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ABSTRACT

The paper develops the issue of the sea-coast system as a “maritime cultural landscape”, using
the theory of the “commons”. The maritime cultural landscape is understood as a common good
and this implies the need to involve urban and maritime communities in both its care and
enhancement. Based on this assumption, we consider the maritime cultural landscape as a
“cultural ecosystem”, an expression of the heterogeneity of urban and maritime communities and
their interrelationships. In this perspective, the research proposes a framework to analyse “cultural
values” and “cultural services” for the maritime cultural landscape enhancement by involving the
coastal community through collaborative governance processes.
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1. MARITIME CULTURAL LANDSCAPE AND COASTAL COMMUNITIES

In seaside cities and coastal territories (Carta, 2012; Clemente, 2013; Clemente & Giovene di
Girasole, 2017; Greco, 2009; Hein, 2019; Kalaora & Konitz, 2004; Russo, 2010; Soriani, 2002),
environmental issues perception has been growing (Billé, 2008; Esteban Chapapria, 2012; Estrada
Llaquet, 2012; Giovinazzi & Moretti, 2009), the concept of cultural landscape as a set of material
and immaterial values has been established (Fusco Girard, 2013; UNESCO, 2011; Veldpaus,
Pereira Roders, & Colenbrander, 2013), and the cities and territories intended as ecosystem has
been developed (Cerreta et al., 2021; Cerreta & Poli, 2017; Hogan et al., 2014).

The coastal areas show the fusion of urban and maritime culture (Clemente, 2011), named by
Konvitz as “urban maritime culture” (Konvitz, 1978; 2020). Maritime culture represents a
common heritage, the historical, cultural, economic substrate that merges together the
communities living along coastal areas. In this perspective, a specific attention to coastal areas is
proposed, considering the land-sea interaction (European Commission, 2020). In this perspective,
the core of the enhancement action is the tangible and intangible maritime cultural heritage,
intended as “maritime cultural landscape”.

The maritime cultural landscape development process, as a cultural project, starts from the
urban and maritime community. At the same time, in coastal areas we can simultaneously find
the defining traits of the commons, or those ecological characters (which distinguish a wetland
from a fishing bench, the global climate from the local microclimate), or intrinsic qualities
appreciated by humankind (often they directly contribute to the existence of man or are necessary
conditions for man’s life on earth), or the quality of social facts (products of human interaction
and history) that the human mind has produced, or is capable of appreciating or recognizing as
something that is valid, for the individual as well as for the whole humankind (Donolo, 2010).

In this perspective, we can consider the maritime cultural landscape as a common heritage
(Clemente et al., 2015b). Therefore, recognition of the maritime cultural landscape as a common
good can allow the construction of “common ground” conditions that Elinor Ostrom (Ostrom,
2006; Ostrom et al., 1994) considered fundamental to achieve trust, reliability and reciprocity
among the community members, who identify shared values, objectives and rules for the use of
the maritime cultural landscape. Thus, the maritime cultural landscape can represent a common
good in which institutions together with the urban and maritime community recognise a shared
value, becoming common (Clemente et al., 2015a).

This implies an individual and collective responsibility within collaborative governance
processes in which political institutions recognise the importance of “no-state stakeholders”
(Ansell & Gash, 2008, p. 544) and the need for their direct contribution in decision-making
processes is interesting.

Through the activation of collaborative decision-making processes (Tisdall, 2013; Wilson,
2003), it is possible to build relationships among the various actors of the coastal community
(institutions, urban community, tourists, stakeholders, shipping companies, etc.) and to bring
together the different instances (of conservation, protection, development, etc.), thus favouring
conflicts resolution and developing shared projects (Clemente et al., 2015a).

Coastal communities could be relevant to trigger strategies for a fair and sustainable sea-coast
use and for the land-sea interactions strategies definition. Coastal communities are bearers of
environmental, cultural, historical, economic values, which reveal new possible territorial
vocations. In this perspective, collective actions could be collected in a shared plan, to identify
objectives and rules to combine environmental protection with the cultural enhancement of the
sea-coast resource.
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2. MARITIME CULTURAL ECOSYSTEM FRAMEWORK

The maritime cultural landscape as commons represents, therefore, the heterogeneity of urban
and maritime communities and of their interrelationships oriented to build development
processes. In this perspective, triggering strategies for a sustainable use of the maritime cultural
landscape implies the recognition of a shared value in the coast-sea-community system as a
“cultural ecosystem” (Antrop, 2001). This needs the identification of cultural functions that
contribute, directly or indirectly, to the well-being of individuals.

Generally, the ecosystem definition (Odum, 1977) is closely related to the identification of
“ecosystem services” (Costanza & Folke, 1997; MEA, 2005) that consider the multiple landscape
functions (Bastian et al., 2014; Cerreta & Poli, 2017; Wu, 2013). In this context, referring to
ecosystem services is useful as they are defined as the result of an evolution over time of natural
processes, uses, rules of use and social norms (Chan, Satterfield, & Goldstein, 2012; MEA, 2005).

We can classify ecosystem services as: “habitat”, “regulatory”, “production” and “information
services” (Gomez-Baggethun et al., 2013; MEA, 2005). “Habitat services” are related to the
capacity of the natural system to maintain biological and genetic diversity in the processes of
evolution. “Regulatory services” are oriented towards regulating the ecological processes
essential for maintaining the life of systems. “Production services” (food, energy resources,
genetic material, etc.) are the processes necessary for the survival of the population. Finally,
“information services” contribute to the maintenance of human health by creating opportunities
for cognitive development, spiritual enrichment and recreation.

Several classification systems have been proposed at the international level (Haines-Young &
Potschin, 2012; MEA, 2005; The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB, 2010), such
as the MEA system (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment) including the TEEB system (The
Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity) and the CICES system (Common International
Classification of Ecosystem Services).

In order to build a new point of view for maritime cultural landscape planning (Clemente et
al., 2020), the “cultural ecosystem services” (Chan et al., 2012; Haines-Young & Potschin, 2012;
Poli & Daldanise, 2021) identify some interesting categories of functional values for research. In
fact, these values are defined by the three aforementioned classifications according to the
following interpretations:

1. “spiritual and religious value, cultural diversity, aesthetic value, knowledge systems and
values of education, recreation and ecotourism” (MEA classification);

2. “culture and art, information for cognitive development, spiritual experience, aesthetic
information, recreation and tourism” (TEEB classification);

3. “spiritual, aesthetic, information, community activity and recreation” (CICES v4).

These three categories of values allow researchers to identify the different dimensions linked to a
cultural service and the relationships generated with the cultural ecosystem.

In the MEA classification (1), a key role is given to spiritual and religious values, as well as
to the cultural diversity and the educational values that tangible and intangible cultural heritage
are able to generate. In the TEEB classification (2), special attention is given to the experiential
part of cultural and tourism activities and, at the same time, to the informational function that
these experiences are able to trigger. Finally, in the CICES v4 classification (3), the distinctive
character with respect to the other classifications is the relational one, including in the value
system those generated by community and recreational activities.

Using the three classifications described above (MEA, CICES v4, TEEB), we can attribute a
key role to three categories of values and related services: spiritual and religious values, cultural
diversity and educational values which are associated with the services derived from the use of
tangible and intangible cultural heritage; social and community values linked to community and
recreational activities; cultural, experiential and information values which generate quality
cultural and tourism experiences.
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For this purpose, it is necessary to identify the different subjects, institutional and non-
institutional, involved in the construction of cultural services in the coastal ecosystem, assuming
a model of collaborative governance, understood as: “a governing arrangement where one or more
public agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in a collective decision-making process
that is formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that aims to make or implement public
policy or manage public programmes or assets” (Ansell & Gash, 2008, p. 544).

This governance model highlights six important criteria: (1) the model is started by public
agencies or institutions; (2) participants are also “non-state stakeholders”; (3) participants are
engaged directly in the decision-making process and are not merely “consulted”; (4) the model is
formally organised and have collegial meetings; (5) the model aims to make collective decisions
by consensus; (6) the focus of collaboration is on public policies and projects.

Starting with these considerations, co-assessment processes (Krogstrup & Mortensen, 2021;
Van Der Meer & Edelenbos, 2006) can be structured to analyse “cultural ecosystem values”
(cultural, social and economic) and co-planning (Evans & Foord, 2008; Sarkissian, Hurford &
Wenman, 2010) could define innovative “cultural ecosystem services”.

3. PERSPECTIVES FOR A SUSTAINABLE USE OF THE MARITIME CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

Coastal areas have always been crossroads of goods traffic between peoples, places of
contamination and cultural richness. These areas are characterised by huge resources linked to
history, culture, traditions, architecture, environmental peculiarities, and the activities that are
representative of their “urban maritime culture”.

The strong identity and the belonging to water and land are elements characterising coastal
areas that have specific critical issues requiring appropriate responses.

The coast is, therefore, a high value landscape but also with great fragilities and its
environmental, social and economic specificities highlight a differentiated and targeted demand
for active protection. In this perspective, the research framework can represent the key to carry
out capillary analyses on coastal areas in order to bring out social, cultural, economic, ecological
and environmental values, which are able to enhance the sea and the coast as “maritime cultural
landscape”.

In a world that is facing an unprecedented crisis generated by the COVID-19 pandemic,
collaborative decision-making processes applied to the logic of ecosystem services can be a great
opportunity for sea cities development. In fact, starting from the recognition of a specific asset (in
this case the maritime cultural landscape) as a common good, they allow the identification of
shared rules, objectives and values.

In order to rebuild our economy and to introduce the necessary recovery plans, it is essential
to move from a vertical (government) to a horizontal (governance) vision in order to, on the one
hand, achieve a common vision of the coast (starting from its cultural value) and, on the other
hand, overcome the fragmentation of plans and projects on the coastal system. In the collaborative
governance model, a crucial role is played by the system of institutional and non-institutional
actors and the responsibility to plan and act through a common strategic vision.

Through a governance process aiming at a collaboration between the “prosumers” (Rifkin,
2014) of the coast and the sea, it is possible to identify a relevant resource in the local culture, in
particular in the urban maritime culture, to be enhanced for its central role in the coastal landscape.
The separations between maritime and coastal clusters can therefore be overcome by developing
models in which socio-cultural and economic forces work together to reconstruct maritime
cultural landscape.

In this perspective, it is relevant that public and research entities, cultural organisations,
citizens, associations, and companies can be involved in the processes of coastline enhancement,
intended as maritime cultural landscape, in order to improve the competitiveness and the quality
of the whole coastal ecosystem in its cultural, environmental, economic and social contexts.
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