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ABSTRACT 
The paper aims to deepen the role that cultural heritage take on in promoting the 
development of culture, understood as an ‘essential evolutionary condition of civil society’. 
In this perspective, in fact, the goods (tangible and intangible) that make up the cultural 
heritage are configured not only as a vehicle of culture, but also as a “flywheel” for the 
development of territories and tools for social innovation and, for this reason, a 
generalised and widespread ‘consumption’ (or, better, ‘fruition’) of them is ‘desirable’. 
Cultural heritage is thus configured, in all its complexity, as a ‘spendable resource’, in the 
sense that the development and enhancement of the potential of culture (and of the 
cultural heritage of the territory) can become the pivot around which to build development 
models capable of combining ‘spiritual’ wellbeing, deriving from the enjoyment of 
heritage, and ‘material’ wellbeing, by which is meant socio-economic growth, developing 
community building strategies capable of uniting the world of culture, the world of 
research and citizenship as a whole. An idea that, on closer inspection, underlies the 
current European programming cycle (and the NRP), in particular, and the European 
cohesion policy and its financial instruments, in general, as can be seen from the 2021-
2027 Partnership Agreement, which prioritises ‘initiatives in the cultural and creative field 
that integrate the institutional offer with the non-profit sectors, aimed at regenerating and 
revitalising cultural and heritage places, or other public spaces or spaces for public use 
with the active involvement of local communities’. Initiatives that may include 
interventions for the structural recovery and reuse of the spaces concerned, where 
functional to projects of cultural participation, inclusion and social innovation. 
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1. Introduction 
The cultural dimension of the nation's landscape-environmental and historical-artistic 
heritage, and the role that these assets play in promoting the development of culture, 
understood as an "essential evolutionary condition of civil society" (Immordino, 2003), is 
the leitmotif of the reflections that follow and that, starting from this line of reasoning, 
intend to deepen the role of cultural heritage not only as a vehicle of culture, but also as a 
flywheel for the development of territories (Sen, 2004). 
The idea of heritage that is assumed is that of heritage as an "open container", a "hub" 
(Giani, Iacopino & Castello, 2020), composed of a set "entities" (tangible and intangible) 
that have as a fundamental character the being a constitutive expression of a collective 
memory (Picozza & Siclari, 2019), a "testimony having value of civilisation" (Giannini, 
1976). An idea that intercepts the principles enshrined in the Faro Convention and the 
concepts of cultural heritage and community of inheritance. In this perspective, in fact, it 
is easy to understand how heritage contributes to the 'construction' of the identity of the 
individual, but also of the 'collective identity' and of new social bonds and, at the same 
time, represents a projection of the territory, or, more precisely, "a cultural projection of 
the territory" (Immordino, 2008), which must be understood not only, and not so much, 
as a place on which most human activities with an economic value insist and converge, 
but also as a repository of distinctive features that ask not to be crushed and cancelled 
(Dipace, D'Orsogna Giani, 2019). 
A strategic vision of heritage, therefore, on the basis of which to read and orientate the 
planning interventions in the territory. 
In fact, heritage plays a fundamental role both in programmes and projects for urban 
regeneration and redevelopment, which  look to the social dimension and the 
consolidation of social bonds ('new urbanism'), as the construction of a 'new narrative' of 
the territory that favours development, and  the green transition and environmental 
sustainability, considering that the protection and enhancement of the territory entails 
limiting land consumption, minimising the use of natural resources, and ensuring a low 
environmental impact. A model of development, or rather of production and 
development, that evokes sustainability in its various dimensions and that evolutionary 
process that has affected cohesion, by virtue of the logic of the market and economic 
redistribution has been abandoned, welcoming a logic that places the economic 
development of territories at the centre, linked to progress based on solidarity and 
cooperation, functional to the reduction of social inequalities. 
 
2. Cultural enhancement vs. economic enhancement 
The reflection to be carried out cannot be separated from the analysis of the relationship 
between cultural and economic enhancement of heritage and its qualification. 
In this last regard, it is worth mentioning the new European Agenda for Culture which, 
among the dimensions of culture considered as strategic objectives, includes the 'Social 
Dimension - harnessing the power of culture and cultural diversity for social cohesion and 
well-being'. In particular, the Commission emphasises that culture is an ideal means of 
communicating across language barriers, is a transformative force for community 
regeneration and that cultural participation also improves health and well-being, pointing 



out that research on the point confirms that access to culture is the second most important 
determinant of psychological well-being, preceded only by the absence of disease. 
In this perspective, therefore, the scope and centrality of the role of cultural enhancement 
emerges, which is configured, together with protection and conservation, as a fundamental 
function that the cultural heritage fulfils and which, in the Italian legal system, derives 
from the particular value that the Constituents attributed to the goods (tangible and 
intangible entities) that make up the cultural heritage, and which is functional to the moral 
and social development of the community and for which, therefore, generalised(a) and 
widespread(a) 'consumption' (or, better, 'fruition') is 'desirable'. 
A conclusion that evokes the concept of merit goods (meritorious) introduced by 
Musgrave in 1959, which includes those (public) goods that are worthy of public 
protection regardless of the demand made by potential users because they respond to a 
'superior' need of the community (merit want), improving the level of civilisation of a 
country (simplifying, one could say that the supply, in  case of culture, is independent of 
the demand), and that are characterised by the absence of rivalry in consumption and the 
non-excludability of the benefit. 
Assets in respect of which State intervention is a duty in to 'stem the asymmetries' (and 
imbalances) and allow culture to  consumed equally by the whole community (Baumol & 
Bowen, 1968). A dutiful intervention that, moreover, the Italian Constitution itself assigns 
to the Republic (Merusi, 1975). 
 
2.1 The 'positive externalities' of cultural heritage: culture, development models and territorial strategies. 
But, following Musgrave's line of reasoning, and the theory of merit goods or, rather, merit 
wants, a further extremely interesting profile emerges that intercepts the so-called 'positive 
externalities' of merit goods, in particular, and of public goods in general. 
Well, as far as cultural heritage is concerned, the positive externalities are obvious, if we 
consider that public enjoyment has positive effects on employment, on economic sectors 
(such as tourism, handicrafts, creative enterprise) that, in the assumed perspective of 
territorial development, must be considered in terms interdependence, and that, as 
previously pointed out, determines an improvement in human capital and social capital. 
In this perspective, cultural heritage, in all its complexity, is undoubtedly configured as an 
'expendable resource', in the sense that the development and exploitation of the potential 
of culture (and of the cultural heritage of the territory) can become the pivot around which 
to build development models capable of combining 'spiritual' wellbeing, deriving from the 
enjoyment of heritage, and 'material' wellbeing, by which is meant socio-economic growth, 
developing community building strategies capable of uniting the world of culture, the 
world research and citizenship as a whole. 
Models in which cultural heritage is a projection of the territory, understood, as highlighted 
above, as the place on which most human activities of economic value take place, but also 
as a repository of distinctive community features. Models of development (or even of 
production and development) that must be constructed bearing in mind the specific 
intergenerational perspective, which also connotes the cultural function, and which is thus 
configured not only as  factor promoting well-being ("spiritual" and "material") for the 
present generation, but also as a potential for future well-being (for future generations). 



An idea that, as highlighted above, clearly emerges in programmes and projects for urban 
regeneration and redevelopment, but also in programmes for the revitalisation of 
agriculture, which favour an approach aimed at encouraging measures to promote rural 
development by abandoning forms funding aimed exclusively at production (in this regard, 
it is enough to think of the change of perspective in European programming that, starting 
from the 2007-2013 programming period, has abandoned the reference to  agricultural 
territory in favour of funding rurality, therefore to the development of the rural area, also 
in terms of tourism) or even in those projects that, although not providing a funding line, 
have among their specific objectives precisely that of contributing to the social economic 
development of territories (think of the European Heritage Label, which among its 
specific objectives has precisely that of contributing to the attractiveness, creativity and 
economic and sustainable development of territories, with an express reference to cultural 
tourism). 
The central role of heritage in the achievement of cohesion policy objectives is, moreover, 
evident from a reading of the Eighth Report on Economic, Social and Territorial Cohesion 
Policy, 'Cohesion in Europe towards 2050', published by the Commission on 8 February 
2022, so much so that investment in tourism and cultural infrastructure is one of the three 
common indicators used by the Commission to assess the support of financial instruments 
(and of the ERDF in particular) to the objectives for social Europe (current PO4) together 
with the indicator for investment in childcare and education facilities and the indicator for 
improving health services. In fact, the Commission pointed out that "In addition to 
providing support for the labour market, cohesion policy has devoted significant sums to 
the preservation of cultural sites and the promotion of sustainable tourism. Evaluations 
have identified several cases where support has produced positive results. They include 
the investment in the preservation of the archaeological site of Pompeii and the 
improvement of accessibility, thus contributing to a 62 per cent increase in visitor numbers 
between 2012 and 2019, adding about 1.9 million people to the total' (290). The report 
then dwells on the positive effect of the integrated approach of spatial development 
strategies, highlighting the role that investments in cultural and natural assets have also 
played in urban development and renewal. In this regard, the Commission recalled a 
number of interventions in the Świętokrzyskie region, where 'the ITI's strategic approach 
investments in natural and cultural assets  found to work efficiently and effectively and to 
contribute to improving the attractiveness of the areas concerned, reducing the rate of 
biodiversity decline and increasing opportunities for tourism' (291). And, again, 
'Evaluations carried out in the 2014-2020 period on the effects of the integrated urban 
development strategies financed by the ERDF in the 2007-2013 period also reveal positive 
results. In the Lubelskie region, also in Poland, financed rehabilitation projects have 
increased the attractiveness of redeveloped areas as places to live, work and invest. In 
Romania, the investments financed have contributed to improving public spaces, 
stimulating economic and social activity, traffic congestion and improving road safety, 
increasing the number of visitors, revitalising cultural life, and developing new social 
services' (291). 
An idea that, on closer inspection, underlies the current programming cycle, in particular, 
and the European cohesion policy and its financial instruments, in general, as it emerges, 
as far as Italy is concerned, from the 2021-2027 Partnership Agreement. The objective of 



a morè social and inclusive Europe (Policy Objective 4 of the 2021-2027 programming 
period) is pursued, in fact, "also through the enhancement of the role of culture and 
tourism in economic development, for social inclusion and innovation"" and, within this 
objective, the various financial instruments (in particular the ERDF, in connection with 
the ESF plus) contribute to define the broader cultural and tourism development policy 
of the cohesion policy. Evidence of this the National Culture Programme 2021-2027 
which sets itself, among others, the specific objective of strengthening the role of culture 
and sustainable tourism in economic development, social inclusion social innovation 
(Specific Objective RSO4.6.), promoting a broader cultural and artistic practice and 
participation of citizens which, in the Programme's perspective, must be read as a tool 
social integration and innovation, but which is also capable of generating development 
opportunities for new employment and, therefore, contribute to defining a new 
development model. However, the cultural development policy, as underlined by the 
Partnership Agreement itself, must also be declined with reference to the other policy 
objectives: in OP1, through the strengthening of the competitiveness̀ of the cultural and 
creative sectors and of the tourism sector; in OP2 through the support to the green 
transition in the same sectors, 
and risk protection of the natural and cultural heritage; in PO5 through thematic 
components within integrated territorial strategies. And it is precisely in the transversal 
dimension that the policy takes on in the programming document and, in particular, in the 
contents Policy Objective 5 ("a Europe closer to its citizens") that the function of "pivot" 
that culture and, consequently, cultural heritage, can play in the construction of the 
territory's development model is confirmed. 
In emphasising that this objective supports development solutions felt to be their own by 
local actors and partnerships through Local Territorial Strategies (STs), the Partnership 
Agreement, after identifying their contents, highlighting how they are the expression of 
local coalitions, focusing on certain priorities, notes how they involve other Policy 
Objectives that will also contribute to the Territorial Strategies (STs) and  particular, as far 
as it is of interest here, how interventions in the field of culture and heritage can play a 
decisive role in enhancing natural, cultural and landscape resources, local production, and 
hospitality opportunities for the benefit of the territorial communitỳ through integrated 
approaches aimed revitalising the economic fabric, regenerating places, and promoting 
participation and social inclusion. 
The same considerations can be made with regard to the Recovery and Resilience Facility 
(RRF) and the funds disbursed on the basis of it, given its legal basis (Article 175 TFEU) 
and common purposes with cohesion policy. 
For these reasons, of interest for the analysis being conducted , in fact, the objectives of 
Component 3 of Mission 1 of the Italian NRP (Tourism and Culture 4.0) in Italy, among 
which are that of 'Regenerating villages and urban peripheries through the promotion of 
participation in culture, the revitalisation of sustainable tourism, and the protection and 
enhancement of historic parks and gardens' and that of 'Supporting the digital and green 
transition in the tourism and culture 4.0 sectors and the socio-economic regeneration of 
territories and promoting training and interaction between school, university, business and 
culture'. 



Examination of the investments outlined to achieve the objectives confirms, in fact, the 
strategic vision outlined above in which culture leads the way in the regeneration of, 
among others, the suburbs ("Culture-led regeneration process") through the involvement 
of the resident community, in neighbourhoods characterised by social and economic 
marginalisation, in the realisation of innovative projects and cultural and creative activities 
and  creation of opportunities for the social and economic improvement suburbs not only 
through forms of (economic) support but also through the creation of collaborative 
dynamics between residents, public institutions, local private entities, knowledge 
institutions, organised civil society, artists and creative people and/or other professionals. 
Moreover, as the European Agenda for Culture emphasises, declaring the founding 
elements of the economic dimension, "[] culture, arts, creativity and creative industries are 
interdependent. The combination of the specific knowledge and skills of the creative and 
cultural sectors with those of other sectors, including information and communication 
technologies, tourism, manufacturing, services and the public sector, fosters the 
generation of innovative solutions'. 
And precisely in order to benefit from the 'transformative power', the Commission, in its 
agenda, identified three 'specific ecosystems', among which, for topic at hand, it is worth 
mentioning 'cities and regions' in which the Commission emphasised that culture and 
tourism 'are powerful drivers of economic activity. Cities that invest in culture can benefit 
greatly, attracting more jobs and human capital than other similar cities, as demonstrated 
by the Observatory Urban Culture and Creativity, developed by the Commission's Joint 
Research Centre. In rural areas, restoration and rehabilitation of natural and cultural 
heritage contribute to growth potential and sustainability. The integrated management of 
cultural and natural assets encourages people to discover and participate in them'. And it 
is precisely along these lines that the National Metro plus and Southern Cities Programme 
2021-2027 moves, which, again with reference to the above-mentioned Specific Objective 
RSO4.6. "Strengthening the role of culture and sustainable tourism in economic 
development, social inclusion social innovation" (an objective dedicated to the Medium-
sized Cities), stresses that tourism and cultural heritage represent "a flywheel with very 
high economic potential and the enhancement of tourist and cultural assets and related 
services in this SO has the purpose of stimulating innovative practices and projects capable 
of involving the most vulnerable people in employment paths and/or in inclusive activities 
aimed at reducing inequalities and overcoming situations of vulnerability". This is 
accompanied by the improvement of the usability of places with a view to sustainability, 
which, according to the programme, can be combined with the strengthening of services 
that propose, organise and implement forms of experiential tourism and access to culture 
through which "to restore centrality to marginal places and make them safer and more 
attractive to the resident population and tourists" and, consequently, trigger "a virtuous 
circle of economic and employment revitalisation". 
 
3. Governance models  
The above considerations highlight the need to identify new models of (or 'adapt' current 
organisational and functional models to define participatory, partnership-based, 
integrated, multi-level and multi-actor models of) governance to support both the cultural 
and economic enhancement of cultural heritage in the terms indicated above, i.e. that, in 



addition to promoting the development of culture, are capable of creating added value for 
local communities (Petraroia, 2014). 
These are, therefore, models that presuppose the integration of public and private subjects, 
the result, in particular, of a crossover in which public and private subjects converge, and 
without creating any kind of confusion in defining the positions, roles and responsibilities 
that correspond to each - which, as could not be otherwise, are and must be clearly 
differentiated from a legal point of view in the care of the public interest - and which 
necessarily conditions the identification of the forms of organisation necessary to respond 
to the needs of the community, moving naturally towards the creation of 'variable 
geometry' organisational structures. 
This approach is confirmed in the 2021-2027 Partnership Agreement and, in particular, in 
one of the specific objectives of OP4: Culture and Tourism (ERDF Specific Objective 
4.VI). The specific objective focuses on enhancing the role of culture in economic 
development, social inclusion and innovation. In this context, the expected results include 
the broadening of cultural participation of citizens, businesses and communities, the 
increase of active citizenship practices and social integration paths that can generate quality 
employment opportunities. And, to this end, the planning document emphasises the need 
for forms  participatory governance and collaboration between cultural institutions and 
centres, administrations, businesses and third sector subjects, as well as the construction 
of management schemes that ensure the rootedness in the territory and the financial 
sustainability of the activities and services launched, also through innovative public-private 
partnerships. 
In particular, the Partnership Agreement gives priority to "initiatives in the cultural and 
creative field that integrate the institutional offer with the non-profit sectors, aimed at 
regenerating and revitalising cultural and heritage places, or other public spaces or spaces 
for public use with the active involvement of local communities". Initiatives that may 
include interventions for the structural recovery and reuse of the spaces concerned, where 
functional to projects of cultural participation, inclusion and social innovation. 
And it is certainly in this context that we find the experiences of the so-called 'shared 
administration', i.e. those urban governance models that are based on concerted strategies, 
enhancing the shared and collective dimension of spaces and services, in order to foster 
the creation of an 'urban/metropolitan collaborative ecosystem' (Foster & Iaione, 2016).  
An idea that evokes that of the strategic planning of the territory - as a voluntary and 
collective action of mobilisation of the subjects operating in it, bearers of different skills, 
needs and priorities, whose objectives are represented by the maintenance and enjoyment 
of the territory and its resources and the development of the local economic system, while 
respecting identity values, and of which the strategic plan constitutes an operational tool, 
characterised by flexibility and participation. (Iacovone, 2010). 
In this perspective, the latest-generation territorial strategic planning model, based on a 
principle of participatory governance, in which top-down and bottom-up policies are 
combined, permeated by the principle of consultation, assuming the participation of all 
the actors operating in the territory, both institutional and non-institutional, both in the 
strategy formulation phase  in the implementation phase of the choices made (Cangelli, 
2012), assumes particular importance. It is along these lines that the Territorial Project 
(PdT) moves, a tool defined by the 2021-2027 National Metro plus and Southern Medium 



Cities Programme that represents one of the types of intervention in which Priority 7 
dedicated to urban regeneration (Specific Objective: RSO5.1. 'Promoting integrated and 
inclusive social, economic and environmental development, culturenatural heritage, 
sustainable tourism and security in urban areas'). Promoting the integrated regeneration 
of so-called 'target' areas, whether central or peripheral, the PoT tool includes both 
physical redevelopment of the built and natural environment through the recovery of 
degraded spaces, and intangible actions and services deemed necessary to address the 
problems of the specific area (place-based approach), taking into account local specificities 
(people-oriented approach). Well, the Programme clarifies that the Territorial Projects 
support the activation of participatory paths, among which emerge co-design for the 
definition of priority and strategic choices and collaborative management for the recovery 
of assets. 
 
4. Conclusions 
At the end of these reflections, it is possible to identify a few fixed points. 
The first consideration concerns the relationship between cultural enhancement and 
economic enhancement, which, in the perspective taken, can certainly be configured as a 
virtuous link, without prejudice to the centrality of cultural enhancement that expresses 
the primary function heritage (cultural function) as defined by the Italian Constitution 
(Simonati, 2019), since it is able to create added value for local communities, configuring 
itself as a flywheel for the development of the territory. 
A further consideration concerns the 'subsidiary' models of integrated heritage 
enhancement, which by their very nature are capable of identifying all the interests 'at 
stake' and coordinating the necessary interventions on the territory and which evoke 
Giovanni Urbani's idea of 'planned conservation', which is closely linked to the 
development of the territory and which is indeed directed "before being directed towards 
individual assets, towards the environment that contains them" (Urbani, 2011), and in 
which the governance models outlined above can become effective tools not only for the 
integrated protection of heritage and the territory of which it represents the "cultural 
projection" (Immordino, 2008), but also for promotion and development. 
The last and final consideration, which represents the synthesis of the previous ones, 
concerns territorial strategies, suitable to enhance and promote heritage as a flywheel for 
the development of the territory. Strategies that call for a paradigm shift in planning , 
which must be able to connect different actors, services and products in order to create 
"value", cultural and economic, for the community of reference. A paradigm shift that 
clearly emerges from an examination of the European and national planning documents 
and, even before that, from the general discipline contained in the European Regulations 
on the cohesion policy funding instruments 2021-2027. 
Suffice it, in this regard, to consider the Common Provisions Regulation (CPR) or the 
ERDF and Cohesion Fund Regulation, which provide for a strengthening of integrated 
territorial development and, consequently, of the place-based approach of the EES funds 
through inclusion of a transversal objective (OP 5 "A Europe closer to the citizens") that 
supports, as already mentioned, "the promotion of sustainable and integrated 
development of all types of territories", confirming the two place-based forms of 
intervention of the previous programming period (Integrated Territorial Investments - 



ITI; Participatory Local Development - Community-Led Local Development -SLTP) 
which, as is known, presuppose the integrated planning of territories and are characterised 
by a strongly participatory approach, outlining multi-level governance models and bottom-
up programming. 
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