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and Transformation in the Campi
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1. Introduction
The European Union's commitment to achiev-
ing climate neutrality by 2050 represents one
of the most ambitious environmental under-
takings in contemporary policymaking. This
transition, outlined in the European Green Deal
(EC, 2019), requires comprehensive strategies
that extend beyond conventional environmen-
tal protection to encompass the complex in-
terplay between cultural heritage, ecological
systems, and urban transformation. This mul-
tifaceted challenge becomes particularly cru-
cial in historically and environmentally rele-
vant territories, where the imperative for sus-
tainable development must
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The paper explores the interplay
between cultural landscapes and
ecological systems, by adopting
resilience as a unifying concept
that bridges the preservation of
heritage with sustainable and
adaptive urban and territorial
transformations. This approach
has been developed in the research
project carried out by DiIARC
(UNINA) within the PNRR
Extended Partnership n.5 — Spoke
1. The focus is on Campi Flegrei:
a highly vulnerable area due to
structural factors, given its volcanic

be reconciled with the preser-
vation of irreplaceable cultur-
al assets (Rodwell, 2007).

In this regard, the intersec-
tion of cultural landscapes
and resilience thinking repre-
sents an emerging and criti-
cal frontier in contemporary
heritage and urban planning
studies, addressing funda-
mental questions about how
we manage uncertainty and
guide adaptive transforma-



nature, and the extractive use of
resources where widespread historical
assets and archaeological ruins
emerge within the settlement fabric,
often difficult to access, constantly
exposed to risks, and experiencing
degradation and abandonment. The
research explores the interdependence
between ecological-environmental
values, history, communities,

and ordinary landscapes through
mapping activities and photographic
campaigns for the activation of
heritage communities as a factor of
resilience. This allows the study to
reveal place-specific resilience with
the aim of developing strategies

that shift the role of historical

traces within the city - from static
objects and barriers to contemporary
transformation, to catalysts of
resilient change.

tion in historically significant areas. In fact,
while landscapes are widely recognized as liv-
ing and perpetually evolving entities (Antrop,
2005; Russo et al., 2023), the scientific dis-
course on the relationship between cultur-
al landscape and resilience has only recently
gained prominence (Aimar, 2024; Akttrk and
Dastgerdi, 2021). A significant gap emerges in
current heritage management practices, which
tend to prioritize the preservation of static
conditions to ensure the continuity of values,

thereby creating a fundamental misalignment
with the inherently dynamic nature of environ-
mental challenges and sacial transformations
(Crowley et al., 2022; Harvey and Perry, 2015;
ICOMOS, 2019). Nevertheless, the recognition
of “cultural landscapes” as comprising not only
monumental heritage but also stratified urban
fabrics, traditional settlements, and cultural-
ly modified natural environments (Council of
Europe, 2000) requires focusing on sustaina-
ble development as a key aspect for balancing
economic, social, and environmental capital in
heritage contexts, as also stated by the Euro-
pean Framework for Action on Cultural Herit-
age (EC, 2018).

The regulatory landscape supporting this tran-
sition includes multiple interconnected frame-
works. The European Landscape Convention
(Council of Europe, 2000) established the
foundational understanding of “landscape” as
territory perceived by populations, shaped by
natural and human factors. This was further
reinforced by Agenda 21 for Culture (UCLG,
2004) and subsequently integrated into the
UN Sustainable Development Goals, particu-
larly Target 11.4, which addresses the protec-
tion of cultural and natural heritage. These
frameworks collectively acknowledge that the
preservation of cultural landscapes cannot be
separated from broader ecological and social
sustainability objectives. The concept of re-
silience, when applied to cultural landscapes,
enables the understanding of underlying dy-
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namics that drive change while promoting the
recognition of landscapes as processes rath-
er than fixed entities. In this sense, this con-
tribution argues that within a resilient frame-
work, histarical traces should be reinterpreted
not as “silent ruins”, mere vestiges of the past,
but as active agents within processes of trans-
formation. The material and symbolic persis-
tence of stratified fabrics - where archaeolog-
ical ruins may be difficult to access and where
the local communities may struggle to rec-
ognize themselves due to the perception of
degradation and abandonment' - offers the
ground for adaptive strategies that combine
continuity and change. This perspective aligns
with urban ecology principles, which empha-
size the importance of investigating multiple
relationships, such as those between histori-
cal-archaeological heritage and territorial con-
texts, as essential for managing cities’ transi-
tion toward more resilient and inclusive set-
tlement models (Alberti, 2008; Pickett et al.,
2013). In this regard, resilience provides a lens
for identifying gradients of landscape modifi-
cation where culture and nature must be con-
sidered simultaneously, in coherence with the
current cultural context of the Anthropocene
(Crutzen and Stoermer, 2000), acknowledging
that human impact on natural systems has
reached unprecedented scales. Nevertheless,
there is insufficient understanding of how re-
silience intersects with landscape and oper-
ates within it, particularly concerning its dual

implications of adaptation and identity (David-
son et al., 2016; Stephenson, 2008) and the re-
lated acceptable boundaries between persis-
tence and change (Antrop, 2005). In fact, the
UNESCO-required systemic robustness and ef-
fective management of dynamic transforma-
tions imply that planning decisions intervene
at different scales through adequate policies
and tools, however, this pracess still has lim-
ited practical testing and remains conceptual
(Ripp et al., 2024).

While UNESCQ's definition of cultural land-
scapes as “combined works of nature and
man” provides important foundation (1992),
this research adopts a broader interpretation
originally introduced by geographer Carl Sauer,
who defined cultural landscape as landscape
shaped by human cultural groups from natural
landscape (Sauer, 1925). This expanded defini-
tion extends beyond UNESCQ's focus on “uni-
versal exceptional value” to encompass “or-
dinary” landscape - territories not necessar-
ily distinguished by exceptional scenic or his-
torical-environmental values, but rather by
stratification of human uses and transfor-
mations. This reconceptualization recogniz-
es that cultural landscapes represent expres-
sions of community culture, ways of life, and
relationships with surrounding environments,
carrying cultural meanings and values that ex-
tend far beyond monumental heritage. Such
landscapes include public heritage, reserves
of natural resources, and local communities



as integral components of territorial identity
(Plieninger and Bieling, 2012). Following Folke
and colleagues (2006), this paper builds on the
premises that, by interpreting local knowledge
- both tangible and intangible cultural herit-
age, traditional know-how, land use practices,
construction technologies, etc.- it becomes
possible to uncover place-specific resilience
comprising both spatial and social dimensions.
This approach acknowledges the fundamental
connection between cultural aspects and sus-
tainable development, recognizing that both
cultural and ecological issues share communal
and plural dimensions, as well as conditions of
fragility where threats of irreversible loss of fi-
nite resources require collective attention and
action (UNESCO, 2013).

Although scientific and policy realms widely
acknowledge these considerations, there is a
limited understanding of how resilience, when
applied to cultural landscapes, can move be-
yond conceptual abstraction to inform plan-
ning practices and urban policies (Davoudi,
2012). While existing scholarship recogniz-
es the interdependence between cultural and
ecological dimensions and the importance of
adaptive and participatory approaches (Berkes
and Ross, 2012; Walker et al., 2006), method-
ological pathways capable of translating these
principles into effective territorial instruments
are still underdeveloped. Few studies explore
how resilience can serve as an interpretative
and operational lens for understanding land-

scapes as evolving socio-ecological systems,
where cultural identity, environmental adapta-
tion, and collective action converge in shaping
more sustainable cities (Vale, 2014). Moreover,
recent critiques highlight how resilience dis-
course, when detached from social justice con-
cerns, risks legitimizing neoliberal approaches
to urban governance and reducing communi-
ties to self-managing units (MacKinnon and
Derickson, 2013).

In order to embrace these challenges, this
study addresses the following research ques-
tion: How does the concept of resilience, when
applied to cultural landscapes, support their
recognition as dynamic processes, and what
role does this socio-ecological perspective play
in managing urban transition toward more in-
clusive settlement models?

Through a comprehensive approach, the re-
search aims to demonstrate how “silent” ar-
chaeological ruins and historical landscapes
can shift from being perceived as passive, re-
sidual urban fragments and barriers to con-
temporary transformation into catalysts of re-
silient change, fostering new evolutionary tra-
jectories for territorial development.

To contribute to this wide research topic, the
study develops a methodological approach
that focuses on understanding territorial
transformation processes going beyond a sin-
gle analytical lens. Through the development
of community engagement environments
in a case study, the research provides knowl-
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edge on how to overcome the building of limit-
ed and sectorial knowledge and suggest tools
to achieve a strategic integration of quantita-
tive analysis - to measure patterns -, qual-
itative interpretation - to decode meanings
and relations -, and experiential awareness -
to capture embodied knowledge and situated
perspectives. This approach leads to building
sustainable trajectories and scenarios, even
though the definition of resilient territorial
transformations lies beyond the scope of the
data and materials hereby reported.

The paper explores the interplay between cul-
tural landscapes and ecological systems, by
adopting resilience as a unifying concept that
bridges the preservation of heritage with sus-
tainable and adaptive urban and territori-
al transformations within the framework of
the research project “Strategies4CHANGES -
Strategies of interventions on historical land-
scapes” led by DiARC as part of the Spoke 1
“Historical Landscapes, Traditions and Cultur-
al Identities”, in the PNRR Extended Partner-

ship no.5 “CHANGES - Cultural Heritage Ac-
tive Innovation for Nex-Gen Sustainable Socie-
ty"2 The research focuses on a specific cultural
landscape in Campania Region: the Campi Fle-
grei, representing a highly vulnerable area due
to structural factors, given its volcanic nature,
and the extractive use of resources. By intro-
ducing this territory, this paper highlights the
methodological interplay between theoreti-
cal principles and spatial analysis. Following
this section, the paper examines the concep-
tual framework linking the concepts of cultural
landscapes and resilience (Ch. 2), analyzes the
methodology to operationalize the conceptual
framework (Ch. 3), presents the outputs of the
methodological application to the case study
(Ch. 4) and discusses the implications for de-
veloping strategies focused on enhancing eco-
logical and archeological networks (Ch. 5). The
concluding section (Ch. 6) outlines future re-
search directions and the potential for scaling
these approaches to other vulnerable cultural
landscapes facing similar challenges.
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2. Theoretical Background. Cultural Land-
scape Resilience: a reconceptualization from
local to global

The theoretical framework is developed in rela-
tion to the recent reconceptualization of land-
scape’s role as a device that intersects protec-
tion regulations with the valorization of an in-
creasing number of identity features defining
the territories we inhabit (Council of Europe,
2000). In this sense, we start with a specific
focus that reinterprets regulatory evolution
as a dynamic process of aligning the scope of
planning tools with contemporary conceptual-
izations. This is where the tradition of “land-
scape” (landschaft), rooted in ecology, is seen
as a systemic and relational science, capable
of a complex reading of the relationships be-
tween inhabitants and local contexts (Mag-
naghi, 2020). Therefore, this section is divid-
ed into two subsections, respectively focusing
on the evolution of the fundamental concepts
of landscape and cultural heritage, then to un-
derstand their conjugation in terms of cultural

iEuropean Landscape FARO Convention
iConvention on the Value of
© Cultural Heritage for Society

landscapes, as socio-ecological systems where
resilience plays a role not just in the capacity
to absorb disturbances and reorganize (Walk-
er et al. 2004), but more in the proactive abili-
ty to adapt and co-evolve with nature through
dynamic processes (Folke, 2006). In this per-
spective, resilience is explored as a bridging
concept that connects cultural values, ecolog-
ical adaptation, and governance practices, of-
fering a framework to interpret landscape as a
socio-spatial dimension with an evolving and
relational capacity that intersects culture and
ecology.

2.1 The nation of cultural landscape in the Ital-
ian legislation

The landscape is a structural dimension of our
territories (Poli, 2012; Magnaghi, 2012; 2016;
Marson, 2016), aligning with a heritage-based
perspective of these areas (Magnaghi, 2012).
Its contemporary forms are not just the back-
drop of ongoing transformations, but dynam-
ic spaces in evolution, shaped by flows, even if
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they are recognizable and classifiable through
specific components and relationships (For-
man, 1995; 2008). For this reason, an effort
to understand its characteristics and invariant
rules requires an integrated approach of read-
ing . The landscape is thereby understood si-
multaneously as a milieu, a complex of cultural
values, and a regulatory context within which
territorial and urban planning processes are
carried out. (Attademo et al., 2022).

In the legislative framework, the concept
of “cultural heritage” and “landscape” have
evolved significantly over time (Fig. 1).

With a specific focus on Italy, the analysis of
the evolution of the legislative framework can
start from the Croce Law of 1922 which marked
a turning point in Italian environmental law by
establishing protections for natural beauty
and historically significant sites, with the aim
to stop unjustified destruction and to valorize
natural and artistic treasures. Later, the Laws
n. 1497 and 1089 of 1939 further defined land-
scape as composed of “things” and “places,”
focusing on aesthetic-perceptual values—plac-
es distinguished by their beauty and excep-
tional qualities - listed and protected by the
state through cultural and environmental au-
thorities. It is worth noting that these initial
laws exclusively considered outstanding nat-
ural beauty and monumental assets as wor-
thy of protection. A first relevant turning point
should be considered the Italian Constitution’s
Article 9, which emphasized that the Republic

promotes cultural development, scientific re-
search, and safeguards the landscape, histori-
cal, and artistic patrimony. This statement re-
fers to the landscape as not merely a territori-
al feature, but a primary and absolute good of
the nation.

In the same years, after the definition of Arti-
cle 1 of the Hague Convention for the Protec-
tion of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed
Conflict (ratified in Italy with the Law 7 Febru-
ary 1958, no. 279), the concept of cultural herit-
age was formalized in the 1964 Venice Charter,
which recognized that monuments include not
only individual architectural works but also ur-
ban landscapes with artistic, historical, or cul-
tural significance. The UNESCO 1972 Conven-
tion (ratified in Italy with law & April 1977, n.
184) expanded this understanding globally, in-
cluding monuments, sites, and ensembles of
universal value, with an update in 2003 adding
the “intangible heritage”

Subsequently, forty years after the first acts in
this matter, the legislative framework started
to be updated, thanks to legislative provisions
promoted by Giuseppe Galasso (culminating
in Law No. 431 of August 8, 1985). connecting
aesthetics with ecological value and establish-
ing the development of landscape planning,
integrating protection with sustainability and
territorial design.

As presented in the Introduction, in recent dec-
ades, especially following the European Land-
scape Convention of 2000 (in Italy ratified with



the Law n. 14/2006) and the ICOMOS Cracovia
Charter for restoration (2000), landscape has
then been interpreted as a part of territory as
perceived by communities, shaped by natural
and cultural factors and their interactions. This
perspective emphasizes that landscape is not
only environmental but also a product of hu-
man activity and perception, highlighting the
importance of community involvement in its
preservation. This opens to a strong connec-
tion between landscape and inner resilience of
communities, as mutually advantageous and
self-perpetuating throughout history (Aimar,
2024). The European Convention also marked
a shift in the conceptual approach: landscape
is considered a “comman good”, and its protec-
tion involves social participation. It recogniz-
es that even degraded or everyday landscapes
are valuable and deserving of safeguarding,
between degraded and extraordinary land-
scapes, including all the intermediate zones, in
a dynamic process of redefining identity land-
scapes—an approach aligned with what was
once outlined by the European Landscape Con-
vention.

Following the Convention, in Italy the Legisla-
tive Decree No. 42 of 2004 (the Urbani Code)
defines landscape as the expressive territory
of identity, shaped by natural and human fac-
tors. Its protection aims to preserve and recov-
er cultural values expressed through its pat-
terns, which serve as material and visible rep-
resentations of national identity. The same

code defines cultural heritage as a collection of
assets of historical, cultural, and aesthetic im-
portance that constitute the wealth of a place
and its people. Cultural Heritage becomes the
linking component between cultural and land-
scape elements, such as sites, customs, and
traditions, reflecting societal identity. Coher-
ently, the Faro Convention of 2005 (in Italy rat-
ified with the Law n. 133/2020), emphasizes
the societal value of cultural heritage, recog-
nizing it as an inheritance that communities
identify with, regardless of ownership. It pro-
motes accessibility and community involve-
ment, through the concept of “Heritage Com-
munity”, i.e. the people who take public action
to support and transmit specific aspects of
cultural heritage (Article 2b).

Historically, landscape protection was narrow-
ly defined by the laws of 1939, focusing only
on “exceptional beauty.” This narrow view was
only partially superseded in 1985 with the Ga-
lasso Law (No. 431), but the real shift belongs
to recent years with the ratification of said
Convention on landscape and cultural herit-
age and when the Italian Constitution’s origi-
nal mandate to protect the landscape and his-
torical heritage (Article 9), was expanded to in-
clude the environment, biodiversity, and eco-
systems for the interest of future generations
(Constitutional Law n. 1/2022). These amend-
ments, along with changes to Article 41 that
restrict economic activity detrimental to the
environment, solidify a constitutional vision
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that, if fully implemented, could mean a ma-
jor shift toward limiting resource consump-
tion and promoting non-extractive valoriza-
tion processes (Maddalena, 2020).

The current Italian legislative framework has
evolved aligning with a contemporary view of
landscape. This modern understanding moves
beyond the traditional, purely aesthetic per-
spective (still rooted for example in the 1922
and 1939 laws) to define landscape as a sys-
temic field of interrelations and dynamic inter-
actions. This shift draws upon the Anglo-Amer-
ican and German tradition of the “landschaft”
(Formato, 2022), connected to ecology which
can use it to orient the coexistence of natural
ecosystems and urban habitats.

2.2 Resilience at the Crossroads of Cultural Her-
itage and Socio-Ecological Systems

2.2.1 Landscape resilience interpreted as adap-
tive condition

The widely used concept of resilience offers a
crucial theoretical framework to reconceptual-
ize the relationship between cultural heritage
and ecological sustainability (Jones, 2022). In
fact, through the dynamic lens of resilience,
historical landscapes can be challenged in the
face of anthropogenic and natural risks by
considering and developing their potential for
change. This perspective fundamentally con-
trasts with traditional preservation approach-
es that treat heritage sites as isolated enti-

ties to be protected from changing contexts,
by instead embracing the adaptive capacity of
complex socio-ecological systems (Walker et
al., 2004). The integration of resilience think-
ing with heritage discourses considers how cul-
tural and ecological systems co-evolve through
processes of adaptation, transformation, and
reorganization (Folke, 2006). This theoretical
foundation has been further developed with-
in political ecology frameworks, where land-
scapes emerge as contested terrains where
power relations, environmental processes, and
cultural practices intersect, revealing the inher-
ently political nature of heritage-environment
relationships (Robbins, 2012). In this context,
ecological values become essential to address
the potential of the relationship between re-
silience and heritage in the face of the politi-
cal pitfalls of resilience. In fact, while it offers a
framework to understand cultural landscapes
as evolving systems, recent critiques caution
against its instrumentalization as a depoliti-
cized, technocratic narrative that can obscure
guestions of value, agency, and justice (Zhu
and Gonzalez Martinez, 2022). The process
of patrimonialization, whereby certain land-
scapes are recognized as heritage sites, canin-
advertently prioritize elite-driven economic in-
terests over community needs, transforming
resilience into a tool for speculative develop-
ment rather than a means to foster commu-
nity-led adaptation (Salemme and Horlent,
2018).



Considering the evolution of the cultural land-
scape concept and resilience approaches, land-
scape resilience (Schmidt, 2022) is crucial for
understanding how human-shaped environ-
ments can maintain their historical and iden-
tity values while adapting to inclusive chang-
ing conditions. Following Schmidt’s distinction
between “given resilience” - the initial natu-
ral conditions of a landscape - and “acquired
resilience” - the product of society's interac-
tion with those conditions - cultural practic-
es and heritage formation processes emerge
as key drivers in redefining resilience itself. In
this view, resilience is not an external element
but an intrinsic condition of landscapes arising
from their stratified nature and from the dy-
namic coexistence of heterogeneous elements
that allow continuity through transformation.
The given resilience framework is therefore
essential for understanding the adaptive ca-
pacity of cultural landscapes over time where
complex systems are made of natural baseline
conditions that interact with urbanization pro-
cesses, cultural practices, and heritage recog-
nition.

Understanding that landscapes are living sys-
tems in constant transformation, the con-
cepts of permanence, identity, and memory
become integral to landscape planning, along-
side change and evolution. This implies a di-
rect correlation between preserving cultural
identity and adaptive capacity - extending be-
yond single monuments to encompass whale

territorial systems. In this perspective, Carl O.
Sauer’s (1925) foundational idea - that cultur-
al landscapes are the result of human groups
acting on natural environments over time - is
extended to include the dynamic capacity for
adaptation and transformation.

The convergence between landscape resil-
ience and cultural landscape theory is espe-
cially apparent in Wu's (2010) argument that
culture and nature must be understood si-
multaneously to improve the relationship be-
tween spatial patterns and ecological process-
es. This aligns with the evolution of the UNE-
SCO Convention, which has shifted from pro-
tecting sites of “outstanding universal value”
toward recognizing cultural landscapes as in-
tegrated systems. This integration requires
acknowledging that, in living landscapes, per-
manence and identity demand the introduc-
tion of co-evolutionary resilience concepts in
planning: an urgency highlighted by the lack
of adaptability found in many UNESCO Cultur-
al Landscape Management Plans, which often
overlook these values in the face of new envi-
ronmental and social challenges (Aimar, 2019).
In architectural and urban planning discourse,
this theoretical convergence has been oper-
ationalized through what Davoudi and col-
leagues (2012) and Meerow and colleagues
(2016) define resilience thinking: an approach
that transcends sectoral boundaries and ena-
bles integrated strategies addressing heritage
conservation, climate adaptation, and social



I CONTESTI

equity. Contemporary cultural landscape man-
agement increasingly focuses on strengthen-
ing landscapes’ ability to cope with stress and
environmental change. This resilience is sup-
ported by key system characteristics such as
diversity, redundancy (the presence of multi-
ple elements performing similar functions),
network connectivity, modularity (the ability
to isolate disturbances), and adaptability over
time. In this way, both the natural foundation
and the cultural layer of a landscape contribute
to its overall resilience through their ongoing
interaction and mutual reinforcement (Ahern,
2071; Beagan and Dolan, 2015).

This integrated approach is particularly criti-
cal in risk-prone areas, where volcanic, seismic,
and human-induced hazards converge. In such
areas, comprehensive strategies are needed
to treat the entire cultural landscape as an in-
terconnected system of heritage, ecology, and
community agency. In recent decades, the re-
silience approach has progressively expanded
from the purely ecological field to the system-
atization of social, economic, and intercon-
nected socio-ecological field (Pu and Qiu, 2016;
Brand and Jax, 2007, Folke, 2006). This refers
to the definition of resilience as socio-ecolog-
ical resilience (Folke, 2016), deepening the in-
fluences between resilience and urban and po-
litical ecology (Adger, 2000; Peterson, 2000).
Thus, “resilient” is an adjective correspond-
ing to the inner characters in which places are
organized, shaped, and managed by society

Overview of Key Literature on
Landscape, Resilience, and

their intersection
Tab.1

(Schippers et al., 2015).

This perspective is especially relevant in con-
texts like the Campi Flegrei, where scattered
archaeological remains, degraded natural hab-
itats, and vulnerable communities coexist
within complex, risk-laden landscapes. These
contexts require adaptive co-management,
meaninga collaborative governance frame-
waork that merges local knowledge with tech-
nical expertise (Fabbricatti et al., 2020). The
landscape resilience framework enables a rad-
ical re-conception of heritage sites as embed-
ded within broader territorial systems, pav-
ing the way for planning strategies capable of
regeneration:strengthening existing cultural
identity assets and fostering collective adap-
tive capacity.

2.2.2 A sacio-ecological resilience: a concept be-
tween culture and ecology

The conceptualization of a resilient social-eco-
logical system matches the definition of cul-
tural landscape as first introduced by German
geography school as in the work of Carl Ritter
(1818), and then more broadly by Carl Sauer, as
the landscape shaped from a natural environ-
ment by a cultural group (Sauer, 1925), in a dy-
namic, reciprocal relationship between a com-
munity and its land.

In the above-mentioned evolution of con-
cepts, the structural dimension of cultural
landscapes continuously interacts with physi-
cal and relational changes, across diverse and
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Core Focus

The cultural, ecological, and
perceptual character of place;
the structure of the human-
shaped environment.

The capacity of socio-
ecological systems to cope
with disturbance and maintain
function; adaptability and
transformation.

How the spatial structure and
cultural identity of a place
enable adaptive planning and
management.

Key Concepts

Landscape Ecology,
Cultural Landscape,

Perception, Planning,

Heritage

Ecological Resilience,

Adaptability,
Transformability
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Cultural Landscape,
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Community

broadly multiscale temporal perspectives, in a
symbiotic connection among societies and na-
ture (Folke, 2006). These are spatialized with-
in an integrated infrastructure of landscape
assets and inhabited territories. Cultural land-
scapes are places in the meaning of Geddes's
triadic “places, work, folk”, as the integration
of people and their livelihood into the environ-
ment as the shaping factors of inhabited re-
gions. In this perspective, researchers have in-
terpreted ecology as the key to interpreting
and addressing the balance of culture and na-
ture within the landscape itself (Waldheim,
2006). This is especially true with regards to
community activism in ecological matters,
raising the importance of awareness and edu-
cation in landscape design, as complementary
to addressing contemporary challenges like cli-
mate change (Orff, 2016).

Then, landscape design often follows this in-
terpretation focused on new ways of inhab-
iting the risk, coexisting in resilient commu-
nities able to reconnect themselves with the

natural environment by establishing mutual
and adaptive strategies (Corner, 2006).

The ways in which landscape is described and
represented show a systematic reciprocal re-
lationship between knowledge and interven-
tion. Specifically, the most innovative cogni-
tive strategies and design approaches unite
in defining a plural, multi-dimensional con-
cept of landscape that gives form to the vari-
ous components of the evolving territory. As a
planning tool, landscape plans are designed to
balance conservation with the regeneration of
compromised or at-risk areas, ensuring devel-
opment aligns with recognized landscape val-
ues, especially in rural and UNESCO World Her-
itage sites. The efforts to gain knowledge also
addressed the fragile components, which face
high exposure to contemporary risks, where
the balance between human action and terri-
torial vulnerability is lost, endangering collec-
tive habitability and sustainable transforma-
tion, dramatically expanding social inequality.
These plans aim to shape the structural di-
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mension of inhabited areas, preserving their
characteristics and key elements - even at in-
terfaces of the most degraded zones - while
also outlining development paths and oppor-
tunities for enhancement connected to terri-
torial cultures and ecologies. These perspec-
tives on fragile, vulnerable, and at-risk land-
scapes can work to reinforce resilient com-
munities, re-interpreting the fragility of these
landscapes, not through a prohibitive regula-
tory approach, but as a driver of development
processes. These processes center on local re-
sources, fully recognized by inhabitants, citi-
zens, and local stakeholders.

While global agendas focus on technical ef-
ficiency and resilience, often neglecting the
everyday lived experiences of the city, al-
ternative practices of inhabiting and shap-
ing space develop, creating novel ecosystems
(Marris et al., 2013) that operate in informal,
community-based ways (Formato and Atta-
demo, 2025). This shift highlights how com-
ponents from natural and human processes
are increasingly blending, making the bound-
ary between nature and culture more difficult
to clearly define, but as a clear sign of co-evo-
lutionary connection in the meantime (Keitu-
metse, 2017; Crane, 2010).

Therefore, this connection refers to so-
cio-ecological systems that encompass intri-
cate adaptive, multi-level networks of spac-
es, and the continuous flow of people and re-
sources both within and across systems (Wu,

Definition of key concepts
Fig.2

2013; Vigano, 2013). These multi-dimension-
al environments incorporate identity compo-
nents, such as cultural heritage, historical and
natural reminiscences, and all places system-
atically organized within a cohesive territori-
al framewark, acknowledged by communities
as symbols of their unique local character and
as starting point for community-based valor-
ization. In this context, they almost serve as
an “archaeological record”, a resilience-artifact
that proves the combined preservation of the
historical and environmental heritage.
Nevertheless, Plieninger and Bieling observe
that the terms “landscape” or “cultural land-
scapes” as coupled to resilience have rare-
ly been employed within the resilient-think-
ing scientific community (2012): a combined
(cultural) landscape and resilience approach
should then enhance the understanding of
land change processes, emphasizing social val-
ues and ecosystem services, while recognizing
spatial drivers that can help protect cultural
landscapes and promote biodiversity along-
side agricultural and forest productivity. An in-
tegrated approach can guide effective land-
scape planning, addressing human-nature
coupling at the appropriate scale.

3. Methodology
3.1 Research approach

In light of the aim to demonstrate that resil-
ience can serve as a concept encompassing a



Exploration

Design approach

“Silent ruins” are traces of the
past, made invisible or

marginal by historical
stratifications and

contemporary transformations,

yet still active as a material and
symbolic resource in the
processes of regeneration and
redefinition of the cultural
landscape.

Ref. Research project CHANGES
Cultural Heritage Active
Innovation for Next Generation

Heritage communit

is a community that shares and
identifies with the values of
cultural heritage, acting
collectively to preserve,
enhance, and transmit them. It
is an active agent of
participation that strengthens
identity, cohesion, and local
resilience.

Ref. Council of Europe. (2000).
European Landscape Convention.
Florence, 20 October 2000.

Heritage environments
capable of evolving through
adaptative reuse meaning
that they can be enriched
with new functions while
preserving their cultural
and community significance

Ref. Képeczi-Bdcz et al., (2025).
Resilient cultural landscapes:
adaptive management and social
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socio-ecological perspective on cultural land-
scape - capable of enhancing historical herit-
age even in at-risk contexts - the methodolo-
gy framed by this study focuses on the devel-
opment of a Living Lab as both a field and an
operational instrument for fostering Resilient
Cultural Landscapes meaning acknowledging
the contributions of communities and local
ecologies as key territorial resources for adap-
tive transformations (Kopeczi-Bécz et al.,
2025 n Fig. 2). The research study assumes
that cultural heritage is not only an asset to
be preserved, but an engine of resilience that
acts through the participation of communi-
ties, making them more ready, cohesive and
capable of facing crises and imagining sustain-
able futures. The “building” of heritage com-
munities (Bulley, 2013) as complex configura-
tions that activate forms of resilience on local,
global and inter-local scales is not just an end
goal, but an ongoing process of learning and

adapting to change (Cutter et al., 2008). How-
ever, only recently have cultural and social fac-
tors linked to heritage become prominent in
discussions of resilience, highlighting the im-
portance of building resilience at the commu-
nity level (Jigyasu, 2013). From this perspec-
tive, this study integrates the concepts of Ur-
ban Living Labs, cultural landscapes, and terri-
torial resilience in the definition of a Heritage
Communities Urban Living Lab (HeCo-ULL),
as an operational and research methodolo-
gy capable of fostering mare resilient cultural
landscapes through the development of com-
munities that are more aware, heterogene-
ous, integrated, adaptive, and self-regulating
(Rodin, 2014). From the perspectives of pos-
sible impacts on the institutional and plan-
ning level, new territorial arenas could benefit
from expanding place-based, multi-level and
cross-domain connections allowing for proac-
tive coalitions and fertile collaborative actions
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(Wolfram et al., 2019). The contribution exam-
ines the case study of the Campi Flegrei, de-
veloped within the framework of this research
“Strategies4CHANGES"” research project con-
ducted by the Unina team as part of Spoke 1
- WP4, the proposed methodology establish-
es a Heritage Communities Urban Living Lab
(HeCo-ULL): a user-driven environment of ac-
tual end-users with common goals, and var-
ious competences (Innovation Alcotra, 2013)
that acknowledges complex and multidimen-
sional values through co-creation, aiming to
generate new locally rooted values (Evans et
al., 2017). Recent experiences of Living Labs
applied to cultural contexts demonstrate that
this methodology is frequently used to sup-
port the creative reuse of cultural heritage in
virtual environments (Llamas et al., 2025), for
the adaptive reuse of buildings in real-world
contexts (Fava, 2024), and as a tool to pro-
mote participation in decision-making pro-
cesses (Thees et al., 2020).) also considering
its challenges such as inclusiveness (Laborgne
et al., 2021) and the effective capacity to in-
form urban transformations (Wolfram et al.,
2019)

The HeCo-ULL methodology introduces an in-
novative approach by applying systemic think-
ing to widespread heritage rather than focus-
ing on isolated sites, and by building a per-
manent community of stakeholders and cit-
izens that continues to interact even beyond
the conclusion of the project. This enables a

Methodological Scheme

Source:
Fig.3

co-evolutionary perspective (van Knippenberg,
2022), attentive to adaptability, flexibility, and
the complexity arising from the diversity of
community perspectives on heritage. Such a
perspective allows for moving beyond the tra-
ditional goal- and process-oriented approach
(Pace, 2021), favoring instead a practice-based
approach in which Living Labs act as catalysts
for changes in behaviors and values, fostering
interaction between local communities, glob-
al heritage communities, and other disciplines
through knowledge production.

In particular, Heritage Communities Urban Liv-
ing Labs can play a crucial role in preserving the
relevance of cultural landscapes within rapidly
transforming urban environments. They serve
as mediators between tradition and innova-
tion, fostering community engagement and
contributing to the sustainability and vitali-
ty of cities through the safeguarding and en-
hancement of cultural heritage and its inher-
ent values (Fig. 3).

The HeCo-ULL methodology is structuredinto-
structured into tasks that also outline the in-
teraction among the different disciplines in-
volved in the research group. Specifically, a dis-
tinction can be made between tasks aimed at
co-producing knowledge (co-exploring phase)
and those focused on co-designing scenarios
for adaptation (co-design phase).

The phases structuring the HeCO-ULL meth-
odology are aimed at building and strengthen-
ing community resilience, understood as the
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capacity of a collective to recognize and en-
hance its strengths and available resources,
while also identifying weaknesses, vulnerabili-
ties, threats, and risks that affect its stability.
The methodology is grounded in situational
awareness, enabling the community to criti-
cally interpret the context in which it operates.
The co-exploring phase constitutes a prelimi-
nary stage of critical reconnaissance through
the collection, analysis, and correlation of data
sources - spatial data and photos - with the
aim of developing a nuanced interpretation of
territorial and urban evolution.

These data are developed in interpretative
and thematic mappings, aimed at integrat-
ing the knowledge dimension with processes
of shared reading and thematic framing of ter-
ritorial values.

The research adopts a quantitative approach,
developed within a GIS environment, and a
multiscale perspective that draws on hard

strategies
and
scenarios
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synergies
and
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data (open-access databases) and soft data
- collected through photographic surveys and
fieldwork - for the creation of analytical-inter-
pretive maps. These maps, together with the
photographic campaign, can convey the com-
plexity of the landscape according to a re-
lational logic at the territorial scale. Critical
mapping becomes an essential tool for under-
standing the territory, and bridge to light hid-
den values and heritage.

The co-design phase is grounded in situational
awareness, that promotes integration and co-
ordination among functions, actors, and sys-
tems, fostering a systemic approach capa-
ble of generating operational synergies. Final-
ly, the resilience pursued through HeCO-ULL is
adaptive in nature: the community is able to
evolve in response to changing circumstances
by developing new strategies, actions, and be-
haviors within a dynamic process of learning
and transformation.
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3.2 Case Study: Campi Flegrei

The Campi Flegrei represent a territory of in-
estimable value, shaped over centuries by the
interplay between its natural composition and
human activity. The history of this area, strate-
gically situated in the Gulf of Naples, is inter-
twined with episodes of colonization and urban
development, as well as a profoundly unstable
natural environment punctuated by the numer-
ous archaeological remains scattered through-
out the area, including Roman ports, the ther-
mal buildings of Baia, and tunnels and cisterns
carved into the tuff. Over the centuries, alter-
nating phases of agricultural development, in-
dustrialization, and abandonment have left
material and immaterial traces that continue
to shape the territory’s identity today (Di Liel-
lo, 2022). Uncontrolled urban growth in protect-
ed and high-risk areas has damaged the land-
scape, effectively reducing the region’s attrac-
tiveness (Fralicciardi et al., 2013).

Volcanic activity and bradyseism continue to
influence the coastal morphology and settle-
ments, creating a permanent risk condition
that coexists with extremely high demograph-
ic pressure: over 400,000 inhabitants within
an area of approximately 130 kmz2.

Despite these difficulties, Campi Flegrei pre-
serves a cultural and environmental heritage
of extraordinary value. The establishment of
the Campi Flegrei Archaeological Park has en-
abled the protection and enhancement of a

Terme di Baia.
Source: authors
Fig. 4

network of archaeological sites. Alongside the
major sites, numerous smaller cultural assets
- such as villas, necropolises, and Roman in-
frastructures - are widespread but often lack
adequate conservation and fruition strategies.
These smaller sites exist within a complex sys-
tem of stratifications and overlaps among dif-
ferent histarical layers, frequently embedded
within modern and contemporary ones, some-
times of illicit origin, rendering the histori-
cal-archaeological heritage at times “invisible,”
and “silent” (Fig. 4) meaning poorly accessible,
and thus insufficiently valorized within cultur-
al, touristic, and economic promotion circuits
(Miano et al., 2016). The natural landscape is
distinguished by unigue environments, in-
cluding volcanic lakes, craters, and nature re-
serves, which the Campi Flegrei Regional Park
and other protected areas, such as the Monte
Nuovo Oasis and the Astroni Nature Reserve,
protect. These elements represent a potential
resource for a development model that recog-
nizes landscape conservation and the regener-
ation of widespread heritage as an opportuni-
ty for territorial revitalization.

Investigating the relationship between histor-
ical-archaeological heritage and the territorial
context, also in alignment with the principles
of urban ecology, is therefore fundamental for
managing and planning the transition of cit-
ies toward more sustainable, resilient and in-
clusive settlement models.



4. Results
The HeCo-ULL methodology involved the par-

ticipation of numerous stakeholders - around

30 different entities - identified on the ba-
sis of three thematic focuses: Planning, in-
cluding public bodies responsible for planning
at different scales (national, regional, metro-
politan/provincial, and municipal) and within
their respective sectors (urban policies, mobil-
ity, conservation, etc.); Heritage, encompass-
ing superintendencies, the Archaeological Park
of the Phlegraean Fields, local and regional au-
thorities, and enterprises directly engaged in
cultural heritage management policies; and
the theme of Protection and Enhancement,
which includes associations, cooperatives, and
both public and private actors involved in the
safeguarding and promotion of the complex
system of cultural, landscape, and environ-
mental assets of the Phlegraean Fields.

All the invited institutions and associations
took part in the entire co-production process,
with an average of 15 stakeholders per event.
The four workshop sessions of the ULL Cam-
pi Flegrei have the goal to: (1) sharing local
knowledge, (2) mapping places through per-
sonal memories, (3) visioning scenarios, (4)
planning actions based on actor coalitions.
During the four meetings with stakeholders,

it was possible to generate new spatial data,
both quantitative and qualitative, which en-
hanced the knowledge and mapping work
conducted within the research. The themat-
ic maps, initially developed through desk re-
search, were updated through the identifica-
tion of new areas and additional themes to
be represented, with particular focus on her-
itage, welfare systems, and mobility. This ma-
terial was subsequently reprocessed within a
CIS environment, enabling the transformation
of qualitative data into georeferenced spatial
elements and the coherent integration of the
various information collected.

This decoding process - from narratives to
spatial data - was carried out through focused
exercises in which the researchers mediated
the collective recognition of significative are-
as and topics, starting from the collection of
individual memories and staries. The improved
knowledge implemented the existing mapping
categories allowing participants to collectively
acknowledge shared cartographies.

Moreover, the methodology employed in this
study integrates critical mapping practices
with photographic documentation to develop
a comprehensive understanding of territorial
dynamics in the Campi Flegrei area. This ap-
proach recognizes that territorial knowledge
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cannot be constructed solely through tradi-
tional planning documents but requires the
co-development of interpretative tools capa-
ble of revealing the complex layering of histor-
ical, environmental, and social processes that
shape contemporary landscapes.

The construction of territorial knowledge be-
gins with a survey of the existing planning
framework and the design of an atlas com-
posed of thematic maps (Fig. 5 and 6). The
adopted methodology attempts to represent
the characteristics of a territory exposed to
risk through an interpretative reading capable
of revealing existing criticalities and latent po-
tentials within a cognitive perspective orient-
ed toward identifying trajectories for sustain-
able transformation.

Building upon Corner’s (1999) foundational
work on mapping as agency, this research posi-
tions maps not merely as representational in-
struments but as tools for study and interpre-
tation, capable of generating new knowledge,
facilitating understanding of existing dynam-
ics, and guiding intervention possibilities. Cor-
ner’s conceptualization of mapping as a crea-
tive, projective practice - that “does not simply
record existing facts but constructs new reali-
ties” - provides the theoretical foundation for
understanding maps as active agents in terri-
torial transformation processes. The mapping
methodology implemented in this research
acknowledges the constructed nature of car-
tographic knowledge and its role in shaping

Knowledge Framework,
mapping Campi Flegrei.
Source: Strategies4Change map team
Figg.5-6

spatial understanding (Harley, 1989; Cramp-

ton, 2010), treating maps as cultural artifacts

that reflect and construct particular ways of
seeing and organizing space (Wood and Fels,

1992).

Following approaches developed in landscape

architecture and urban planning contexts, the

mapping process functions as a form of land-
scape literacy that reveals hidden processes
and potential within territorial systems (Girot,

1999; Desimini and Waldheim, 2016). Together

with the mapping activity, photography served

as a fundamental tool for territorial investiga-
tion, functioning as both documentation and

interpretation device (Rose, 2014).

The research methodology, through critical-in-

terpretative analysis of the territory, identified

several conflictual nodes that orient future re-
silient design strategies in collaboration with
local stakeholders. These critical maps reveal
five primary territorial conditions that emerge
from the intersection of natural processes,
historical stratification, and contemporary ur-

ban development (Fig. 7):

*  Emerging Archaeologies represent histor-
ical emergencies and settlements that
are positioned within stratified systems
of “superimpositions” between different
historical layers.

*  [Isolation of Campi Flegrei results from in-
frastructural pressure exerted by com-
muters, citizens, and tourist flows, de-
termining incisive geographical isolation
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conditions affecting both socioeconomic
and cultural aspects.

e landscapes at Risk characterize the
Phlegraean area through multiple signif-
icant risk situations both natural and an-
thropogenic.

e (ities without Welfare as a territory lack-
ing public endowments.

e landscapes in transition encompass

the network of interstitial spaces with-

in dense settlement systems, infrastruc-
tural buffer areas, margins of large public

housing enclaves or archaeological parks.

The integration of critical mapping and photo-
graphic documentation creates a comprehen-
sive analytical framework that operates simul-
taneously at multiple scales and temporal di-
mensions (Arcidiacono et al., 2021). The map-
ping process reveals structural relationships
and territorial dynamics, while photograph-
ic documentation captures phenomenologi-
cal experiences and material conditions that
emerge from direct territorial engagement.
This creates the ground for opening discus-
sions through working sessions in living labs,
where the local community can participate in



4. Risks

5. Green Blue Infrastructure

the co-production of knowledge and, subse-

guently, have a voice in the definition of strat-
egies.

Stakeholder engagement took place through
initiatives that include thematic walks fo-
cused on heritage in relation to mobility and
risk; workshops with international architects
addressing intangible heritage; seminars and
photographic exhibitions aimed at visualizing
the cultural landscape in connection with the
thematic maps. These initiatives allowed for
testing the effectiveness of the methodology,
positioning the community as an active partic-

5. Landscapes in transition
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ipant in the process of change. Moreover, the
diversity of events enabled the mabilization of
multiple competencies, involving technicians,
professionals, and academics, and engaging
a heterogeneous audience, including citizens
and activists.

5. Discussion. Toward an operational meth-
odology applied to cultural landscapes

Landscapes represent dynamic and continu-
ously evolving entities, where the concepts
of permanence, identity, and safeguarding
cultural values require the integration of in-
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cremental principles into their management
strategies. In this sense, the integration be-
tween resilience and cultural landscape opens
the possibility of interpreting the territory as
a socio-ecological system capable of evolv-
ing without losing symbaolic ties and collective
functions (Walker et al. 2006) Through this in-
tegration, the cultural landscape is critically in-
terpreted as a dynamic system, where trans-
formation does not necessarily coincide with
loss (Till et al., 2024).

From this perspective, it becomes crucial to
deepen the understanding of how to manage
sustainable development through communi-
ty involvement as a factor of resilience, to fur-
ther design landscape strategies with adap-
tative conditions (Adger, 2000). A combined
reading of the two approaches can therefore
contribute not only to understanding but also
to the active co-management of landscapes in
transition. This perspective is particularly rel-
evant in contexts such as the Campi Flegrei,
where culture, understood as an active force
within communities, shapes the natural en-
vironment, integrating the different dimen-
sions of the issue into a unified vision — wide-
spread settlements and architectural heritage,
cultivated landscapes and degraded natural
systems, practices and communal experienc-
es that coexist within complex and risk-prone
landscapes.

The case study - through co-mapping struc-
tured according to a dichotomous reading of

heritage in relation to territorial components
such as ecology, settlements, infrastructure,
and risks -reveals the necessity of jointly con-
sidering culture and nature to understand and
enhance the relationships between spatial
patterns and ecological processes (Wu, 2010).
These relationships are increasingly threat-
ened by anthropogenic and natural risk fac-
tors, which endanger many forms of heritage
and pose the risk of an irreversible loss of col-
lective memory and community values.

This awareness prompts a reflection on how
a resilience-based approach to cultural land-
scapes allows for action across multiple tem-
poral and spatial dimensions. The temporal di-
mension is expressed through an incremental
and provisional approach - rather than a rig-
idly evolutionary one - capable of envisioning
interconnected scenarios of prevention, emer-
gency management, and post-event recovery.
The spatial dimension, in turn, calls for criti-
cal engagement with the irreversible process-
es affecting territories, which often result in
geographies of abandonment and underuse.
These conditions demand a circular and adap-
tive design strategy that recycles spaces, reus-
es buildings, and reimagines landscapes.

This is particularly relevant when considering
the risk that resilience thinking is applied to
oversimplify urban complexity and depoliticize
risk management (Walker and Cooper, 2011),
with its projects triggering or accelerating pro-
cesses of sacial exclusion for the most vulner-



able groups and increasing the value of assets
(Anguelowski et al., 2018). To avoid this, it is
fundamental that the design of transforma-
tive conditions in terms of resilience already
embeds social protection policies (e.g. finan-
cial incentives, revenue controls, support for
local businesses, etc.) to manage the transi-
tion and prevent the increase in asset values
from resulting in exclusion. Resilience needs
to be fully shaped by the communities inhab-
iting the territories, to ensure that projects re-
spond to their real needs and not just to a ge-
neric, top-down transition agenda.

In this view, this contribution goes beyond the-
oretical reflection by proposing a methodolog-
ical framework - the HeCo ULLs - conceived
as an operational mechanism applied to cul-
tural landscapes to enhance effective long-
term community empowerment in the active
care and management of cultural landscapes.
The interconnections between resilience and
cultural landscapes offer a lens through which
the landscape can be recognized as the foun-
dation around which the community itself is
formed and thus reasserted as a primary car-
rier of social, place-based, and contextual val-
ues (Tuan, 1977), while acknowledging the piv-
otal role of communities in confronting and
navigating contemporary challenges.

By introducing the concept of HeCo ULLs as
participatory territorial laboratories, this study
positions the creation of Heritage Communi-
ties as a strategic asset for reinforcing terri-

torial resilience, particularly within contexts
characterized by crises and accelerated trans-
formation (Berkes et al., 2013).

The methodology developed in the research
(Fig. 3) can be transferred into other similar
cases, particularly considering that it is still
very rare that ULLs are used to jointly develop
actions and design strategies for vulnerable,
risk-prone contexts that are characterized by
the overlapping of different risks, multiplying
their impact through compound or cascade in-
teractions. Nevertheless, research proves that
it is precisely in these contexts, often charac-
terized by conflicts of interest between differ-
ent stakeholders, that Urban Living Labs can
represent an innovative approach, capable of
integrating knowledge from different disci-
plines and social roles (Laborgne et al., 2021)
by creating inedited partnerships between dif-
ferent sectors, empowering actors in a long-
term perspective other than just building for
mitigation and disaster risk response (von
Wirth et al. 2018; Marciano et al., 2024).
Indeed, the nexus between culture and the
adaptive capacities of communities is increas-
ingly central to European policy discourse and
is formally acknowledged in international
frameworks such as the 2030 Agenda and the
United Nations Disaster Risk Reduction Strat-
egy. As previously mentioned, this is also co-
herent with the Faro Convention (2005), em-
phasizing the active role of people in recogniz-
ing, valuing and passing on their cultural her-
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itage to future generations, which becomes
fundamental to building a "resilience of the
heritage community”, understood not only as
the capacity to withstand shocks, but also as
an evolutionary process that strengthens the
sense of belonging, social cohesion and lo-
cal innovation (Mulligan et al., 2016). Cities,
as complex socio-ecological systems, draw
strength from conscious and active communi-
ties, capable of learning, adapting and trans-
forming in the face of challenges. In the urban
context, communities are therefore consid-
ered as dynamic actors capable of transform-
ing resilience itself from an abstract and stat-
ic concept to a concrete and continuous prac-
tice (Folke et al., 2010), fueled by social capital,
participation, inclusive institutions and shared
culture (Davoudi et al., 2012).

6. Conclusions

The paper investigated the relationship be-
tween cultural landscapes and ecological sys-
tems, spacing from a recent re-conceptual-
ization of resilience as a unifying framework
- interpreted as the background connection of
heritage valorization with sustainable and in-
clusive development - to developing an opera-
tionalization of the concept through the crea-
tion of an ULL-based community.

The theoretical and methodological framework
for the paper has been granted by the research
project “Strategies of Interventions on Histori-
cal Landscapes,” led DIARC (Department of Ar-

chitecture, UNINA), as part of Spoke 1 “Histor-
ical Landscapes, Traditions and Cultural Iden-
tities,” under the PNRR Extended Partnership
no. 5 “CHANGES - Cultural Heritage Active In-
novation for Nex-Gen Sustainable Society”.
The methodology has been validated through
the case study of Campi Flegrei (Campania Re-
gion), which has been chosen due to the pres-
ence of cultural assets and of particularly crit-
ical factors, namely its volcanic origin and the
spread of unregulated human activities.

With regards to the theoretical state of art,
the result of the project reflects the creation
of an open environment in which the results
of scientific research, usually shared only with-
in the scientific community, could be properly
conveyed to non-experts to increase commu-
nity’s awareness and perception of their po-
tential role (Abarguez and Zubair, 2004).
Positioning itself regarding the tradition-
al definition of resilience, the project refers
to disasters as longer-term chronic stresses
due to disrupted ecologies, rather than acute
shocks as in the multi-hazard perspective, as
it wants to address the process of social in-
novation that can start in a community con-
stantly exposed to man-made conditions.
That is why, the chosen case study is relevant,
because even if it is clearly characterized by
acute shocks due to natural aspects (e.g. the
current bradyseism crisis), it has always been
characterized by an attitude to co-living with
the natural risk (the typical, mere emergen-



cy condition) and, at the meantime, the ina-
bility to counteract extractive economic supply
chains and de-regulation in urban and land-
scape planning and design.

To finalize the perceptive reading and the val-
orization of the immaterial relationships that
exist between the tangible elements of the
places, the analytical-interpretative phase has
seen, in addition to the quantitative method of
analysis (GIS database) the qualitative meth-
odology which results consist in the outputs of
the workshop activities developed in the four
meetings. Moving from desk-research, the
HeCoULL outlined an original Manifesto shap-
ing the resilient “Cultural Landscape” com-
posed by the stakeholders involved. This has
been the foundation for the establishment of
real-world strategical goals that the “constitu-
ent” Heritage Community of Campi Flegrei de-
cided to pose itself to move forward to acti-
vate its full potential through objectives such
as re-imagining the relationship with its la-
tent assets and resources, promoting and im-
proving communication in tangible and in-
tangible infrastructures, curating and valoriz-
ing all forms of natural and cultural heritage,
etc. (Mazzarella et al., 2023)°. Interpreting lo-
cal knowledge, tangible and intangible cultural
heritage, traditional know-how, land use, con-
struction technologies, the research Strategi-
es4Changes establishes a place-specific resil-
ience, to involve the local Heritage Communi-
ty in the drawing up of and management pro-

cess of scenarios for heritage care, preserva-
tion and dissemination to future generations,
paying attention to being active in the care of
the contexts in which they invest their public
action (Hillier, 2005; Holtorf, 2018). Their lo-
cal knowledge becomes fundamental to de-
veloping shared visions of future changes,
because here the knowledge and the produc-
tion of knowledge equal the social opportuni-
ty to act, therefore, to perform their agency of
mapping resources, assets, cultures in society.
From community involvement and co-explora-
tion/co-design, next steps provide cultural re-
silience initiatives, under the lead of HeCo par-
ticipants, that can reinvigorate feedback loops
for the LL learning phase, acquisition of wid-
er awareness on project limitations and then
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