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Abstract: The Faro Convention introduces an innovative concept of cultural heritage by recognising the
importance of the community that is formed around the cultural asset to be enhanced. This concept is
consistent with the New European Agenda for Culture, especially the European Year Cultural Heritage
(EYCH) Initiative 9 “Heritage for all: citizen participation and social innovation”, that promotes
a broader understanding of heritage, placing people and communities at the centre and involving
them in making decisions about heritage valorisation. The cultural heritage acquires the meaning
of common good and has been configured as “cultural commons”, expression of values shared by
the heritage community and of the process activated to enhance it. In this perspective, the paper
presents a proposal for the integration of the evaluation process identified by the Faro Convention,
explaining the appropriate indicators useful for analysing the specificity of the valorisation processes
and making them comparable. The methodological proposal was tested for the experience of the
Friends of Molo San Vincenzo Heritage Community, activated in Naples, Italy.

Keywords: cultural commons; heritage community; social innovation; complex values; deliberative
evaluation processes; indicators

1. Introduction

In the last decades, the notion of cultural heritage preservation [1–5] has evolved
significantly, and its importance for local, sustainable development has been increasingly recognised.
Cultural heritage is no longer merely understood as a fragile good to be shielded from external threats
or as a good separated from its social context [6,7]) but as a means to satisfy the material and immaterial
needs of a community. Indeed, cultural heritage is deemed relevant for its role and capacity in building
a sense of belonging, of local identity, cohesion [8], and in enabling the creation and strengthening of
social capital [9–12], and also as a fundamental tool for sustainable development [13].

According to perspective opened by international conventions and recommendations on cultural
heritage, we intend to explore three main issues related to: the cultural heritage as a common good
(i); the importance of democratic participation and citizens’ involvement in the process of its valorisation
(ii); and the relevance of the deliberative evaluation processes (iii) for building heritage communities.

In particular, the “Council of Europe Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage
for Society” [14] signed in Faro, Portugal in 2005 and entered into force in 2011, stimulates the parties
to undertake to “recognise the public interest associated with elements of the cultural heritage in
accordance with their importance to society” (art.5) and ”delineates the framework of the rights
and responsibilities of citizens in the participation to the cultural heritage and outlines the possible
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significance of its “value” through a multidimensional approach that reveals the contribution of cultural
heritage to the development of human beings and society” [14].

Moreover, in the Communication of the European Council, “Council conclusions on participatory
governance of cultural heritage” [15], cultural heritage is defined as “a shared resource, and a common
good” (art.1). This subject has been further developed in the International Conference “Heritage
Commons. Towards a Participative Heritage Governance in the Third Millennium” [16] organised in
2014, where cultural heritage has been analysed through the “perspective of the common” and has
emerged as centrally crucial for the self-management of local resources and the definition of their rules
of usage.

At the same time, the “Recommendation of the Committee of Ministers to member States on
the European Cultural Heritage Strategy for the 21st century” [17], recognising the importance and
the value of the Faro Convention, specifies that “the European Cultural Heritage Strategy for the
21st century pursues an inclusive approach and involves not only the local, regional, national and
European public authorities, but all heritage stakeholders including professionals, (international)
non-governmental organisations, the voluntary sector and civil society”. This assumption signals a
relevant shift from “cultural heritage” to the “right to cultural heritage”, or interpreted as the collective
or individual right to benefit from the heritage [18,19]. Furthermore, the New European Agenda
for Culture [20], especially with the European Year Cultural Heritage (EYCH) Initiative 9 “Heritage
for all: citizen participation and social innovation”, in the spirit of the Faro Convention, promotes
a broader understanding of heritage, placing people and communities at the centre and involving
them in making decisions about heritage. Research, experimentation, and practice will engage and
empower a large number of actors to care for heritage. New models of participatory governance and
management of cultural heritage will be tested, and social innovation and links with other sectors are
also being encouraged.

The involvement of local communities, achieved through a networking process and engagement
of different institutions interested in that local context, spreads a new awareness on the cultural
heritage role for the local and communities development, understood as the ability of citizens to
recognise their identity in that heritage as their own, as commons, and consequently to cooperate for
its conservation [21,22].

The semantics of the word “commons” [23], initially used to designate natural and traditional
resources (water, grazing land, forests, agricultural land, fisheries, etc.) that are managed through
communitarian forms and rules [24–26] has been broadened to include a large variety of “new
commons” [27,28], including cultural heritage [6,21,22,29,30].

Navrud and Ready define and evaluate cultural heritage as a public good [31] and stress the central
social values that cultural heritage can generate. Clarck underlines the public value of cultural heritage
because “what makes something part of our heritage is not whether it is a building or landscape,
but the value that we place on it. Value, therefore, remains at the centre of all heritage practice; it is
what justifies legal protection, funding or regulation; it is what inspires people to get involved with
heritage” [32].

Mattei highlights how common goods become “the hard core of goods belonging to the whole
people who, for deeply axiological reasons, linked to our heritage, to the cultural identity of the nation”
and accentuates how cultural heritage has a “value that goes very far beyond the present generation,
which indeed extends to future generations, with a transmission from the past to the future that
exceeds the duration of human existence, so the logic of law as an institutional structure that deals
with the “here and now” is overcome by a vision of law as capable of taking on the interests of future
generations as well” [30].

The “common” nature of cultural heritage derives from its being, therefore, strictly connected to
the identity, culture, traditions of territory and for its being functional to the development of the life of
its communities. Alonso González [22] underlines how understanding cultural heritage as commons
can open new epistemological spheres of communication between different knowledge practices and



Sustainability 2020, 12, 9862 3 of 22

can contribute to filling ontological gaps between the diverse subjects interested in the cultural heritage,
such as academics, managers, architects, and local communities.

Cultural heritage can be identified as a specific type of commons, defined “cultural commons”
that “refer to culture expressed and shared by a community” [29]. They are characterised by shared
values and attitudes that make cooperation possible, expression of the complex social values produced
by a cultural community [11]. Cultural processes and the construction of material and immaterial
culture are, therefore, no longer a mere prerogative of an elite of experts, but are considered to be part
of the civic responsibilities of the community, believing that culture and cultural heritage as commons
involves users in their reproduction and transmission to future generations [33].

Indeed, cultural heritage has the potential to contribute to social innovation, social inclusion,
social cohesion, and democratic citizenship, and to enhance the quality of life and support sustainable
regeneration, but only if it is relevant to its present and is an expression of the community interests.

In this context, the Faro Convention identifies individual and collective responsibilities towards
cultural heritage. Communities are expected to play an active role in identifying, studying, interpreting,
protecting, preserving, and presenting cultural heritage. At the same time, governments are urged to
promote a participative process of cultural regeneration based on the synergy between institutions,
citizens, and associations. The latter are defined in art.2 as “heritage communities” made of “people
who value specific aspects of cultural heritage which they wish, within the framework of public action,
to sustain and to transmit to future generations” [14]. In particular, it is possible to assume that
”the notion of heritage community helps us in better understanding what the “right to cultural heritage”
means: not only the right to benefit from the existing heritage but also the right to take part in the
selection of new cultural expressions aimed at belonging to the notion of cultural heritage” [34].

Specific attention is paid to communities and their role. It is not just about ensuring preconditions
for participation, facilitation, and promotion of cultural life, and access to and preservation of cultural
goods [35]. Still, the culture and development actions have to include the community’s participation
in all stages of the process where the notion of heritage community helps in better understanding
the particular relationships and dynamics. According to the above perspective, the transition is from
“participation” to the “engagement” of the community for the construction and management of cultural
good as a “common good”.

These constellations raise old questions on the building, use, maintenance, and regulation of
common goods. Indeed, recognising cultural heritage as a common therefore paves the way towards
the common ground conditions that Ostrom [24] considered essential to create trust, reliability, and
reciprocity among the members of a community that individuate shared rules to use the commons.
The collaborative and cooperative approach of projects related to cultural heritage allow the inclusion
and integration of many different social actors and partners, creating the possibility of starting and
maintaining the interactions between the diverse groups within a community (Figure 1).

At the same time, the participatory approach opens exciting perspectives for cultural heritage
enhancement if integrated with the study on commons, through collaborative decision-making
processes [24,36–39].

“A community has a set of common goals, engages in interpersonal and collaborative interactions
and typically has a network of informal learning and support established in its midst. It usually
content-driven and has thus an intrinsic focus on the interest that forms the core of the community—that
which drives and motivates its members to act and become part of the community in the first place,
and around which the members identify” [40].

Collaborative and cooperative processes can involve the community as a whole (civil, private
society, associations, public institutions, research bodies) in the enhancement of cultural heritage,
guaranteeing their participation in the different phases of the process: that is, from the recognition of the
cultural good to the definition and sharing of rules, objectives and values for its use and conservation,
planning of actions, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of results [41].
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The Faro Convention can, therefore, be considered an enabling framework that, by recognising
cultural heritage as commons and revealing the importance of the participation and involvement of the
local community, and the synergy between the different actors involved in the regeneration process,
opens innovative scenarios with new actions for the cultural heritage regeneration. These actions
aim to support the sustainable development of local territories and their communities, and identify
processes and tools able to activate and promote heritage communities.

In the above perspective, deliberative and participatory evaluations [42–45] are increasingly
advocated as a way to include the multidimensionality of value within decision-making processes,
considering notions of commons values and collective intentionality, and better managing conflicts
over cultural resources, assess the social impacts of policy and develop effective management strategies.
This contribution analyses the “Faro Process”, a Faro Convention’s tool, through which heritage
communities can affiliate themselves to the “Faro Convention Network”. This analysis has shown the
lack of evaluation tools related to the self-management process, that should allow heritage communities
to assess their initiatives concerning the principles of the Convention and to trace their improvements
over time.

The identification of specific indicators explained through an appropriate rating scale, can support
an evaluation process, oriented to improve the quality and the effectiveness of the decision-making,
and the monitoring of changes over time. At the same time, an evaluative approach can be useful to
build an interactive sharing process that facilitates operating the model of “learning organisation”,
increasing the level of cultural, creative, and social productivity [46,47]. The methodological approach
is tested to evaluate the process started by a heritage community called “Friends of Molo San Vincenzo”
(FMSV), activated for the regeneration of the San Vincenzo pier in the port of Naples, Italy.

In the “Materials and methods” Section, the paper describes the Faro process considering
the criteria of the Faro Convention and the steps of the Faro Convention Network (FCN) process,
and proposed indicators for the self-assessment as evaluation tools for heritage community; in the
“Results” Section, the proposal has been tested with a case study of Friends of Molo San Vincenzo; in the
“Discussion” Section the potentials of the methodological process have been analysed, identifying
possible next steps.
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. The Faro Process

After 2005, to better interpret the policies of the Faro Conventions and to integrate them with
the selected priorities, the Council of Europe created a framework with the main principles (included
in the “action plan” of Faro) and the criteria, which have evolved with time [48]. The three main
principles in line with the Convention are:

1. connection to a community and territory determines a sense of belonging;
2. social cohesion is founded on various levels of cooperation and commitment;
3. democracy is practised by the engagement of civil society in dialogue and action, through shared

responsibilities based on capacities.

The development of the Faro Convention owed much of its success to the Faro Convention
Network (FCN) that “consists of groups of practitioners and facilitators of community-based actions in
towns and territories in the Council of Europe member States who go through a process of valuing their
local heritage assets in line with the principles and criteria of the Faro Convention” [49]). Through the
“Faro Process”, divided into 15 steps (Figure 2), host communities can, therefore, affiliate themselves
to the FCN that supports them with an active dialogue and interest between the members and the
Secretariat of the CoE [49].

In this process, the guide for the self-management process [50] is particularly relevant. It includes
explanations to the heritage community about the implementation of the self-assessment (step 4) and
the following self-monitoring and self-evaluation (Step 8 and 14).

In the self-assessment phase (based on selected principles and criteria), each heritage community
should estimate the relation to the required level and its contribution to the elaboration and
implementation of the action plan. In the self-monitoring phase, the action plan progress can
be evaluated every two years, and self-evaluation of the good practices and Faro Convention action
plan are carried out by the heritage community.

This process aims to support the heritage community in the awareness of its accomplished results
and to keep track of the improvement of the initiatives during the time, consistent with the principles
and criteria of the Faro Convention and “to visualise the baseline measure vs. desired level, and to
assist in the drawing up of a Plan of Action for each heritage community” [48].The self-assessment,
identified with step n.4 in the Faro Convention Network (FCN) process is based on the 12 criteria [51]
defined in the Faro Convention, considering five levels for self-evaluation to compare the baseline
measure and the desired level, and to support in the drawing up of a plan of action with attention to the
performance of heritage communities, public institutions, private sectors, and facilitators. These criteria
are defined to evaluate the collective efforts realised following the principles of the Faro Convention
and select three main issues related to “Who?”, “How?” and “What?” (Figure 3).

“Who?” identifies the different typologies of involved actors including the active civil
society, the public sector (local, regional, national institutes, and authorities), the private sector
(business, non-profit entities, academic, CSOs, NGOs, etc.), and facilitators able to convey the message
and activate the process.

“How?” underlines the capacity of the different actors to cooperate and collaborate for
implementing shared actions for the enhancement of cultural heritage, even with economic
resource mobilisation.

“What?” expresses the availability of the community to be engaged and to promote the process
of change and development, based on a democratic socio-economic model, oriented to include
all inhabitants.
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With a scale from 0 to 5, the self-evaluation of the 12 criteria serves to draw a graph for each
of the three main questions: “Who?”, “How?”, and “What?”. These assess respectively the “criteria
for the presence and engagement”, the “criteria for implementation”, and “criteria for outcome”.
After defining the action plan and the self-monitoring and evaluation, this grid should enable the
heritage communities to evaluate their progress every two years and to share them with FCN.

Indeed, in this process, the rating scale from 0 to 5 does not seem to be able to reflect the specificities
of the process, considering an overall judgment for the verification of how much the criterion considered
is pursued. By taking into account the need to improve the quality of the assessment process in order to
analyse the components that characterise the critical aspects and the potentials of a heritage community,
a selection of indicators related to the three main criteria was identified.

Each indicator was evaluated through a five-point Likert scale, capable of making explicit the
attitude or the behaviour by collecting a high number of statements on the analysed topic/subject.
The responses can, therefore, help to identify areas of improvement and understand the crucial
components that characterise the observed processes.

2.2. Evaluation Tools for Heritage Community: Indicators Proposal for the Self-Assessment

This study proposes a reflection on the indicators and the related assessment scale to clarify and
describe the selected criteria and make the self-evaluation process apt at measuring the variations over
time and compare the different processes starting from an objective point of view. The use of indicators
supports the comprehension of the criterion and produces comparable data [43]. An analysis of the
relevant indicators developed for the selected criteria can integrate the self-assessment grid. At the
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same time, for each indicator, a description of the performance, expression of a semantic definition,
has been associated to each point of the Likert scale, making the self-assessment easily applicable and
direct, consistent with the spirit of the Convention (Figure 4).
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In particular, for the criteria related to “Who?” (Table 1), the scale from 1 to 5 has been associated
with a subdivision made based on the quantity and typology of the actors in the following four
categories: heritage community, public institutions, private sector, and facilitator. “Value 1” is always
associated with the presence of no participants, while “value 5” is always associated with the presence
of a protocol or other formal agreements.

For the “How?” and “What?” criteria, the report “Council of Europe framework convention on
the value of cultural heritage for society—The Faro action plan 2016–2017 for information and action”
(Steering Committee for Culture 2016) proposes 5 criteria (Table 2).

On this basis, the indicators to evaluate the performance of heritage community (HC), public
institutions (PI), and private sector (PS) have been built. For the assessment, “value 1” indicates “no
action”, and “value 2” expresses the realisation of and/or the participation in initiatives of knowledge
and confrontation of the different actors, in single forms or coordinated to clarify “acknowledgment
and understanding of the existence of diverse narratives on a given heritage asset” [51]. In this case,
the identified indicator is realisation of and/or participation to events, meetings, initiatives, etc. “Value
3” indicates the participation in events and initiatives to build a “shared vision for action”, i.e., the
search of a common thread to develop a shared vision on cultural heritage, with particular attention to
narratives, the search for a common thread to develop a shared vision on the heritage asset in focus [51].
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Table 1. Indicators for the criteria related to “Who?”.

Criteria: “Who?”

Indicators Value

1. Presence of an active civil society (heritage community) that has a common interest in
a specific heritage. A heritage community consists of people who value specific aspects of
cultural heritage which they wish, within the framework of public action, to sustain and
transmit to future generations.

No presence 1

Presence from 1 to 5 persons 2

Presence of more persons and stakeholders (entrepreneurs, associations, etc.) or academics 3

Constitution of an association with a formal process that include these actors 4

Affiliation to the Faro Convention Network 5

2. Presence of people who can convey the message (facilitators)

No presence 1

1 facilitator 2

More facilitators 3

Presence of a multidisciplinary group of facilitators that take care of the regeneration of the
specific cultural heritage 4

Presence of a group of facilitators that is formally responsible for the regeneration of the
specific cultural heritage 5

3. Engaged and supportive political players in the public sector (local, regional, national
institutes, and authorities)

No presence 1

Only 1 of these political players: local, regional, national institutes, and authorities 2

Only 2 of these political players: local, regional, national institutes, and authorities 3

Only 3 of these political players: local, regional, national institutes, and authorities 4

All of these political players: local, regional, national institutes, and authorities, and
subscription to a protocol agreement/memorandum of understanding for the regeneration 5

Note: political players must be actively involved (e.g., municipality, region, local state authority, holding
institutions (national or regional level), CoE, etc.).

4. Engaged and supportive stakeholders in the private sector (businesses, non-profit
entities, academia, CSOs, NGOs, etc.)

No presence 1

Only 1 of these stakeholders: businesses, non-profit entities, academia, CSOs, and NGOs 2

Only 2 of these stakeholders: businesses, non-profit entities, academia, CSOs, and NGOs 3

Only 3 of these stakeholders: businesses, non-profit entities, academia, CSOs, and NGOs 4

Subscription to a memorandum of understanding for the regeneration between businesses,
non-profit entities, academia, CSOs, and NGOs 5

Note: private stakeholders must be actively engaged.
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Table 2. Values and semantic definitions for “How?” and “What?” criteria.

Values Semantic Definition

1 No action

2 Realisation of and/or participation in events, meetings, initiatives, etc.

3 Signing of memorandum of understanding, manifestos, etc., on a shared vision for action

4 Approval of shared projects and/or action of enhancement

5 Realisation of shared projects and/or actions of enhancement

The chosen indicator is: signing of a memorandum of understanding, manifestos, etc., for a
shared vision for action. “Value 4” indicates the participation in the construction of a “common
point of action-projects” through the joint presentation of regeneration projects (conservation, fruition,
knowledge) developed by the members of the community, together with the community members,
elaborate specific projects to be implemented by the community members, with a particular emphasis
on social inclusion, education, local economic development, and anti-discrimination measures [51].
The chosen indicator is: approval of shared projects and/or action of enhancement. “Value 5” expresses
the realisation of shared projects and/or actions of enhancement by the heritage community.

The semantic definitions expressed by the five values described (Table 2) can be identified for
each indicator and represent the basis for the assessments of the eight criteria related to “How?” and
“What?” (Tables 3 and 4).

Table 3. Indicators for criteria related to “How?”.

Criteria: “How?”

5. Consensus on an expanded common vision of heritage

Semantic definition HC PI PS

No consensus 1 1 1

Participation in events to clarify
the different visions on the CH 2 2 2

Signing of memorandum of
understanding on common
heritage visions

3 3 3

Approval of projects or actions of
shared regeneration of the CH 4 4 4

Implementation of actions or
shared projects 5 5 5

6. Willingness of all stakeholders to cooperate (local authorities and civil society)

Semantic definition HC PI PS

No cooperation 1 1 1

Cooperation limited to the
realisation of joint events 2 2 2

Signing of memorandum of
understanding, manifestos, etc.. 3 3 3

Cooperation to define projects or
actions of shared regeneration of
the CH

4 4 4

Cooperation to implement the
project or actions of regeneration
of the CH

5 5 5
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Table 3. Cont.

Criteria: “How?”

7. A defined common interest of a heritage-led action

Semantic definition HC PI PS

No interest 1 1 1

Participation in events to present
the different visions on
heritage-led development actions

2 2 2

Signing of memorandum of
understanding, manifestos on a
common vision on heritage-led
development actions

3 3 3

Participation in the definition of
actions, policies, or projects of
heritage-led regeneration actions

4 4 4

Implementation of actions,
policies, or projects of heritage-led
regeneration actions

5 5 5

8. Commitment and capacity for resource mobilisation

Semantic definition HC PI PS

No engagement or capability 1 1 1

No engagement
or capability

No engagement
or capability

No engagement
or capability

Provision of funds, knowledge,
experience and skills

2 2 2

Volunteering for events
and exhibitions

Economic or logistical
support for events
and exhibitions

Economic support,
knowledge, experience
and skills for events
and exhibitions

Definition of or participation in
fundraising for conservation of
the CH

3 3 3

Initiation of
crowdfunding initiatives
for the conservation of
the CH

Tax reduction, (lottery
for monuments, Sisal
betting) or similar for the
conservation of the CH

Economic support,
knowledge, experience
and skills for the
conservation of the CH

Definition of and participation in
funds for actions and projects of
CH regeneration

4 4 4

Initiation of
crowdfunding initiatives
for the regeneration of
the CH

Granting of long-term
funding for regeneration
actions and projects

Economic
support/knowledge,
experience and skills for
regeneration actions
and projects

Development of a common
strategy to mobilise resources for
heritage regeneration experience
and skills

5 5 5

Involvement of experts
with significant
experiences and
different skills

Involvement of experts
with significant
experiences and
different skills

Involvement of experts
with significant
experiences and
different skills

Cultural Heritage [CH]; Heritage Community [HC]; Public Institution [PI}; Private Sector [PS]

The self-assessment, built taking into account the described indicators, responds to the 12 criteria
according to common parameters and can be objectively represented in three graphs, that express
the performance related to: “Criteria for presence and engagement”, “Criteria for implementation”,
and “Criteria for outcome”.
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Table 4. Indicators for criteria related to “What?”.

Criteria: “What?”

9. Readiness of the group to engage in the process of developing diverse narratives based on the people and places

Semantic definition HC PI PS

No involvement 1 1 1

Organisation of events to present diverse narratives based on the people and places 2 2 2

Definition of reports, research, etc. to clarify the diverse narratives based on the people and places and
identify the shared vision

3 3 3

Approval of shared regeneration projects (action projects) based on shared vision and narratives based on the
people and places

4 4 4

Implementation of shared regeneration projects (action projects), based on the shared vision and narratives
based on the people and places

5 5 5

10. Aspirations towards a more democratic socio-economic model

Semantic definition HC PI PS

No aspiration 1 1 1

Participation in meetings aimed at increasing inclusion and participation in the relevant choices 2 2 2

Definition of protocols articulating the requests expressed by the whole community and the sustainable
economic models

3 3 3

Definition of projects that respect the requests expressed by the whole community and the sustainable
economic models

4 4 4

Implementation of projects that respect the requests expressed by the whole community and the sustainable
economic models

5 5 5

11. Commitment to human rights principles in local development processes (respect for dignity and multiple identities)

Semantic definition HC PI PS

No action 1 1 1

Organisation of, or participation in, events to develop knowledge of the cultural heritage of all
cultural communities

2 2 2

Definition of memorandum of understanding, manifestos, etc., that consider all the relevant knowledge
and viewpoints

3 3 3

Definition of shared projects that include all the knowledge and viewpoints represented. 4 4 4

Implementation of shared projects that include all the knowledge and viewpoints represented. 5 5 5

12. Improved democratic participation and social inclusion of all inhabitants

Semantic definition HC PI PS

No action 1 1 1

Organisation of, or participation in, campaigns, events, or actions for the involvement of all inhabitants 2 3 2

Definition of memorandum of understanding, manifestos, etc., that express the shared vision for action built
on the social inclusion of all inhabitants

3 3 3

Definition of projects that express the shared vision for action built on the social inclusion of all inhabitants 4 4 4

Implementation of regeneration projects that express the shared vision for action built on the social inclusion
of all inhabitants

5 5 5

Heritage Community [HC]; Public Institution [PI}; Private Sector [PS]

3. Results

3.1. The Case Study: Friends of Molo San Vincenzo

In 2005 the association Friends of Molo San Vincenzo (FMSV) started an initiative for the upgrading
of the San Vincenzo pier in the port of Naples (Figure 5), in the South of Italy [52].
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Figure 5. Location of Molo San Vincenzo.

The Molo San Vincenzo is the leading external defence site of the port of Naples. Despite its
historical, cultural, and architectural value, it has remained closed and abandoned due to the presence
of the Navy Command, which practically restricts the access to the area. The FMSV association was
formed with the aim of returning this cultural heritage, previously abandoned and inaccessible, to the
urban community. The pier is the expression of a conflict between the institutions that manage the
possible uses, hindering the opportunity of making it commons. Indeed, the Molo San Vincenzo
is divided into two parts. One end of the dock is owned by the Navy Command, which has had
a contradictory approach to the management of the area, alternating phases of total openness and
availability to allocate different public and private uses, to moments of strict closure during which
occasional visits or specific initiatives were possible only with permission. From the heliport on,
the dock is owned and managed by the Port Authority.

The main aim of the FMSV is to create along the pier a public space and to favour access to the
sea, giving citizens the opportunity to frequent it and make it an attractive place. The reactivation
and requalification of the site have been promoted in cooperation with the institutions, the urban
community, and entrepreneurs of the maritime sector [53], trying to involve stakeholders sensitive
to the culture-led regeneration of the pier [54]. In the past years, the Molo San Vincenzo has been
addressed by diverse projects that unfortunately were not completed, probably due to their inability
to include the different objectives and interests, beginning with partial interpretations of the issue at
hand [41].

The description of the case study unfolds through the three questions “Who?”, “How?”,
and “What?” to highlight the process and the actions implemented for the regeneration of the
site. In 2012, the conference “The Sea and the city”, organised by the research group of the Institute for
Research on Innovation and Services for Development of the National Research Council of Italy [CNR
IRISS] in Naples, highlighted the issue of Molo San Vincenzo and the struggle of the Propeller Club
Port of Naples to return the dock to its port uses and other functions. To support the Propeller Club,
the CNR IRISS and the Community Psychology Lab of the University Federico II adopted the case of the
Molo San Vincenzo as a research case study implementing an action research approach, also known as
participatory action research, combining community-based study, cooperative enquiry, action science,
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and action learning [55–57], and taking into account the results of previous studies that the research team
of CNR had conducted on the interaction between urban planning and community-based psychology.

Participatory action research has identified three main steps [58]. The first-one step is the formation
of an “action arena”, that is of all the actors who, by participating or activating actions of knowledge,
conservation and use of the pier, recognise it as a “common good”. This collaboration with a common
intent can transform them from individual actors into a heritage community. From this arises the
next step to construction, through a “commons action plan”, a common vision in which the values,
objectives, and rules for the use and respect of the pier will be defined. In the third step, it is possible
to carry out the “collaborative valorisation projects”.

The Aniai Campania, the association of engineers and architects, later joined the struggle for the
Molo of San Vincenzo, founding the Friends of Molo San Vincenzo group, which echoes back to Friends
of High Line, the New York group of social actors that turned a disused train station into a public
park (https://www.thehighline.org/about/). In the past years, different organisations and associations
(such as the Lega Navale, Vivoanapoli, CdO Campania, Fondazione San Gennaro, etc.) have joined the
cause, as well as the responsible institutions (the Navy Command, the Municipality of Naples, the Port
Authority). Despite their initial prudence or scepticism, the latter eventually became partners of the
project, getting involved in the realisation of events and initiatives. In spring 2017, the Navy Command
declared its willingness to allow the transit of public transport to reach port areas during the weekends,
while, at the beginning of 2018, the Port Authority implemented a set of security measures to allow the
use of the area.

The idea of transforming the dock into a commons for the city of Naples therefore made possible
the cooperation of researchers, architects, associations, psychologists that worked together for its
valorisation.The activities implemented have contributed to making the pier known to the urban
community, involving possible actors active in the regeneration process. For this reason, it has
been necessary to identify and engage the “heritage actors”—institutions, stakeholders, researchers,
and citizens—to set up a cooperation network and motivate them to take an active part in the
process of urban upgrading. This result was made possible by organising workshops of collaborative
planning, seminars, conferences, cultural events (Figure 6), meetings with the different stakeholders
(citizens, institutions, associations), exhibitions, social networks, images, videos, and the production of
informative and cultural materials.
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The fruition of the dock took place with numerous guided tours (first from the sea, then by
walking through the Navy Command base), and with sports and cultural events. In September 2017
and April 2018, there were two “heritage walks” [59], one of the tools promoted by the Faro Convention,
in the Molo San Vincenzo and in the nearby Bacino di Raddobbo Borbonico, a historical dry dock [60].
This event has been supported by the Council of Europe and the European Commission since 1991 and
has been organised in Italy by the Ministry of Culture. These different initiatives have been encouraged
and implemented to mediate the conflicting positions and facilitate the interaction among stakeholders,
decision-makers, associations and citizens [41]; at the same time, they have been useful for soliciting
the attention of citizens and actively involving them, helping to build a heritage community.

3.2. The Heritage Community of Friends of Molo San Vincenzo: Testing the Methodology

The process of the Molo San Vincenzo regeneration, activated by the heritage community of
FMSV, has been analysed considering the “step 4 self-assessment” of the “Faro Convention Network
self-management process”. This research seeks, therefore, to: evaluate the selected indicators
implemented for the case study, assessing the process of regeneration of the dock under the 12 criteria
of the Faro Convention.

Taking into account the first question, related to “Who? Presence and engagement”,
the self-evaluation produced the following results (Figure 7): the heritage community, the facilitators,
the stakeholders, and the private sector were evaluated as “good”, while the public institution was
assessed as “medium”.
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The involvement of the public sector is still occasional: although the Navy Command, the
municipality of Naples and the Port Authority have started to cooperate actively, and the local authority
for cultural heritage has been involved, there is no agreement yet on the definition of a regeneration
plan. The good position obtained by the stakeholders is due to the presence of research institutions,
private actors, and involved associations, as well as of facilitators that created and kept alive a network
between the different actors.

A crucial aspect and, at the same time, a potential weakness is that the “presence and engagement”
of the FMSV has been positively evaluated for the following reasons: the FMSV association represents
the heritage community; CNR IRISS and Community Psychology Lab of the University Federico
II played the role of facilitators; and the Propeller Club Port of Naples, CNR IRISS, Community
Psychology Lab, and Aniai Campania association played an active role as engaged and supportive
stakeholders in the private sector.

This result shows that the role of the FMSV association is to involve different subjects and the
urban community, promoting a dynamic and continuous engagement in the process of valorisation.
This consideration implies that the FMSV association must open itself, developing new ways to involve
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citizens and keep the attention on Molo San Vincenzo alive, to increase the opportunities for new useful
actions to promote cooperation and improve the level of awareness of the role that cultural heritage can
play for the city. With regard to the second question “How? Criteria for implementation” (Figure 8),
the evaluation shows that low scores are related to the absence of a coordinated program of events and
activities, as well as to the lack of a common vision of heritage. The assessment of cooperation related
to criterion 6 also refers to this kind of action and this kind of result (“fair”).
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The private sector was evaluated as “good” because of the signing of an agreement with the Navy
Command, that allows the circulation of public transport services in military areas. For criterion 7 “a
defined common interest of a heritage-led action”, heritage community, public institution and private
sector have not realised any action. Heritage community and private sector have so far provided
their funds, knowledge, experience, and skills. The Port Authority has also provided funds for the
improvement of safety standards of the dock. This is described in: “ability to mobilise resources”
(criterion 8). It can be said that the private sector has obtained a better performance because—supported
by public opinion—it has enacted its first steps by providing funds for the dock regeneration and by
defining agreements that can allow the use of the dock concerning the security measures required by
the presence of a military base. It is necessary to continue in this direction by individuating common
rules and objectives upon which regeneration projects can be built.

Regarding the third issue “What? Criteria for implementation” (Figure 9), the evaluation shows
that for the criterion “Readiness of the group to develop diverse narratives based on the people and
places”, the heritage community (“fair”) and the private sector (“good”) have a better rating than the
public institution (“none”). This is because the first two actors have organised different initiatives with
the production of reports and studies—thanks to CNR IRISS and Community Psychology Lab of the
University Federico II—while the public institution has put no visible effort into developing diverse
narratives based on the people and places interactions.

For “Aspirations towards a more democratic socio-economic model”, the heritage community
and the private sector (“fair”) have a better position than the public institution, for having organised
several opportunities for meetings, and urging discussion and confrontation to overcome the various
obstacles and manage conflicts.
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For the criterion “Commitment to human rights principles in local development processes (respect
for the dignity and multiple identities)”, heritage community, public institution and private sector have
a performance “fair”, connected to the organisation of events. For “Improved democratic participation
and social inclusion of all inhabitants”, the three actors have reached the result of “none”. Briefly, it can
be said that the heritage community, public institution and private sector have not obtained good
performances, and should improve their work concerning these last four criteria.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

Based on the analysis of the literature and of recent European documents that identify cultural
heritage as “cultural commons”, and recognising the decisive role of the Faro Convention and its tools
for the promotion and participation of the community in cultural heritage valorisation [58], this study
contributes to integrating the tool of self-management processes developing specific indicators.

The following aspects are highlighted by considering cultural heritage as commons:

• The first aspect underlines that the term “cultural commons” can combine the concepts of cultural
heritage and the common good, expression of the interplay relationship between the culture of
communities and their shared values.

• The second aspect, complementary to the first one, highlights the concept of “heritage
community” [51]) and its definition, developed by the Faro Convention and interpreted as
a group of persons that recognise the value of the cultural heritage and that aims to support it
and transmit it to future generations. The heritage community is formed during the process of
involvement and enhancement of cultural heritage. It is the result of a process of sharing values
and experiences, which contributes to generating the bonds that structure a community.

Therefore, a new approach to the regeneration of cultural heritage is based on the active
participation of the heritage community, that recognises the cultural heritage itself as “cultural
commons”. The study of culture and, more specifically, of cultural heritage as common good benefits
from less extensive literature compared to the more comprehensive studies on common natural goods.
However, this concept has asserted itself in conventions and recommendations on cultural heritage
adopted in the last years by the Council of Europe. To obtain a deeper understanding of these “new
commons”, it is necessary to develop further insights to investigate their specificities, to understand
trends, vulnerabilities, and resilience better, and be prepared to safeguard our cultural commons [61]).



Sustainability 2020, 12, 9862 18 of 22

Indeed, the consideration of cultural heritage as cultural commons has revealed the importance of
the Faro Convention and of its tools to promote the community participation to the cultural heritage
regeneration. In this context, we can point out that:

• The Faro Convention is an important reference as it provides principles, criteria, and tools (the
affiliation process with the self-management grid and the Faro action plan) and is the support to
the heritage communities (Faro Convention Network), leaving them free to define and experiment
new patterns of urban regeneration.

• The in-depth analysis of the Faro Convention tools has revealed the necessity to structure
the evaluation of these processes based on clearly defined indicators to compare the different
experiences, and to understand and to interpret the progressive results.

In this direction, through an exchange with the Council of Europe Programme Office in Venice
and Council of Europe Culture and Cultural Heritage Division, initiated with the writing of this article,
the different points of debate that emerged can be summarised:

• The hypothesis of the indicators seems promising to guarantee the required objectivity. However,
the process has been built as a learning tool and as a platform for dialogue. Therefore, defining
precise options could reduce its learning value.

• The self-evaluation process is relevant to redefine and redesign the relations between actors
working on the heritage and between those who are involved in its governance.

• The tool of the self-management process is, therefore, of fundamental importance, since it supports
the ex-ante and ex-post phases of the evaluation. It is also a potent tool through which the
community may reflect on the project, sharing the results with other stakeholders.

The identification of specific indicators for the self-management process makes the initial evaluation
less subjective and more effective. As argued above, they are beneficial to assess its variations in
time. The evaluation is indeed not only necessary to “measure” but also to learn from experiences:
a useful tool to build an interactive process of mutual learning and sharing. In this sense, the choice of
elaborating some indicators can be a starting point for achieving a common understanding, suitable for
a deliberative dialogue and confrontation among different perspectives [62], possibly also through the
support of ICT technologies integrated into open innovation approaches [44]. They can represent tools
intended to enable the activation, management, and implementation of collaborative enhancement
processes. ICT may have particular relevance in the relations between institutions and citizens, as they
can bring out objectives, problems, and ideas, and participate in their organisation and management,
simplifying the collaborative process [63] This means allowing citizens to cooperate for purposes of
general interest, addressing citizens’ everyday problems and obstacles, gathering ideas or looking after
the common good.

The use of indicators from the heritage community could also help the “Review by the Secretariat
and the FCN” to produce more precise feedback and recommendations for the development of an
action plan for the heritage communities. At the same time, testing the proposal of indicators on
the case of the FMSV has shown their usability and allowed the progress analysis of the project and
the elaboration of critical suggestions for future actions of the FMSV. The case study also suggested
a tool that should be the object of further confrontation and discussion. The “Self-Assessment”
understands the following actors: businesses, non-profit entities, academia, CSOs, NGOs, as private
sector. The test of the indicators on the FMSV has shown how this category could lead to a falsely
high value due to the presence of many different actors. Additionally, this category is of dubious
validity since, for example, approaches differ between businesses and academics. These should be
evaluated separately to recognise the different contribution that each one has given or can give in the
different phases.

Another issue is probably the concept of “heritage community” introduced by the Convention.
The point of departure of the Faro Process is the existence of a heritage community who have to build an



Sustainability 2020, 12, 9862 19 of 22

action plan. Its implementation, however, is not easy and should not be taken for granted. It would be
interesting to investigate and to define possible tools that could support the construction and activation
of the heritage community and of its will to recognise the cultural heritage as cultural commons.

In the future development of the research, the proposal of the methodological process should be
shared with the CoE. It should be further tested by other heritage communities to compare different
experiences and improve the quality of the decision-making and results.

This section may be divided by subheadings. It should provide a concise and precise description
of the experimental results, and their interpretation, as well as the empirical conclusions that can
be drawn.
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19. Bieczyński, M. The ‘Right to Cultural Heritage’ in the European Union: A Tale of Two Courts. In Cultural
Heritage in the European Union; Jakubowski, A., Hausler, K., Fiorentini, F., Eds.; Brill Nijhoff: Leiden,
The Netherlands, 2019; Volume 9, pp. 113–140.

20. European Commission (EC). A New European Agenda for Culture-SWD (2018) 267 Final. 2018. Available
online: https://ec.europa.eu/culture/document/new-european-agenda-culture-swd2018-267-final (accessed
on 1 March 2020).

21. Zhang, Y. Heritage as Cultural Commons: Towards an Institutional Approach of Self-Governance.
In Cultural Commons A New Perspective on the Production and Evolution of Cultures; Enrico, B., Giangiacomo, B.,
Massimo, M., Walter, S., Eds.; Edward Elgar: Cheltenham, UK, 2012; Volume 259.

22. Gonzalez, P.A. From a Given to a Construct. Cult. Stud. 2014, 28, 359–390. [CrossRef]
23. Hardin, G. The Tragedy of the Commons. Science 1968, 162, 1243–1248. [PubMed]
24. Ostrom, E. Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action; Cambridge University

Press: New York, NY, USA, 1990; ISBN 0521405998.
25. Settis, S. Azione Popolare: Cittadini per Il Bene Comune; Einaudi: Torino, Italy, 2012.
26. Bollier, D.; Parrella, B. La Rinascita dei Commons; Stampa Alternativa: Rome, Italy, 2015.
27. Hess, C.; Rheingold, H.; Nannery, R.S.; Kashwan, P.; Mcginnis, M.; Cole, D.; Walker, J.; Anh, L.; Long, N.;

Arnold, G.; et al. Mapping the New Commons. Syracuse Univ. Surf. 2008, 6, 14–18. [CrossRef]
28. Coccoli, L. Commons/Beni Comuni. Il Dibattito Internazionale; GoWare: Florence, Italy, 2013.
29. Bertacchini, E.; Bravo, G.; Marrelli, M.; Santagata, W. Defining Cultural Commons. In Cultural Commons A

New Perspective on the Production and Evolution of Cultures; Bertacchini, E., Bravo, G., Marrelli, M., Santagata, W.,
Eds.; Edward Elgar: Chelteman, UK, 2012; p. 259.

30. Mattei, U. Patrimonio Culturale e Beni Comuni: Un Nuovo Compito per La Comunità Internazionale.
In Protecting Cultural Heritage as a Common Good of Humanity: A Challenge for Criminal Justice; Stfefano, M.,
Arianna, V., Eds.; 2015; Available online: https://www.unodc.org/documents/congress/background-
information/Transnational_Organized_Crime/ISPAC_Protecting_Cultural_Heritage_2014.pdf (accessed on
15 September 2020).

31. Navrud, S.; Ready, R.C. Valuing Cultural Heritage: Ap- plying Environmental Valuation Techniques to
Historic Buildings, Monuments and Artifacts. J. Cult. Econ. 2003, 27, 287–290.

32. Clarck, K. Forward Planning: The Function of Cultural Heritage in Changing Europe—Experts’ Contributions;
Council of Europe: Strasbourg, France, 2001; pp. 103–112.

33. Mariotti, A. Beni Comuni, Patrimonio Culturale e Turismo. Introduzione; Società di Studi Geografici: Florence,
Italy, 2016; ISBN 978-88-908926-2-2.

34. Zagato, L. The Notion of “Heritage Community” in the Council of Europe’s Faro Convention. Its Impact on
the European Legal Framework. 2015. Available online: https://books.openedition.org/gup/220 (accessed on
25 November 2020).

35. United Nations Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (CESCR). General Comment Number
21, on the Right to Participate in Cultural Life. 2009. Available online: https://www.refworld.org/docid/

4ed35bae2.html (accessed on 24 November 2020).
36. Ostrom, E.; Roy, G.; James, W. Rules, Games, and Common-Pool Resources; The University of Michigan Press:

Ann Arbor, MI, USA, 1994.
37. Healey, P. Collaborative Planning in Perspective. Plan. Theory 2003, 2, 101–123. [CrossRef]

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52014XG1223(01)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52014XG1223(01)&from=EN
https://rm.coe.int/16806f6a03
http://riviste.unimc.it/index.php/cap-cult/article/view/1567/1072
https://ec.europa.eu/culture/document/new-european-agenda-culture-swd2018-267-final
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09502386.2013.789067
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5699198
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1356835
https://www.unodc.org/documents/congress/background-information/Transnational_Organized_Crime/ISPAC_Protecting_Cultural_Heritage_2014.pdf
https://www.unodc.org/documents/congress/background-information/Transnational_Organized_Crime/ISPAC_Protecting_Cultural_Heritage_2014.pdf
https://books.openedition.org/gup/220
https://www.refworld.org/docid/4ed35bae2.html
https://www.refworld.org/docid/4ed35bae2.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/14730952030022002


Sustainability 2020, 12, 9862 21 of 22

38. Forester, J. Planning in the Face of Conflict: The Surprising Possibilities of Facilitative Leadership; American
Planning Association Planners Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 2013.

39. Rifkin, J. The Zero Marginal Cost Society; Palgrave Macmillan: New York, NY, USA, 2014.
40. Ciolfi, L.; Areti, D.; Eva, H.; Monika, L.; Laura, M. Introduction. In Cultural Heritage Communities: Technologies

and Challenges; Luigina, C., Areti, D., Eva, H., Monika, L., Laura, M., Eds.; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2018.
41. Clemente, M.; Caterina, A.; Eleonora, G.d.G.; Fortuna, P. Trans-Disciplinary Approach to Maritime-Urban

Regeneration in the Case Study ‘Friends of Molo San Vincenzo’, Port of Naples, Italy. In Proceedings of
the Joint Conference Citta 8th Annual Conference on Planning Research Aesop Tg/Public Spaces & Urban
Cultures Meeting Generative Places, Smart Approaches, Happy People, Porto, Portugal, 24–25 September
2015; pp. 701–718.

42. Cass, N. Participatory-Deliberative Engagement: A Literature Review; Manchester University: Manchester,
UK, 2006; Available online: http://geography.exeter.ac.uk/beyond_nimbyism/deliverables/bn_wp1_2.pdf
(accessed on 24 November 2020).

43. Cerreta, M. Thinking Through Complex Values. In Making Strategies in Spatial Planning. Urban and Landscape
Perspectives; Cerreta, M., Concilio, G., Monno, V., Eds.; Springer: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2010; Volume 9,
pp. 381–404.

44. Cerreta, M.; Panaro, S. From Perceived Values to Shared Values: A Multi-Stakeholder Spatial Decision
Analysis (M-SSDA) for Resilient Landscapes. Sustainability 2017, 9, 1113. [CrossRef]

45. Cerreta, M.; Daldanise, G.; Sposito, S. Culture-led regeneration for urban spaces: Monitoring complex values
networks in action. Urbani Izziv 2018, 29, 9–28. [CrossRef]

46. Zamagni, S.; Vera, Z. La Cooperazione; Il Mulino: Bologna, Italy, 2008.
47. Sacco, P.L.; Guido, F.; Giorgio, T.B. Cultura e Sviluppo Locale. Verso il Distretto Culturale Evoluto; Il Mulino:

Bologna, Italy, 2015.
48. Council of Europe. FCN Principles and Criteria. Available online: https://www.coe.int/en/web/culture-and-

heritage/fcn-principles-and-criteria (accessed on 1 March 2018).
49. Council of Europe. Faro Convention Network (FCN). Available online: https://www.coe.int/en/web/culture-

and-heritage/faro-community#portlet_56_INSTANCE_5mjl2VH0zeQr (accessed on 1 March 2018).
50. Council of Europe. Steering Committee for Culture, Heritage and Landscape (CDCPP) Council of Europe

Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society the Faro Action Plan 2016–2017.
2016. Available online: https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?
documentId=09000016806abda0 (accessed on 3 March 2020).

51. Council of Europe Steering Committee for Culture, Heritage and Landscape. Available online: https:
//rm.coe.int/16806a487d (accessed on 1 March 2018).

52. Friends of Molo San Vincenzo. 2018. Available online: https://friendsofmolosanvincenzo.wordpress.com/

(accessed on 15 September 2020).
53. De Nito, E.; Andrea, T.; Alessandro, H.; Gianluigi, M. Collaborative Governance: A Successful Case of

Pubblic and Private Interaction in the Port City of Naples. In Hybridity and Cross-Sectoral Relations in the
Delivery of Public Services; Andrea, S., Luca, G., Alessandro, H., Fabio, M., Eds.; Emerald Group Publishing
Limited: Bingley, UK, 2018.

54. Graeme, E.; Phyllida, S. A Review of Evidence on the Role of Culture in Regeneration; Department for Culture
Media and Sport: London, UK, 2004.

55. Argyris, C. Knowledge for Action; Jossey-Bass: San Francisco, CA, USA, 1994.
56. Greenwood, D.J.; Davison, R.; Martinsons, M.G.; Kock, N. Teaching/learning action research requires

fundamental reforms in public higher education. Inf. Syst. J. 2004, 14, 249–264. [CrossRef]
57. Greenwood, D.J.; Levin, M. Introduction to Action Research: Social Research for Social Change; Sage Publications:

Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2007; ISBN 9781412925976.
58. Clemente, M.; Eleonora, G.d.G. Friends of Molo San Vincenzo: Heritage Community per il recupero del Molo

borbonico nel porto di Napoli. In Il Valore del Patrimonio Culturale per la Società e le Comunità, la Convenzione
del Consiglio d’Europa tra Teoria e Prassi; Luisella, P.W., Simona, P., Eds.; CoE Venezia, Linea Edizioni: Venezia,
Italy, 2019; pp. 173–189.

59. Council of Europe. Heritage Walk. Available online: https://www.coe.int/en/web/venice/heritage-walk
(accessed on 1 March 2018).

http://geography.exeter.ac.uk/beyond_nimbyism/deliverables/bn_wp1_2.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su9071113
http://dx.doi.org/10.5379/urbani-izziv-en-2018-29-supplement-001
https://www.coe.int/en/web/culture-and-heritage/fcn-principles-and-criteria
https://www.coe.int/en/web/culture-and-heritage/fcn-principles-and-criteria
https://www.coe.int/en/web/culture-and-heritage/faro-community#portlet_56_INSTANCE_5mjl2VH0zeQr
https://www.coe.int/en/web/culture-and-heritage/faro-community#portlet_56_INSTANCE_5mjl2VH0zeQr
https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=09000016806abda0
https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=09000016806abda0
https://rm.coe.int/16806a487d
https://rm.coe.int/16806a487d
https://friendsofmolosanvincenzo.wordpress.com/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1476750307081016
https://www.coe.int/en/web/venice/heritage-walk


Sustainability 2020, 12, 9862 22 of 22

60. Giovene di Girasole, E. Passeggiata Patrimoniale al Bacino di Raddobbo Borbonico e Molo San
Vincenzo—Friends of Molo San Vincenzo. Available online: https://friendsofmolosanvincenzo.wordpress.
com/2017/10/13/passeggiata-patrimoniale-al-bacino-di-raddobbo-borbonico-e-molo-san-vincenzo/

(accessed on 1 March 2018).
61. Hess, C. Constructing a New Research Agenda for Cultural Commons. In Cultural Commons: A New

Perspective on the Production and Evolution of Cultures; Bertacchini, E., Bravo, G., Marrelli, M., Santagata, W.,
Eds.; Edward Elgar: Cheltenham, UK, 2012; p. 259.

62. Cerreta, M.; Poli, G. Landscape Services Assessment: A Hybrid Multi-Criteria Spatial Decision Support
System (MC-SDSS). Sustainability 2017, 9, 1311. [CrossRef]

63. Van Timmeren, A.; Henriquez, L.; Reynolds, A. Ubikquity & the illuminated city. In Illuminated City. From
Smart to Intelligent Urban Environments, 1st ed.; Delft University of Technology: Delft, The Netherlands, 2015.

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional
affiliations.

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

https://friendsofmolosanvincenzo.wordpress.com/2017/10/13/passeggiata-patrimoniale-al-bacino-di-raddobbo-borbonico-e-molo-san-vincenzo/
https://friendsofmolosanvincenzo.wordpress.com/2017/10/13/passeggiata-patrimoniale-al-bacino-di-raddobbo-borbonico-e-molo-san-vincenzo/
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su9081311
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	The Faro Process 
	Evaluation Tools for Heritage Community: Indicators Proposal for the Self-Assessment 

	Results 
	The Case Study: Friends of Molo San Vincenzo 
	The Heritage Community of Friends of Molo San Vincenzo: Testing the Methodology 

	Discussion and Conclusions 
	References

