas works to combat capitalist dominance / Shape economic forces to de-
fend bio-diversity / Still in the hands of who your friends are, but should
aspire to help community content / State firewalls will fail / Education and
awareness coupled with spark-off funding, not heavy hands / Problem is
that business interests in ICT have global focus, content creation requires
different focus

22. Free comment on other cultural policy issues affecting cultural diversity and the inform a-
tion society.

Notes:

Need to overcome Euro-centricity and link with other cultures – Asian, Arab – which can
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bring us new wisdom. Current domination by the US. / Difference between elitist culture (gets
funding) and spontaneous culture, online can give better opportunities, need a social change
in definition of culture. / Firewall and protectionist policies will not work /

23. Specific comment on some local development issues affecting cultural diversity and the
information society.

Issue Notes

Territorial certification No effect; communities rather than certified products. What’s the name of
the guy on the label? / IS should support certification, big opportunities /
IS cannot improve value but awareness / Territorial marketing / No rel e-
vance / Strengthens self-esteem / Needed to counteract cultural globalis a-
tion

Training Critical, linked to European mobility problem, training needs to be out of
the box and immediately applicable / Not training, cultural planning;
training is way behind / On-line training is homogenised, against diversity
/ Education is better, intercultural interaction / Training has to be locally
tailored, online is more difficult / Way forward is European Computing
Driving Licence / Major role of development agencies / Too technical b e-
cause motivation is there, subtracts from cultural training

Tourism Important IT application: 95% information. Local communities need to
learn how to communicate, feedback is quick. / Need to give tourists
something more / Travel is important for cultural literacy, less wars /
Tourism can’t be one-sided / Through IS local communities present a view
they think others want to see; local reality is more valuable / Role for
tourism and ICT in tourism / IS has revolutionised tourism / Online e s-
capes commercial exploitation / Cultures must show their true selves

Logistics Death of e-commerce, because of handling: you need a person. / Important
for cultural e-commerce / Need to localise economies, reduce transport
needs; factor four / What about rural transport initiatives, other means / No
relevance / Community intranets / Access issue / Eco-impact of transport
should be included

24. Free comment on other local development issues affecting cultural diversity and the i n-
formation society.

Notes:

Spatial policy, where government is caretaker of the community, aware of value of territory
for public good. / Health sector, new roles for local clinics. / Is culture regional? / Regional
dimension is important, but beware of separatism. Cooperatives, more than business but also
identity, non-profits for cultural goods. / Beware of regional Web portals made only for local
development agencies and not anybody else

3.3 Recommendations
25. Specific comment on recommendations to the European Parliament.
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Many respondents simply said “agree” or “strongly agree”, etc. To save space and reduce
redundancy, we replace the “agree” comments with one or more “+” signs.

Recommendation Notes

Defensive to pro-active +/ Must for peripherals, build confidence / active approach, d e-
fending means that it’s dead already, cultures defend the m-
selves by themselves / Need to move to an active approach, de-
fending means it’s gone / Important “in Europe and the world” /
+ / Less aggressive, softer / Interculturality as asset / + / + / ++

Industrial to social innovation ++/ utopistic, industrial interests dominate, need to link b e-
tween sector (industrial) and geographical (cultural) / Industry
doesn’t exist anymore in our economies, we’re totally service
based / We don’t have industry anymore, but services; produc-
tion has moved to other countries / Strengthen; culture more
than a product / expand, move from hardware to software /
Through community empowerment / + grass roots
empowerment / ++ / + / ++

Local and regional focus + Needs involvement / + / Doubts as to effectiveness / Move
from national to regional, but limits: people tired of the Cors i-
can mafia / + also hubs, mobility / Differentiate between phys i-
cal and virtual / Culture is not just geographical / ++ / + / ++

Sustainability discourse Causal link of why, human welfare. / cannot have enviro n-
mental sustainability without cultural sustainability / Different
but equal / Clarify / Cultural bio-diversity, highlight it more /
Bio-diversity, eco-technology / more than environment, pro s-
perity / + / ++

Social assessment of technology Shared interest in neutral forums / gov policy is too slow for
tech advance / Technology is developed independently from
people / More social control; strengthen / Not clear, neutral s o-
cial forums, two-edged sword / Society not technology as driver
/ + / + / ++

Impact assessment of regulations - don’t inflate, build it in rather than police it out / right to rule
based on collective cultures? / Statements rather than reco m-
mendations / sharpen, focus on Committee’s remit / Evaluate
and avoid when possible / + / + / ++ but with minimal regul a-
tions

Coherence of support actions  + also horizontal coherence, - beware of token alignment /
military is better, objectives more honest / beware of tokenism /
+ / ++ / + / ++

Policy framework evaluation Neutral debate spaces / impossible to overcome conflict of in-
terest, need right to failure / Most important, it’s the conne c-
tions, we’re no longer in a black/white world / not really helpful
/ systemic frameworks / Who evaluates? Stakeholder issue / + /
++

Observatory network / indicators Ok but neutral / more important, public transparency / Interes t-
ing idea / + but more clarity / beware of beaurocracy / Don’t
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impose reality / ++ / + / +

European model for consensus Can build tools but not model /very necessary, religious and
national models fail, need right to rule based on local belonging
/ Is consensus really necessary? Guilt feeling, maybe it’s just
needed, like vaccinations / Unclear what the model is for / B e-
ware of trap, define IS / not exclusively European / not possible
/ + / +

26. Free comment on recommendations.

Notes:

IS is not an extraneous thing from above, in 20 years it will be a given; difficulty is convin c-
ing those in power that they need to manage power differently / Make recommendations more
practical; risks and opportunities / Specificity plus immigration, less Euro-speak, make it
more human / Europe is an abstract concept; culture is real / Need greater flexibility for EU
funding /
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4 Research Team and Background Work

4.1 Research Team
Here we would like to briefly describe some aspects behind the coherence of the research
team, which we consider to be an integral part of the research methodology. This project was
carried out by an ad-hoc group of five individual researchers from five different Member
States of the European Union. Jesse Marsh, the Co-ordinator of the research team, works in
Palermo, Italy. The other members of the research team are (in alphabetical order): Eric Ba r-
chechath (Paris, France), Thanos Contargyris (Athens, Greece), Matti Penttila (Helsinki, Fi n-
land), and Maggie Symonds (Cromarty, Scotland).

It is a strongly multidisciplinary group, with each member having gradually focused his and
her interest on the information society from different starting points. Jesse Marsh has a degree
in the Fine Arts and first worked for 20 years as an Industrial Designer; Eric Barchechath
studied organisational science and economics; Thanos Contargyris has a degree in corporate
and public administration Law, Matti Penttila in Engineering and Computer Science, and
Maggie Symonds studied Education.

Secondly, the members of the research team live and work in a representative set of locations
that reflects the cultural diversity of Europe: five different countries - Italy, France, Greece,
Finland, Scotland - with both urban and remote rural areas, central and peripheral regions,
North and South, "well-advanced" and "lagging" in the information society, and so forth. B e-
yond the EU, different members are also working with the Baltic States, Eastern Europe, the
Mediterranean countries, Africa, and the United States.

In addition, each has some dimension of inter-culturality in their personal life stories: Jesse
Marsh, an American living in Italy for the last 25 years, jokingly refers to himself as a "cu l-
tural refugee"; he now lives in Sicily, one of the most densely inter-cultural regions in Europe.
Eric Barchechath was born and spent his early years in Morocco, before moving to Paris.
Thanos Contargyris was born of a Greek father and French mother, while Matti Penttila, a
Finn, has worked extensively in Nepal. Maggie Symonds, born and raised in urban England,
since moved to the Highlands and Islands of Scotland. This common trait, over the years, has
provided each with a special awareness of the cultural dimension in their work on technology
and innovation and thus influenced their research agendas.

4.2 Background Work
As stated previously, the collective background work of the participants in the research team
constitute the baseline for the main research framework of this study. It is therefore useful to
briefly review these experiences.

4.2.1 The LOGOS project
The LOGOS project (1994-94: Eric Barchecath, Thanos Contargyris and Jesse Marsh) was
mentioned as a key reference in the STOA project brief. LOGOS was funded by DG
XII/XIII/XXII and explored issues in the cultural adaptation of multimedia training material
along three axes: hands-on experimentation of adaptation of learning material across 10
Member States, involving nine languages; research into the cultural dimension of new tec h-
nologies, adaptation, and training issues for SMEs; and the consolidation of the project's e x-
periences in a Handbook targeted at both multimedia training material designers and training
centre managers. The main conclusion of the project was that cultural adaptation is not just a
question of translation or localisation of content, but must take into account a whole range of
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cultural factors, from colour schemes to the selection of illustrative examples, in order to be
effective.

The LOGOS project was in turn based on the results of two previous projects,
COMETT/Rhetorics and DELTA/SMILE. The Rhetorics project (1992-93: Thanos Contarg y-
ris, Jesse Marsh) developed and tested a paradigm of multimedia trainer training concerning
new technologies, which involved the cultural dimension from two aspects: a) training issues
related to the cultural impact of new technologies, both for learners and trainers; b) adaptation
issues for economically viable multi-lingual/cultural development of learningware, with re c-
ommendations concerning the structural design of the software itself. The SMILE project
(1992-94: Thanos Contargyris) built a trans-European network of training organisations using
new media, investigating issues such as the exchange of best practice and quality certification
in a multi-cultural context.

4.2.2 The development of culturally adaptable technologies
An important part of the research concerned technological developments most relevant to the
issue at hand such as: mobile Internet access, semantic Internet, voice and language proces s-
ing, interactive television, location-dependent services etc. One of the members of the r e-
search team, Matti Penttila, is directly involved in the forefront of technology development in
several of these areas. In general however, the work mostly consisted of technology tracking,
looking equally at how industrial interests and public policy are moving to exploit new deve l-
opments, also a characteristic of our work to date. Some examples include:

• In the Teleworking/TESSE project (1994-95: Jesse Marsh and Thanos Contargyris), we
were trying to get design professionals in five Member States on-line and support their
interaction. The trend that emerged was the formation of local networks (blending ele c-
tronic communication with face-to-face co-operation) more than, as we had expected,
trans-European collaboration. We thus explored automatic translation technologies (a l-
though they were too immature to be useful at the time) as a means of facilitating inter-
regional co-operation.

• In the TAP/AGORA project (1996-98: Jesse Marsh, Thanos Contargyris and Maggie S y-
monds) we developed telematics services to SMEs which were delivered by a network of
regional service organisations each of whom wanted to adapt the interface and the co n-
tents of the service to local needs. In addition to developing a "meta-portal" system which
allowed for local users to "feel at home", we closely followed (and implemented) devel-
opments in HTML protocols and distributed network architectures that dynamically ge n-
erate localised screen views and decentralise the management of the system.

• The ACTS/AVANTI project (1995-98: Matti Penttila) worked on the development of an
advanced interface which could dynamically adapt to user requirements. The findings of
one of the main pilot experiments in the tourism field, which was geared towards the di s-
abled, have significant implications for the ways that cultural differences can be taken into
account.

4.2.3 Cultural adaptation and inter-regional networking
Another significant body of work supporting the research has dealt with issues of inter-
regional networking on cultural and information society initiatives and the role of the local
dimension. Although the cultural adaptation of telematics services was often an issue, this
work has also more broadly involved the understanding of how best practice can be shared
across different cultural contexts. This has in turn involved the building of local and regional
networks of people and the inter-connection of these networks, thus raising issues of the l o-
calisation or cultural adaptation of generic technical solutions as well as the management of
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inter-cultural relationships from both a technological and human standpoint. Projects worthy
of mention here (beyond LOGOS and the above-mentioned SMILE, TESSE and AGORA
projects, which also fall into this category) include:

• ERDF art. 10/CIED (1997-99: Jesse Marsh): This project examined the link between cu l-
tural innovation and economic development in five regions in Europe in a comparative
and co-operative perspective. Information society initiatives, ranging from a CD-ROM on
high school students "adopting" monuments in Palermo to Web sites on Celtic culture or
the installation of a multimedia business incubator in a restored coal exchange in Cardiff,
played an important role.

• ISPO/ISIAS (1998-99: Jesse Marsh and Matti Penttila): ISIAS (Information Society I m-
pact Assessment for Sustainability) used a participative methodology for the development
of local information society strategies compatible with the idea of sustainable develo p-
ment. In response to the need to develop frameworks for comparative analyses of where
different regions are and where they want to go, a specific "not benchmarking" approach
was developed that takes regional and cultural specificity into account.

4.2.4 The Information Society and Sustainable Development
The above-mentioned ISIAS project was one of a series of initiatives that investigated the r e-
lationship between the information society and sustainable development. In this context, it is
first important to clarify that sustainability has been considered not just in its environmental
dimension but also from a holistic standpoint that takes the economical and social aspects into
consideration. A major input to this project is that an increase of "cultural bio-diversity" in the
information society is a key objective for reaching sustainability. Beyond ISIAS, which d e-
veloped this concept from the local and inter-regional perspective, we can mention:

• The ACTS GAD Concertation Chain (1996-99: Jesse Marsh, Matti Penttila), "Commun i-
cations Technologies and Sustainable Development": This was a co-operative initiative
among projects in the EU's ACTS R&D program who were interested in investigating the
impact of their work on the future of society and our planet. A set of Guidelines was pr o-
duced as the combined result of several projects.

• The ACTS/EPRI-Watch project (1995-99: Jesse Marsh): EPRI-Watch developed a multi-
media service for politicians, primarily MEPs, concerned about the information society
and its developments. Within this project, Jesse Marsh was responsible for developing the
thematic area related to Sustainability. As part of this work, he carried out a review of 20
European and global documents and initiatives until January 1997 (project Deliverable
101).

• The ACTS/ASIS project (1998-2000: Jesse Marsh, Matti Penttila): This project aimed to
build an Alliance for a Sustainable Information Society through the development of a
common Statement of Intent and a series of Memoranda of Understanding based on the
work of theme-specific Action Groups. At least two of these latter, Sustainable Comm u-
nities and Social Inclusion, directly addressed the role of cultural diversity in the inform a-
tion society. In addition, scenarios and models were developed at both the European and
regional levels: Matti Penttila was responsible for the Baltic Scenario while Jesse Marsh
developed a Mediterranean strategy.

All of the work relating the information society to sustainable development was carried out in
close co-operation with the Sustainable Development Working Group of the EU's Information
Society Forum, of which Matti Penttila is now a member.
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4.2.5 The evaluation of technology pilots, social innovation processes and policy reco m-
mendations

Finally, given the approach of this project towards the research objectives, it is important to
refer to previous work substantially dealing with the dynamics of social innovation and how
that can be transformed into policy recommendations. All of the above-mentioned projects,
particularly ASIS, had some sort of political dimension that led to policy recommendations
based on the experience gained. The following projects, however, were more closely focused
on the cultural impact of the introduction of new technologies into social and organisational
settings:

• The DELTA/OSIRIS project (1988-91: Jesse Marsh, Thanos Contargyris) investigated the
issue of standards in the area of advanced learning technologies, and concluded that the
development of standards is essentially a process of social construction, with the
interoperability of both techn ical and human systems as the main enabler.

• The DELTA/ARTICULATE project (1992-94: Jesse Marsh, Thanos Contargyris) pr o-
vided evaluation support and analysis to all of the application pilots in the DELTA pr o-
gramme, and concluded that the participation of all actors involved in innovation pro c-
esses is more a key to success than technological wizardry.

• The Telematics/DEPLOY project (1996-97: Jesse Marsh, Eric Barchechath, Thanos Co n-
targyris) examined the dynamics of the deployment of the information society in sectors
such as SMEs, Universities and Rural areas, on the basis of the aggregation of political
interests as the prime condition for effective participation.

These projects all made very strong recommendations on the need to develop a policy of s o-
cial innovation based on a human and cultural perspective for furthering the information soc i-
ety in Europe.





STOA PROGRAMME
European Parliament
Directorate-General for Research
Directorate A

Room SCH 06 B040 Room ASP 6D46
Schuman Building Altiero Spinelli Building
Kirchberg 60, rue Wiertz
L-2929 Luxembourg, B-1047 Brussels,
Tel (352) 4300.22511; or Tel (32-2) 284.3812
Fax (352) 4300.27718 Fax (32-2) 284.4980
E-mail: gchambers@europarl.eu.int E-mail:tkarapiperis@europarl.eu.int


	Cataloguing data
	Contents
	1 Preface
	Part A: Policy Options
	1 Key Statements and Recommendations
	2 Policy Evaluation Framework
	2.1 Information Society Issues
	2.2 Cultural Identity Issues
	2.3 Local Development Issues
	3 Technology Issues
	Part B: Arguments and Evidence
	1 What’ s Happening?
	1.1 Crisis: The Breakdown of the Social Compromise
	1.2 Globalisation: the Driving Force
	1.3 The Role of Technology
	1.4 Challenging the Fundamentals
	1.5 The Information Society: Scenarios
	2 Cultural Diversity: Obstacle or Asset?
	2.1 Cultural Diversity and the Information Society
	2.2 Sustainability
	2.3 Individuals and Communities
	2.4 A Possible Vision
	3 What should we act on, and How?
	3.1 Experts and People
	3.2 Components of Communicational Capability
	3.2.1 Technology Literacy
	3.2.2 Cultural Literacy
	3.2.3 Creativity
	3.2.4 Digital Balance
	3.3 Action Strategies
	3.3.1 Achieving Critical Mass
	3.3.2 Interoperability of Actors
	3.3.3 Active, Participatory Networks
	3.3.4 If we do nothing?
	Part C: Technical File
	1 Methodology
	2 Individuals Contacted
	2.1 Group Feedback Sessions
	2.2 In-depth Interviews
	2.3 Open Discussions
	3 Interview Outcomes
	3.1 Cultural Diversity and the Information Society
	3.2 Policy Options and Technological Issues
	3.3 Recommendations
	4 Research Team and Background Work
	4.1 Research Team
	4.2 Background Work
	4.2.1 The LOGOS project
	4.2.2 The development of culturally adaptable technologies
	4.2.3 Cultural adaptation and inter-regional networking
	4.2.4 The Information Society and Sustainable Development
	4.2.5 The evaluation of technology pilots, social innovation processes and policy recommendations

