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economies

This paper explores how the field of place-based appraisal and land
economics is shifting from focusing mainly on market-based values of
places with high human and activity densities to a broader and multi-
faceted approach that explicitly considers human and territorial wellbeing.
Traditional welfare assessment measures like GDP reflect economic
growth, but neglect important environmental, cultural, and social factors
that shape the quality of places. We propose a new framework for
territorial appraisal that addresses spatial value in a more holistic way by
breaking it down into economic, environmental, cultural, and social
components, and then reconnecting them through an integrated
recomposition approach. The paper uses new concepts, in particular
circular cultural economies and ‘detouristification’, as regenerative
strategies that rebalance sustainable growth, tourism, culture, and land use,
showing how places can create new value by reimagining culture and using
land in different ways, while strengthening transparent and participatory
governance. Digital tools like geospatial models, digital twins, and visual
dashboards support this process by improving transparency, participation,
and learning across scales and over time. In this framework, wellbeing is
not only a human goal, but also a condition for sustainable territorial
development. The approach helps policymakers, planners, and appraisers
move beyond the yardstick of GDP and support places where economy,
culture, and society flourish sustainably, with appraisal guiding both
evaluation and renewal.
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1. Setting the Scene

In recent decades, the discipline of appraisal and land economics has developed far beyond its traditional focus on
financial return and property valuation. Land is no longer understood only as a commodity, but as a multifunctional
system that supports environmental integrity, social inclusion, and cultural identity (Fusco Girard et al., 2023; Neyret et
al., 2023). This broader understanding has challenged conventional economic metrics, such as Gross Domestic Product
(GDP), which capture economic activity, but not necessarily human and territorial wellbeing. As noted by the Stiglitz-
Sen-Fitoussi Commission, GDP fails to measure environmental sustainability, social justice, and quality of life (Stiglitz
etal., 2009). The growing recognition that prosperity cannot be measured solely through production and consumption has
given rise to a new generation of evaluative models - models that link economic performance with wellbeing, social
cohesion, and sustainability (OECD, 2020; UNDP, 2020; Saunders and Luukkanen et al., 2022; Custodio et al., 2023;
Jansen et al., 2024), placing wellbeing at the core of territorial value creation rather than treating it as a secondary outcome.
This holds for both visitors and residents.

At the same time, the relationship among tourism, local culture, and land use has become a central topic of interest
for both scholars and policymakers. Tourism contributes substantially to local and national economies, yet it often creates
tensions between visitors, residents, and ecosystems due to congestion, seasonality, and pressure on local resources
(Oklevik et al., 2019). The challenge lies in finding a balance where tourism strengthens rather than reduces local
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wellbeing, heritage, and the natural environment. This balance is particularly essential in regions characterized by cultural
landscapes, historical assets, and fragile ecosystems - where the pressure of mass visitation must be met with strategic
deconcentration, adaptive reuse, and sustainable mobility (Bramwell and Lane, 2011; Romao and Neuts, 2017). In this
context, emerging ideas such as circular cultural economies and detouristification show how tourism and culture can be
reorganized to revitalize places rather than harm them.

Meanwhile, emerging research has also emphasized the importance of digital and spatial intelligence in territorial
management. Technologies such as digital twins, geovisualization, and participatory data platforms enable planners and
communities to explore future development scenarios, monitor impacts, and evaluate spatial — urban and regional —
decisions in real time. These technologies promote transparency, stakeholder participation, and data-driven governance
(Batty, 2018; Brodny and Tutak, 2025; Bugaj et al., 2022; Kourtit, 2019; Kourtit et al., 2012). Such tools can integrate
quantitative indicators (e.g., economic growth, land efficiency) with qualitative dimensions (e.g., sense of place, social
equity, cultural attachment), moving toward evidence-based yet human-centered territorial appraisal, supporting circular,
participatory, and wellbeing-oriented decision making for spatial attractiveness.

These shifts call for a new methodological and conceptual synthesis. The key question is not only how much value
scarce land generates in market terms, but also how land contributes to the wellbeing of people and places — economically,
socially, culturally, and ecologically. Appraisal today must therefore be reinterpreted as a multidimensional, integrative,
and adaptive process that connects spatial planning, land use evaluation, and wellbeing assessment in line with recent
wellbeing economy transitions (Barton et al., 2021; Costanza et al., 2014), while explicitly recognizing the regenerative
potential of culture, heritage, and tourism in authentic places.

This paper aims to develop a novel conceptual and methodological framework for sustainable territorial appraisal that
reconciles economic valuation with human wellbeing. It explores how economic appraisal, cultural value creation, and
digital innovation can converge into a coherent approach for the governance of land, cultural and tourism systems. The
challenging question is: How can appraisal and land economics adapt toward models that balance economic growth,
cultural identity, and human wellbeing within sustainable territorial systems? Within this question, new concepts like
circular cultural economies and detouristification policies may provide a framework for understanding how territorial
value can be redistributed, renewed, and made more equitable. By addressing this question, the paper seeks to contribute
to the broader debate on the transformation of economic and territorial evaluation - one that moves beyond GDP and
toward a wellbeing-based economy of place. To understand how such a balance can be conceptually and methodologically
achieved, the following section reviews the evolution of approaches that integrate local sustainability, culture, and
wellbeing within the field of land and tourism appraisal.

This study is organized as follows. After an exposition on new wellbeing concepts (Section 2), the core idea of
decomposition analysis is explained in Section 3. Next, Section 4 zooms in on circular cultural places and spatial
detouristification, while Section 5 offers an outlook.

2. From Economic Value to Complex Wellbeing

The study of appraisal and land economics has long been anchored in the tradition of monetary valuation, emphasizing
the measurable market value of land, property, and investment. This perspective, while essential for financial and fiscal
analysis, captures only a partial view of the wealth of territories. Over time, scholars have increasingly recognized that
economic performance indicators - particularly GDP - fail to reflect the full spectrum of values that determine the quality
and resilience of places (Nijkamp, 1980; Stiglitz et al., 2009). These include social cohesion, environmental quality,
cultural vitality, and overall wellbeing, all of which shape the long-term sustainability of urban and rural systems,
suggesting that territorial value must be interpreted as multidimensional and relational rather than purely financial.

2.1 From Classical Appraisal to Multidimensional Value

Traditional land appraisal methods rest upon neoclassical economic assumptions: value arises from scarcity, productivity,
and utility. Meanwhile, as landscapes and cultural assets became entangled with social and environmental concerns, the
discipline began to shift from an economic efficiency model toward a multidimensional value framework. This transition
aligns with the rise of ecosystem services thinking in land valuation (Coscieme et al., 2024). This transition was driven
by the growing understanding that land performs not only economic, but also ecological and social functions — providing
ecosystem services, sustaining communities, and preserving identity. Approaches such as Cost—Benefit Analysis (CBA)
and Hedonic Pricing Models (HPM) were extended to incorporate non-market values, including environmental amenities,
heritage significance, and accessibility (Montero and Fernandez-Avilés, 2014; OECD, 2018). Yet, these quantitative tools
still faced the challenge of integrating intangible dimensions of human experience. This led to a broader evaluative logic
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emerged, positioning wellbeing as the unifying metric of sustainable territorial value (Delahais et al., 2021; Frey and
Stutzer, 2010), and opening the door to appraisal models that explicitly connect economic functioning with cultural
meaning and social justice.

2.2 The Emergence of Wellbeing Economics

The concept of wellbeing, understood as the capability of individuals and societies to prosper, represents a major
reorientation in economic thought inspired by Amartya Sen’s Capability Approach (Sen, 1999). Rather than focusing
only on material wealth, wellbeing economics emphasizes subjective satisfaction, social relationships, and quality of life
as essential indicators of performance (Connolly and Lindh, 2025; Diener and Ryan, 2009; Frey and Stutzer, 2002;
Hoogerbrugge and Burger, 2018; Skevington and Béhnke, 2018; VVeenhoven and Vergunst, 2014). The OECD and various
national statistical agencies have incorporated wellbeing frameworks that complement GDP with measures such as health,
education, environmental quality, and civic engagement. Within the context of land and tourism appraisal, wellbeing
economics translates into evaluating how spatial policies, land-use transformations, and tourism development enhance or
constrain human flourishing. This perspective links territorial capital with human capital, emphasizing the importance of
inclusion, accessibility, and cultural continuity (Florida, 2014; Huggins and Thompson, 2017; Téth, 2024; Tuan, 1977;
Wolfram et al., 2016). The emerging notion of ‘wellbeing of place’ extends the economic focus beyond individual welfare
to the collective conditions that sustain communities and ecosystems, creating a normative orientation for appraisal
practice in both urban and natural areas.

2.3 Circular Economy and Complex Value Systems

The rise of the circular economy concept has provided a systemic foundation for integrating economic, social, and
environmental values as promoted by the European Union’s Circular Economy Action Plan (European Commission,
2015). Instead of linear growth models, circularity promotes resource efficiency, regenerative use, and intergenerational
equity (Bayram and Greiff, 2023; Calisto Fryant, 2022; Ellen MacArthur Foundation, 2015; Velenturf and Purnell, 2021).
In this framework, value creation is not limited to financial gain, but includes complex, relational, and regenerative value
flows. Recent work in cultural and urban economics (e.g., Alves et al., 2016; Bal et al., 2023; Corsaro, 2019; Smedlund
et al., 2018; Stefanidou et al., 2024; Wulfert et al., 2024) has articulated the notion of ‘complex value’ — a composite of
economic, ecological, social, and cultural components. This multidimensional conception positions culture as the
foundation of sustainable development, shaping how people perceive, use, and conserve their surroundings (Fusco Girard
and Gravagnuolo, 2025; Swanson and DeVereaux, 2017; Throsby, 2017). Cultural heritage and landscape are thus not
static assets, but dynamic systems that develop alongside human creativity and collective wellbeing. Appraisal
methodologies are beginning to reflect this complexity. Multicriteria Decision Analysis (MCDA), Data Envelopment
Analysis (DEA), and Integrated Assessment Models (IAMs) enable the inclusion of both quantitative and qualitative
indicators (Aigner and Chu, 1968; Charnes et al., 1978; Hollnaicher, 2025; Nijkamp and Suzuki, 2009; Suzuki et al.,
2010). These techniques allow analysts to account for synergies and trade-offs among dimensions of value, creating a
bridge between technical efficiency and human wellbeing and offering methodological support for circular cultural
economies.

2.4 From Sustainable Tourism to Territorial Wellbeing

The attractiveness of culture-rich urban areas has created a large influx of visitors. Intensive tourism, however, may erode
the wellbeing of residents. Tourism, traditionally assessed through visitor numbers and revenue, has become a testing
field for wellbeing-oriented appraisal models. The literature on sustainable and cultural tourism highlights how the pursuit
of economic benefit can conflict with residents’ quality of life, environmental health, and the integrity of heritage sites
(Brooks et al., 2023; Fusco Girard and Gravagnuolo, 2025; Kourtit et al., 2024; Luekveerawattana et al., 2025; UNWTO,
2023). Scholars such as Bramwell, Géssling, and Hall have demonstrated that stakeholder collaboration and governance
are critical for balancing these competing objectives (see e.g., Bramwell and Lane, 2011; Géssling, 2002; Hall, 2011). In
this context, the emerging concept of ‘detouristification’ proposes a spatial redistribution of tourism flows to mitigate
overconcentration and strengthen local wellbeing (Back et al., 2025; Cocola-Gant, 2023; Kourtit et al., 2024; Lee et al.,
2025; Lim et al., 2022; Sibrijns and Vanneste, 2021; Tomassini and Lamond, 2023). It emphasizes the need to evaluate
tourism not only as an economic sector, but as a social-ecological system embedded in the territorial fabric. By doing so,
it becomes possible to view tourism as an instrument of inclusive prosperity — one that supports cultural vitality and social
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resilience rather than undermining them, and that reinforces the broader transition toward circular and regenerative
territorial logics. Spatial re-distribution of tourist flows may then become a logical and necessary step (Lim et al., 2022).

2.5 Knowledge Gaps and Emerging Directions

Despite significant progress, existing appraisal frameworks still struggle to integrate human-centered wellbeing indicators
into land and tourism economics systematically. Most studies remain discipline-specific, focusing on environmental
efficiency, market valuation, or cultural impact in isolation. There is a growing need for integrated, data-informed, and
participatory approaches capable of capturing the interdependence between people, places, and prosperity (Raymond et
al., 2017). Recent advances in digital technologies — including spatial data infrastructures, digital twins, and visualization
tools — offer unprecedented opportunities for such integration (Batty, 2018; Florido-Benitez, 2024; Kitchin, 2021; Liu et
al., 2024; Rahmadian et al., 2023). They enable real-time monitoring, multi-scalar analysis, and co-design processes that
democratize knowledge and enhance governance. The convergence of digital intelligence, cultural capital, and wellbeing
economics thus marks a new frontier for territorial appraisal, laying the foundation for decomposition-based models that
organize these diverse forms of value into coherent analytical layers. Building on these theoretical findings, the next
section introduces a methodological framework that decomposes and reconnects the multiple layers of territorial value -
economic, spatial, digital, and social - to operationalize wellbeing-oriented appraisal in practice.

3. The Decomposition Approach to Integrated Territorial Appraisal

3.1 The Decomposition Principle

Appraising land and territorial systems in the contemporary context require moving from static, single-criterion
valuation toward dynamic, multi-layered evaluation. The decomposition approach provides a methodological foundation
for this transition. The decomposition principle in complex decision-making was introduced by Herbert Simon (1962).
By means of hierarchical logical subdivisions of a big complex system an analytical order can be created. This approach
has turned out to be very practical in management, planning and design problems. It assumes that territorial systems are
complex entities whose total value cannot be understood as a single outcome, but rather as the result of interactions among
interdependent layers - economic, ecological, cultural, social, and technological. This perspective follows systems
thinking and complex adaptive systems theory in spatial economics (Batty, 2013; Sikk and Carus, 2024). This approach
allows analysts and planners to identify how different forms of value are created, exchanged, and restored within a
territory, and how these flows collectively contribute to human and environmental wellbeing. The decomposition model
thus becomes both an analytical tool and a governance framework, linking technical assessment with strategic, wellbeing-
oriented decision making, and it helps show hidden interconnections between market performance, land use efficiency,
stakeholder collaboration, and quality of life (Fusco Girard et al., 2005; Kourtit, 2021).

The decomposition principle has, in recent years, clearly shown its merits in spatial planning. A broad empirical
illustration can be found in a study by Kourtit and Nijkamp (2018) on sustainable re-development of the complex
Stockholm county, in which ecology, mobility, neighbourhood quality and participatory citizenship are simultaneously
considered in a systematically decomposed model depicting the relevant urban area. Another application can be found in
an interactive evaluation study on the re-vitalization of an old port area in Amsterdam (NDSM), in which old ship building
industry, economic regeneration, cultural events and modern housing were managed from a systematic multidimensional
policy perspective based on the decomposition principle (see Kourtit and Nijkamp, 2013). The operationalization of the
decomposition approach calls for a logic regarding the complexity of the spatial system at hand, in which hierarchical
and horizontal design have to be combined in one architecture.

The conceptual and operational logic of the decomposition model in spatial planning can be synthesized in the
following framework in Figure 1, which illustrates how multiple layers of territorial value interact within an integrated,
wellbeing-oriented appraisal system. As mentioned, this model has been tested in various places. It will now be explained
in a series of stages in Subsections 3.2-3.7.
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Figure 1. Conceptual architectural decomposition framework for wellbeing-based territorial appraisal.
Source: authors’ own work.

This framework decomposes territorial value into five interdependent layers - economic, environmental, cultural,
social, and digital/spatial - linked through the principles of integration, transparency, and adaptability. It provides the
conceptual architecture connecting technical valuation and human wellbeing, transforming appraisal into a continuous,
participatory, and learning-oriented system, capable of showing how value can be regenerated rather than only exploited.
Clearly, this framework is not crafted in stone; it may be flexibly adjusted to specific planning issues, following the
decomposition logic. The framework serves as the re-compositional methodological foundation for the wellbeing-based
paradigm developed in the following section on circular cultural economies and detouristification, where the
decomposition and recomposition logic becomes operational in practice. First, however, we will provide a few more
elements of decomposition in spatial planning.

3.2 Principles of the Decomposition Approach

The decomposition framework rests on three core principles: integration, transparency, and adaptability.

Integration acknowledges that no single variable or indicator can represent territorial value. Economic output,
environmental resilience, and social equity must be assessed together to capture the multidimensional nature of
sustainable wellbeing (Benczur et al., 2025; Costanza et al., 2016; OECD, 2020; Sarany and Chandrasekar,
2025), including cultural and digital dimensions that shape how places function and are experienced.
Transparency demands that the appraisal process be open, participatory, and replicable. Evaluation criteria and
data sources must be accessible to stakeholders - from local authorities to citizens and investors — strengthening
mutual trust and accountability (Brezzi, et al., 2021; Innes and Booher, 2010). Transparency also strengthens
social legitimacy, which is essential in contexts such as tourism, heritage reuse, and land redevelopment.
Adaptability emphasizes the capacity of appraisal systems to progress with new data, societal priorities, and
technological innovations. Territories are not static assets but living systems that require continuous re-
evaluation as they change over time (Meadows, 2015; Peng et al., 2024). Adaptive appraisal, therefore, supports
circular and regenerative development trajectories rather than linear growth models.

Through these principles, decomposition transforms traditional appraisal into a reflexive process — one that not only
measures value but also stimulates learning and co-creation among actors (Kourtit, 2021).
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3.3 Analytical Layers of Territorial Value

The decomposition approach operationalizes integrated appraisal by disaggregating territorial value into five
analytical layers, each representing a distinct but interrelated dimension of performance:
e  Economic Layer — assessing productivity, investment efficiency, and market performance while accounting for
externalities such as congestion or land degradation (Acheampong and Opoku, 2023; Throsby, 2017).

e  Environmental Layer — measuring ecological assets and sustainability indicators, including energy use,
biodiversity, and carbon balance (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005).

e  Cultural Layer — valuing heritage assets, creative capital, and identity-related attributes that contribute to a sense
of place and long-term attractiveness (Fusco Girard, 2019).

e Social Layer — evaluating equity, inclusion, social cohesion, and wellbeing outcomes for residents and
communities (Putnam, 2000).

e Digital and Spatial Layer — employing spatial analytics, visualization tools, and data infrastructures to integrate
information across scales and time horizons (Batty, 2018; Kitchin, 2021).

Each layer provides a distinct perspective on the phenomenon concerned, but also gains importance only when
interacting with the others. Their integration enables a holistic view of territorial performance — one where economic
prosperity and human wellbeing are co-dependent outcomes (UN-Habitat, 2020), and where regeneration, circularity, and
resilience can be explicitly assessed.

3.4 Operational Tools and Techniques

To translate the decomposition model into practice, a range of quantitative and qualitative tools can be applied. As
mentioned above, several applications have demonstrated their operational and policy value. But next to conceptual
architecture, empirical research tools are also needed. There isa variety of such supporting techniques which have proven
their validity in practice. Examples are

e  Multicriteria Decision Analysis (MCDA) and Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) are used to evaluate the

relative efficiency of regions, cities, or tourism systems across multiple criteria (Charnes et al., 1978; de Oliveira
et al., 2023; Saaty, 2008), allowing comparison of trade-offs between economic gains and wellbeing outcomes.
e  Geospatial Modeling and Visualization tools (such as GIS-based dashboards and 3D visualizations) enable
dynamic exploration of spatial relationships, land use intensity, and accessibility (Goodchild, 2018).

e Digital Twin Platforms provide a virtual mirror of physical environments, integrating real-time data to test
alternative planning or policy scenarios (Alvi et al., 2025; Kourtit et al., 2021).

e  Participatory and Co-Design Methods facilitate stakeholder engagement, incorporating experiential knowledge
and community preferences into the evaluative process (Friedmann, 2011; Healey, 2015).

It would be too space-demanding to describe all such applications in greater detail, but their relevance can be traced
in urban planning fields like historical-cultural heritage planning, industrial brownfield planning, housing area design,
and nature-based urban solutions. The combination of these methods allows the decomposition framework to function as
a multi-actor laboratory, where technical assessment, local knowledge, and digital innovation converge (European
Commission, 2020), offering a practical pathway toward wellbeing-based territorial governance.

3.5 Linking Decomposition to Wellbeing and Governance

A defining feature of this framework is the explicit linkage between appraisal and wellbeing. Traditional valuation
metrics often treat social and environmental effects as externalities; here, they are recognized as core determinants of
territorial performance. By disaggregating value flows, the decomposition model makes visible the trade-offs and
synergies that shape wellbeing outcomes. For example, improving tourism revenues must be assessed in relation to
housing affordability, environmental capacity, and residents’ satisfaction. Similarly, the adaptive reuse of heritage assets
can be appraised not only for its financial return but for its contribution to local pride, identity, and cultural continuity
(Fusco Girard and Gravagnuolo, 2017). Governance structures play an important mediating role in this process. Multi-
level and quadruple-helix governance models involving public institutions, private actors, academia, and civil society
ensure that decisions reflect collective priorities (Carayannis and Campbell, 2012). The decomposition model thus acts
as both an evaluative and a communicative platform: it transforms technical indicators into shared narratives about
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wellbeing, inclusion, and sustainability, making appraisal an active instrument of territorial transformation rather than a
passive reporting tool.

3.6 From Data Integration to Strategic Learning

A central methodological innovation in this approach lies in data integration and feedback learning. Territorial
appraisal becomes a continuous cycle of observation, evaluation, and adaptation. The combination of open data
infrastructures, visualization tools, and interactive dashboards enables policymakers and communities to interpret changes
in real time. Such iterative ‘learning-by-monitoring’ cycles are foundational in adaptive governance (Armitage et al.,
2009; van Assche et al., 2022). Through iterative learning, territories can self-correct and co-develop by adapting
investment strategies, tourism management, and spatial planning in response to observed outcomes. This continuous
feedback mechanism transforms appraisal from a static assessment into a strategic and anticipatory function, aligning
short-term actions with long-term wellbeing objectives (De Vito and Taffoni, 2023; Senge, 1990), and directly supporting
circular cultural and detouristification strategies.

3.7 Toward a Systemic Evaluation Paradigm

Ultimately, the decomposition approach reframes territorial appraisal as a systemic discipline that recognizes
interdependencies among people, places, and policies. It aligns with the paradigm of integrated sustainability assessment
(Halla et al., 2020; Ramos, 2019; Rotmans and van Asselt, 2001). It establishes a methodological foundation for linking
quantitative precision with qualitative understanding, and economic efficiency with human wellbeing. The strength of
this approach lies in its capacity to bridge the traditional divide between technical valuation and social relevance. By
decomposing and re-integrating the multiple layers of territorial value, it opens pathways for a more inclusive, transparent,
and wellbeing-oriented form of land economics. Such methodological integration provides the foundation for a new
interpretative perspective on territorial value creation - one that goes beyond market growth to embrace cultural
regeneration, circularity, and the equitable distribution of wellbeing (Aguado et al., 2024; Jeannerat and Crevoisier, 2022;
UNESCO, 2022). Its core elements will now be briefly presented.

4. A New Perspective - Circular Cultural Economies and Detouristification Strategies

The evolution of appraisal and land economics toward multidimensional evaluation reflects a broader, more human-
centered vision of how territories create, distribute, and sustain value. This vision is captured in the popular concept of
circular cultural economies, where cultural heritage, environmental assets, and human creativity are mobilized as
regenerative forces that enhance collective wellbeing (Capello et al., 2020; Fusco Girard and Gravagnuolo, 2017,
Throshy, 2010). In this context, detouristification emerges as a spatial and social strategy that redistributes tourism flows,
revitalizes peripheral areas, and reduces the environmental and social tensions associated with mass visitation (Devlin et
al., 2026; Lim et al., 2022; Xing, 2024). Both perspectives challenge conventional models of growth by emphasizing
regeneration over extraction, balance over expansion, and wellbeing over throughput. They align with post-growth and
wellbeing economy perspectives (Jackson, 2017; Raworth, 2017). In this sense, circularity and detouristification represent
concrete ways in which the multidimensional value layers identified earlier become actionable in practice. They reflect a
shift in perspective from ‘development of places’ to ‘development with and for places’, recognizing territories as living
systems that co-adapt with their inhabitants.

4.1 Circular Cultural Economies: Regenerative Value Creation

The circular cultural economy extends the logic of the circular economy into the cultural and spatial dimensions of
development (European Commission, 2020; Ellen MacArthur Foundation, 2019). It interprets culture, creativity, and
heritage as productive resources that generate both tangible and intangible value (Sica et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2012). By
linking economic efficiency with cultural meaning, this approach overcomes the traditional separation between material
production and symbolic capital (Bourdieu, 1986). At its core, a circular cultural economy operates through three value
regeneration loops:

e The reuse and reinterpretation of heritage sites stimulates local employment and creative industries while

maintaining the intrinsic identity of place (Yildirim, 2019; Lazzeretti et al., 2012).
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e  The reconnection between natural and cultural assets supports environmental restoration and sustainable tourism
(Haines-Young and Potschin, 2010).
e  The reintegration of community participation and cultural expression enhances social cohesion and territorial
wellbeing (Pinto et al., 2018).
These interconnected cycles replace linear patterns of consumption with circular processes of creation, reuse, and
renewal, ensuring that growth contributes simultaneously to prosperity, identity, and equity, and that appraisal explicitly
recognizes culture as a regenerative rather than consumptive force.

4.2 Detouristification: Spatial Balance and Human Wellbeing

In traditional economic perspectives on tourism, the economic standard rule was that tourism would have an optimal
level if its marginal benefits equalled its marginal costs. Such costs would be the result of environmental, cultural or
crowding externalities. However, seen from a broader wellbeing perspective, the tourism sector may become problematic
if citizens perceive a high tourist burden, e.g., overcrowding, high density, environmental decay, rising housing prices,
etc.. Two extreme strategic options are then possible: (i) reduce or stop the influx of tourists (‘tourism de-growth”), or (ii)
re-distribute tourists over a larger surrounding area (see Bellato et al., 2022, 2023; Lim et al., 2022).

The concept of detouristification offers a methodological and policy perspective for rethinking tourism as a vehicle
of territorial wellbeing. Rather than focusing on intensifying visitor numbers in iconic destinations, detouristification
promotes spatial diversification, encouraging visitors to explore less crowded areas and engage with local cultures
(Kourtit and Nijkamp, 2018; Lim et al., 2022; Rom&o and Neuts, 2017). This strategy reduces pressure on fragile sites,
distributes economic benefits more evenly, and strengthens the resilience of smaller communities (Seraphin et al., 2018).
From an appraisal perspective, detouristification highlights the multifunctional role of tourism in territorial economies.
Tourism is not only a market activity but also a medium through which people experience place, culture, and environment
(Jackson, 2025; Relph, 1976; Urry, 1990). Evaluating its contribution requires indicators that capture not only income
and employment, but also complementary wellbeing outcomes, such as perceived quality of life, cultural satisfaction, and
ecological stewardship (Hall and Gossling, 2013). Detouristification therefore transforms tourism appraisal from a purely
economic exercise into an assessment of how spatial choices influence collective wellbeing and territorial balance.

4.3 Digital and Participatory Tools for Circular Transitions

Digital technologies are central to deploying circular cultural and detouristification strategies. Smart territorial
platforms and geodesign tools allow planners to simulate tourism flows and land use scenarios (Goodchild, 2018; Nijkamp
et al., 2024; Steinitz, 2012). Digital twins, open data infrastructures, and visualization platforms provide decision-makers
with real-time information on land use, built environments, mobility patterns, and environmental impacts (Batty, 2018).
When combined with participatory storytelling and co-design processes, these tools transform evaluation into a
collaborative practice (Healey, 2015; Innes and Booher, 2010; Wacnik et al., 2025). Interactive visualizations help
stakeholders understand trade-offs, anticipate risks, and co-create future scenarios that reflect shared values (McCall and
Dunn, 2012; Pies and Valentinov, 2024). This fusion of technology and participation not only improves decision quality
but also enhances democratic legitimacy and trust - two essential components of social wellbeing (Arnstein, 1969; Fung,
2015; Mikhaylovskaya, 2024; Nijkamp et al., 2023). In this way, digital tools operationalize the decomposition framework
by linking data, governance, and lived experience into an integrated decision process. Thus, digital tools serve as both an
analytical and communicative bridge between the technical rigor of appraisal and the lived experience of citizens. They
transform abstract indicators into meaningful narratives about resilience, identity, and collective prosperity.

4.4 Toward a Culture of Regenerative Wellbeing

Circular cultural economies and detouristification converge in a broader cultural transition: the movement toward a
regenerative wellbeing paradigm (Costanza et al., 2016, 2018; Raworth, 2017). In this paradigm, wellbeing is not the end
product of growth but the very condition for sustainable development. Territories grow when economic vitality coexists
with cultural richness, environmental balance, and social inclusion. This approach redefines the purpose of appraisal:
from assessing what is to envisioning what could be (Burger et al., 2020; Lameque et al., 2023; Scharmer, 2018). It
encourages planners and policymakers to treat heritage, nature, and creativity not as passive resources, but as active
drivers of renewal. Here, wellbeing becomes the integrative criterion that reconnects territorial value creation with long-
term social and ecological resilience. By placing wellbeing at the heart of territorial value creation, circular cultural
economies offer a strategic alternative to the extractive logic of conventional tourism and land development. While this
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new perspective reshapes how territorial value and wellbeing are understood today, its transformative power lies in its
forward-looking orientation - learning from past trajectories.

5. Retrospective—Prospective Outlook

Reflecting on the historical evolution of appraisal and land economics shows an ongoing transformation: from a focus
on economic performance to a broader concern for human and territorial wellbeing. This shift has been slow but
significant, marking the emergence of a new evaluative rationality that integrates efficiency, equity, and meaning
(Costanza et al., 2014; Stiglitz et al., 2009). In this closing section, the retrospective—prospective perspective highlights
both the lessons learned from past practices and the opportunities that lie ahead for wellbeing-oriented territorial appraisal,
building directly on the decomposition logic and the emerging paradigm of circular cultural economies and
detouristification.

5.1 Retrospective View: Lessons from the Transformation of Appraisal

Historically, appraisal was primarily instrumental - designed to determine value for market exchange, taxation, or
investment (RICS, 2017; Zhang et al., 2026). Over time, however, it became clear that purely financial metrics could not
capture the full scope of what makes a place valuable. Environmental degradation, loss of heritage, and social exclusion
have shown the limits of a narrowly economic approach (OECD, 2018; Pearson et al., 2021). The integration of
sustainability principles introduced a more comprehensive understanding of value. Appraisal began to integrate
environmental accounting, social impact assessment, and heritage evaluation (Elkington, 1997; Throsby, 2010; Vanclay,
2020), expanding its reach beyond property markets. Yet even these innovations often remained fragmented, addressing
single dimensions rather than the whole system. The past two decades have therefore been characterized by a movement
toward systemic integration, combining economic indicators with spatial, social, and cultural data (Fusco Girard and
Nijkamp, 1997). This evolution has created the basis for the current wellbeing paradigm, where territorial performance is
measured not only by growth, but by the capacity to sustain life, identity, and equity (OECD, 2020; Sen, 1999), and where
appraisal becomes explicitly regenerative rather than extractive.

5.2 Prospective View: The Future of Wellbeing Appraisal

The appraisal discipline stands at a new frontier today. Advances in digital technologies, open data, and participatory
governance provide unprecedented opportunities to create adaptive, transparent, and wellbeing-centered appraisal
systems (Batty, 2018; Colasanti et al., 2025; Fleurbaey and Blanchet, 2013; Kitchin, 2021). These systems will move
beyond static valuation to responsive monitoring and foresight, capable of capturing how territories change over time
(Haarhaus and Liening, 2020; Meadows, 2008). From this perspective, territorial appraisal becomes an instrument of
strategic intelligence - supporting decisions that promote long-term resilience and social flourishing (Bazile, 2025; Senge,
1990; UN-Habitat, 2020). Future appraisal models will likely combine:

e Quantitative rigor, ensuring comparability and accountability across regions.

¢ Qualitative insight, incorporating local narratives, identity, and sense of place (Tuan, 1977).

o Participatory inclusiveness, engaging diverse stakeholders in defining what wellbeing means for their territory

(Innes and Booher, 2010).

This integrated framework can guide public and private investment toward outcomes that simultaneously improve
economic efficiency, ecological balance, and social justice (Raworth, 2017; UNDP, 2022), while operationalizing
strategies such as circular cultural economies and detouristification as levers for territorial renewal serving the wellbeing
of citizens.

5.3 Policy Implications and Research Outlook

To embed wellbeing into the practice of appraisal, several policy and research directions emerge:

e Institutional Integration: Governments and regional agencies should adopt wellbeing indicators as
complementary to economic measures in land use and investment appraisal (European Commission, 2020;
WEGo, 2019).
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e  Capacity Building: Training appraisers, planners, and policymakers in multidimensional evaluation methods will
enhance a shared understanding of wellbeing metrics (Fusco Girard et al., 2005).
e Digital Governance: The development of open-source data infrastructures and digital twin platforms will
enhance transparency and enable evidence-based policymaking (Kitchin, 2014; Kourtit, 2021).
e  Cross-disciplinary Research: Collaboration between economists, planners, sociologists, and data scientists can
advance hybrid models that combine quantitative precision with qualitative depth (Rotmans and van Asselt,
2001).
Such initiatives would consolidate the transition from appraisal as a financial discipline to appraisal as a wellbeing
science - anchored in systems thinking, human values, and spatial intelligence (Fusco Girard et al., 2005), and aligned
with governance models that enable regeneration rather than short-term extraction.

5.4 Concluding Reflections: Appraising the Future

The retrospective—prospective view articulated above illustrates a simple yet transformative idea: the ultimate value
of land lies in its capacity to sustain life and meaning (Norberg-Schulz, 1980; Relph, 1976). As societies confront complex
challenges such as climate change, urbanization, demographic shifts, the task of appraisal extends beyond estimating
worth. It becomes a means of navigating the ethical and strategic choices that define sustainable futures (Meadowcroft,
2007). Wellbeing-based appraisal reorients economic and territorial evaluation toward the quality rather than the quantity
of growth. It aligns with a broader European and global agenda that envisions a circular, inclusive, and culturally rooted
form of prosperity (European Commission, 2019; UNESCO, 2022). By integrating the perspectives of economic science,
digital innovation, and human-oriented understanding, this approach offers a clear framework toward territories of
wellbeing - places where value is not only measured, but lived, shared, and renewed, connecting decomposition, circular
cultural economies, and future-oriented territorial governance.

Acknowledgement

Karima Kourtit acknowledges support from the HORIZON-CL2-2022 TRANSFORMATIONS-01 Programme for
the WISER project, under grant agreement No. 101094546.

References

Acheampong, A.O. & Opoku, E., E., O. (2023). Environmental degradation and economic growth: Investigating linkages
and potential pathways, Energy Economics, 123, 106734, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enec0.2023.106734

Aguado, L. F., Heredia—Carroza, J., & Arbona, A. (2024). Territory, intangible heritage and value generation. Creative
Industries Journal, 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1080/17510694.2024.2329823

Aigner, D. J., & Chu, S. F. (1968). On Estimating the Industry Production Function, American Economic Review, 58 (4),
826-839. http://www.jstor.org/stable/1815535

Alvi, M., Dutta, H., Minerva, R., Crespi, N., Mohsan.Raza, S., & Herath, M. (2025). Global perspectives on digital twin
smart cities: Innovations, challenges, and pathways to a sustainable urban future. Sustainable Cities and Society,
126, 106356, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.5¢s.2025.106356.

Alves, H., Fernandes, C. & Raposo, M. (2016). Value co-creation: Concept and contexts of application and study. Journal
of Business Research, 69(5), 1626-1633. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.10.029.

Armitage, D., Plummer, R., Berkes, F., Arthur, R.l., Charles, A.T., Davidson-Hunt, 1.J., Diduck, A.P., Doubleday, N.,
Johnson, D.S., Marschke, M., & McConney, P. (2009). Adaptive Co-management for Social-ecological
Complexity, Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 7(2), 95-102. https://doi.org/10.1890/070089

Arnstein, S.R. (1969). A Ladder of Citizen Participation. Journal of the American Institute of Planners, 35(4), 216-224.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944366908977225

Back, A., Lundmark, L., & Zachrisson, A. (2025). Bridging (over)tourism geographies: proposing a systems approach in
overtourism research. Tourism Geographies, 27(2), 293-312. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2025.2502507

Bal, A. S., Kapyl4, J., Li, H., & Helander, N. (2023). Collaborative Value Co-creation from a Stakeholder Perspective: A
Literature Review. Journal of Creating Value, 9(2), 259-274. https://doi.org/10.1177/23949643231151831

Barton, H., Grant, M., & Guise, R. (2021). Shaping Neighbourhoods: For Local Health and Global Sustainability (3rd
ed.). New York, Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429321245

Batty, M. (2013). The New Science of Cities. Cambridge, MIT Press.

11
AESTIMUM JUST ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



Batty, M. (2018). Digital Twins. Environment and Planning B, Urban Analytics and City Science, 45(5), 817-820.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2399808318796416

Bayram, B., & Greiff, K. (2023). Life cycle assessment on construction and demolition waste recycling: a systematic
review analyzing three important quality aspects. The International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment, 28(8), 967—
989. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-023-02145-1

Bazile, J., Coté, A., Toumi, S., & Su, Z. (2025). Strategic intelligence as a resilience capability of global supply chains:
Proposal of a conceptual framework based on a systematic literature review. Journal of Global Operations and
Strategic Sourcing, 18(2), 386-413. doi: https://doi.org/10.1108/JGOSS-06-2024-0047

Bellato, L., Frantzeskaki, N., & Nygaard, C. A. (2023). Regenerative tourism: A conceptual framework leveraging theory
and practice. Tourism Geographies, 25(4), 1026—1046. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2022.2044376

Bellato, L., Frantzeskaki, N., Fiebig, C., Pollock, A., Dens, E., & Reed, B. (2022). Transformative roles in tourism:
Adopting living systems’ thinking for regenerative futures. Journal of Tourism Futures, 8(3), 312-329.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JTF-11-2021-0256

Benczur, P., Boskovic, Sandor A. & Pagano, A. (2025). Measuring Sustainable and Inclusive Wellbeing: A
Multidimensional Dashboard Approach. Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, JRC140456.
https://doi.org/10.2760/4186342

Bourdieu, P. (1986). The Forms of Capital. In Richardson, J. (Ed.). Handbook of Theory and Research for the Sociology
of Education. New York, Greenwood, (pp. 241-258).

Bramwell, B., & Lane, B. (2011). Critical Research on the Governance of Tourism and Sustainability, Journal of
Sustainable Tourism, 19(4-5), 411-421. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.580586

Brezzi, M., Gonzalez, S., Nguyen, D. & Prats, M. (2021). An updated OECD framework on drivers of trust in public
institutions to meet current and future challenges”. OECD Working Papers on Public Governance, No. 48. Paris,
OECD Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/b6¢c5478c-en

Brodny, J., & Tutak, M. (2025). Stakeholder interactions and ethical imperatives in big data and Al development. Journal
of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity, 11(1), 100491,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joitmc.2025.100491

Brooks, C., Waterton, E., Saul, H., & Renzaho, A. (2023). Exploring the Relationships Between Heritage Tourism,
Sustainable Community Development and Host Communities’ Health and Wellbeing: A Systematic Review. PloS
one, 18(3), e0282319. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0282319.

Bugaj, M., Machova, V., & Bratu, S. (2022). The Geopolitics of Smart Sustainable City Governance and Simulated 3D
Environments: Urban Digital Twins, Sensor Data Processing Algorithms, and Extended Reality Technologies.
Geopolitics, History, and International Relations, 14(2), 152-167. https://www.jstor.org/stable/48710618

Burger, M. J., Morrison, P. S., Hendriks, M., & Hoogerbrugge, M. M. (2020). Urban-Rural Happiness Differentials across
the World. In Helliwell, J. F., Layard, R., Sachs, J. D., De Neve, J.-E., Aknin, L. B., Huang, H., & Wang, S. (Eds.).
World Happiness Report 2020. Sustainable Development Solutions Network (pp. 67-94).
http://www.jstor.org/stable/resrep25851.7

Calisto Friant, M. (2022). From Circular Economy to Circular Society: Exploring the Social Dimensions of Circularity.
Doctoral thesis (Research UU / Graduation UU), Utrecht University. https://doi.org/10.33540/1562

Capello, R, Cerisola, S., & Perucca, G. (2020). Cultural heritage, creativity, and local development: A scientific research
program. In Della Torre, S., Cattaneo, S., Lenzi, C., & Zanelli, A. (Eds.). Regeneration of the Built Environment
from a Circular Economy Perspective. Research for Development. Cham, Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-030-33256-3_2.

Carayannis, E. G., & Campbell, D. F. J. (2012). Mode 3 Knowledge Production in Quadruple Helix Innovation Systems.
New York, Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-2062-0

Charnes, A., Cooper, W. W., & Rhodes, E. (1978). Measuring the efficiency of decision-making units, European Journal
of Operational Research, 2(6), 429-444. https://doi.org/10.1016/0377-2217(78)90138-8

Cocola-Gant, A. (2023). Place-based displacement: Touristification and neighborhood change, Geoforum, 138, 103665,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2022.103665.

Colasanti, N., Fantauzzi, C., Frondizi, R., & Rossi, N. (2025). Digital Technologies and Participatory Governance in
Local Settings: Comparing Digital Civic Engagement Initiatives During the COVID-19 Outbreak. In Windsperger,
J., Cliquet, G., Galak, O., & Hendrikse, G. W. J. (Eds.). Managing Networks in the Digital Economy. Contributions
to Management Science. Cham, Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-81233-0_17

Connolly, F., & Lindh, A. (2025). Socioeconomic status, need fulfilment, and subjective well-Being. Journal of
Happiness Studies, 26(6), 108. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-025-00939-8

Corsaro, D. (2019). Capturing the broader picture of value co-creation management. European Management Journal,
37(1), 99-116. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;.2018.07.007

Coscieme, L., Marchettini, N., Niccolucci, V. & Sporchia, F. (2024). Mapping the flows of ecosystem service values in
the global land market: The winners and losers of large-scale land acquisitions. Ecosystem Services, 67, 101629,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2024.101629

12
AESTIMUM JUST ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



Costanza, R., Daly, L., Fioramonti, L., Giovannini, E., Kubiszewski, I., Mortensen, L. F., Pickett, K. E., Ragnarsddttir,
K. V., De Vogli, R., & Wilkinson, R. (2016). Modelling and measuring sustainable wellbeing in connection with
the  UN  Sustainable  Development  Goals. Ecological ~ Economics, 130,  350-355,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2016.07.009

Costanza, R., Fioramonti, L., & Kubiszewski, I. (2016). The UN Sustainable Development Goals and the dynamics of
well-being. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 14(2), 59-59. https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1231

Costanza, R., Kubiszewski, I., Giovannini, E., Lovins, H., McGlade, J., Pickett, K. E., Ragnarsdottir, K. V., Roberts, D.,
De Vogli, R., & Wilkinson, R. (2014), Development: Time to leave GDP behind. Nature, 505(7483), 283-285.
https://doi.org/10.1038/505283a

Custodio, H. M., Hadjikakou, M., & Bryan, B. A. (2023). A review of socioeconomic indicators of sustainability and
wellbeing building on the social foundations framework. Ecological Economics, 203, 107676.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2022.107608

De Oliveira, M. S., Steffen, V., de Francisco, A. S., & Trojan, F. (2023). Integrated data envelopment analysis, multi-
criteria decision making, and cluster analysis methods: Trends and perspectives. Decision Analytics Journal, 8,
100271. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dajour.2023.100271

De Vito, L., & Taffoni, G. (2023). Strategic foresight and policy evaluation: Insights for an integrated approach. European
Journal of Risk Regulation, 14(4), 800-806. https://doi.org/10.1017/err.2023.77

Delahais, T., Devaux-Spatarakis, A., Revillard, A., & Ridde, V. (2021). Evaluation: Fondements, Controverses,
Perspectives. Editions Science et Bien Commun. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenod0.6336071

Devlin, D., Paraskevas, A., & Papatheodorou, A. (2026). Unlocking peripheral tourism potential: Reimagining air
connectivity through public service obligations as peripheral region development catalysts. Tourism Planning &
Development, 23(1), 81-106. https://doi.org/10.1080/21568316.2025.2474466

Diener, E., & Ryan, K. (2009). Subjective well-being: A general overview. South African Journal of Psychology, 39(4),
391-406. https://doi.org/10.1177/008124630903900402

Elkington, J. (1997). Cannibals with Forks: The Triple Bottom Line of 21st Century Business. Oxford, Capstone.

Ellen MacArthur Foundation (2015). Towards a Circular Economy: Business Rationale for an Accelerated Transition.

Cowes, Ellen MacArthur Foundation. Available at:
https://content.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/m/4384c08da576329c/original/Towards-a- (Accessed 18 January
2025).

Ellen MacArthur Foundation (2019). Completing the Picture: How the Circular Economy Tackles Climate Change.
Cowes, Ellen MacArthur Foundation. Available at: https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/completing-the-
picture (Accessed 18 January 2025).

European Commission (2015). Closing the Loop — An EU Action Plan for the Circular Economy. Communication from
the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the
Committee of the Regions. Brussels, European Commission. Available at:
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/api/files/document/print/en/ip_15_6203/IP_15 6203 _EN.pdf
(Accessed 18 January 2025).

European Commission (2019). The European Green Deal. Brussels, European Commission. Available at:
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/european-green-deal_en (Accessed 18
January 2025).

European Commission (2020). A New Circular Economy Action Plan: For a Cleaner and More Competitive Europe.
Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and
Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions. Brussels, European Commission. Available at:
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_europeenne/com/2020/0098/CO
M_COM(2020)0098 EN.pdf (Accessed 19 January 2025)

Fleurbaey, M., & Blanchet, D. (2013). Beyond GDP: Measuring welfare and assessing sustainability. Oxford, Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199767199.001.0001

Florida, R. (2014). The Rise of the Creative Class Revisited. New York, Basic Books.

Florido-Benitez, L. (2024). The use of digital twins to address smart tourist destinations” future challenges. Platforms,
2(4), 234-254. https://doi.org/10.3390/platforms2040016

Frey, B. S., & Stutzer, A. (2002). Happiness and Economics: How the Economy and Institutions Affect Well-being.
Princeton, Princeton University Press.

Frey, B. S., & Stutzer, A. (2010). Happiness and public choice. Public Choice, 144(3-4), 557-573.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-010-9681-y

Friedmann, J.  (2011). Insurgencies: Essays in  Planning Theory. New York, Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203832110

Fung, A. (2015). Putting the public back into governance: The challenges of citizen participation and its future. Public
Administration Review, 75(4), 513-522. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12361

13
AESTIMUM JUST ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



Fusco Girard, L. (2019). Toward a smart sustainable development of port cities/areas: The role of the “Historic Urban
Landscape” approach. Sustainability, 11(4), 1048.

Fusco Girard, L. (2013). Toward a Smart Sustainable Development of Port Cities/Areas: The Role of the “Historic Urban
Landscape” Approach. Sustainability, 5(10), 4329-4348. https://doi.org/10.3390/su5104329

Fusco Girard, L., & Gravagnuolo, A. (2017). Circular economy and cultural heritage/landscape regeneration. Circular
business, financing and governance models for a competitive Europe. Bollettino del Centro Calza Bini, 17(1), 35—
52. https://doi.org/10.6092/2284-4732/5472

Fusco Girard, L., & Gravagnuolo, A. (2025). Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage: Circular Business, Financial and
Governance Models. Cham, Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-67628-4

Fusco Girard, L., Cerreta, M., & De Toro, P. (2005). Integrated Planning and Integrated Evaluation — Theoretical
References and Methodological Approaches. In Patassini, D., & Miller, D. (Eds.). Beyond Benefit Cost Analysis:
Accounting for Non-Market Values in Planning Evaluation (1st ed.). London, Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351162685

Fusco Girard, L., Kourtit, K., & Nijkamp, P. (2023). The Future of Liveable Cities. Cham, Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-37466-1

Fusco Girard, L., Kourtit, K., & Nijkamp, P. (1997). The Future of Liveable Cities. Cham, Springer.

Goodchild, M. F. (2018). Reimagining the History of GIS. Annals of GIS, 24(1), 1-8.
https://doi.org/10.1080/19475683.2018.1424737

Gossling, S. (2002). Global Environmental Consequences of Tourism. Global Environmental Change, 12(4).
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0959-3780(02)00044-4.

Haarhaus, T., & Liening, A. (2020). Building dynamic capabilities to cope with environmental uncertainty: The role of
strategic foresight, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 155, 120033,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120033.

Haines-Young, R., & Potschin, M. (2010), The Links between Biodiversity, Ecosystem Services and Human Well-being.
In Raffaelli, D. G., & Frid, C. L. J. (Eds.). Ecosystem Ecology: A New Synthesis. BES Ecological Reviews Series.
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press (pp. 110-139). https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511750458.007

Hall, C. M. (2011). Policy learning and policy failure in sustainable tourism governance: From first- and second-order to
third-order change?. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 19(4-5), 649-671.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.555555

Hall, C. M., & Géssling, S. (2013). Sustainable Culinary Systems: Local Foods, Innovation, Tourism and Hospitality (1st
ed.). London, Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203114070

Halla, P, & Binder, C. R. (2020). Sustainability Assessment: Introduction and Framework. In Binder, C. R., Wyss, R., &
Massaro, E. (Eds). Sustainability Assessment of Urban Systems. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press (pp. 7—
29).

Healey, P. (2015). Civic Capacity, Place Governance and Progressive Localism. In Davoudi, S., & Madanipgur, A. (Eds).
Reconsidering Localism. London, Routledge (pp.105-125). https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315818863-6

Hollnaicher, S. (2025). Integrated Assessment Models. In Hollnaicher, S. (Ed.). Assessing Feasibility with Value-laden
Models. J. B. Metzler, Berlin, Heidelberg. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-70714-2_4

Hoogerbrugge, M. M., & Burger, M. (2018). Neighborhood-based social capital and life satisfaction: The case of
Rotterdam, The Netherlands. Urban Geography, 39(10), 1484-1509.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2018.1474609.

Huggins, R., & Thompson, P. (2017). Handbook of Regions and Competitiveness: Contemporary Theories and
Perspectives on Economic Development. Cheltenham, Edward Elgar Publishing.

Innes, J. E., & Booher, D.E. (2010). Planning with Complexity: An Introduction to Collaborative Rationality for Public
Policy. New York, Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203864302

Jackson, L. A. (2025). Community-Based Tourism: A Catalyst for Achieving the United Nations Sustainable
Development Goals One and Eight. Tourism and Hospitality, 6(1), 29. https://doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp6010029.

Jackson, T. (2017). Prosperity without Growth: Foundations for the Economy of Tomorrow, 2nd ed. London, Routledge.

Jansen, G. A. J., Wang, R., Behrens, P., & Hoekstra, R. (2024). Beyond GDP: A Review and Conceptual Framework for
Measuring Sustainable and Inclusive Wellbeing. The Lancet Planetary Health, 8(9), €695-e705.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(24)00147-5.

Jeannerat, H. & Crevoisier, O. (2022). From competitiveness to territorial value: transformative territorial innovation
policies and anchoring milieus. European Planning Studies, 30(11), 2157-2177.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2022.2042208.

Kitchin, R. (2014). Big data, new epistemologies and paradigm shifts. Big Data & Society, 1(1), 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951714528481

Kitchin, R. (2021). Data Lives: How Data Are Made and Shape Our World. Bristol, Policy Press.
https://doi.org/10.1332/policypress/9781529215144.001.0001

14
AESTIMUM JUST ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



Kourtit, K. (2019). The Digital Urban Challenge: Intelligent Response and Smart Governance of Cities. Aachen, Shaker
Verlag.

Kourtit, K. (2021). City intelligence for enhancing urban performance value: A conceptual study on data decomposition
in smart cities. Asia-Pacific Journal of Regional Science, 5(1), 191-222. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41685-021-
00193-9

Kourtit, K., & Nijkamp, P. (2013). Creative Buzz Districts in Smart Cities: Urban Retro-Fitting and Urban Forward-
Fitting Plans. Romanian Journal of Regional Science 7(2), 37-57.

Kourtit, K., & Nijkamp, P. (2018). Big Data Dashboards as Smart Decision Support Tools for i-cities — An Experiment
on Stockholm, Land Use Policy, 71, 24-35. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.10.019.

Kourtit, K., & Nijkamp, P. (2018). Impact of Cultural Ambiance on the Spatial Distribution of Creative Professions.
International Regional Science Review, 41, 103-128.

Kourtit, K., Nijkamp, P., & Arribas, D. (2012). Smart Cities in Perspective — a Comparative European Study by Means
of Self-organizing Maps. Innovation: The European Journal of Social Science Research, 25(2), 229-246.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13511610.2012.660330

Kourtit, K., Lim, J., & Nijkamp, P. (2024). Rural footprints of leisure choice—Exploring spatial complementarities in
‘Happy Feet’ and ‘Green Beauty’ tourism. International Journal of Tourism Research, 26(3), e2665.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2665

Lameque, I. do C., Velez, M. J. P., & Botelho, C. M. D. A. (2023). Purposes of Performance Appraisal: A Systematic
Review and Agenda for Future Research. International Journal of Professional Business Review, 8(7), e02274.
https://doi.org/10.26668/businessreview/2023.v8i7.2274.

Lazzeretti, L., Capone, F., & Boix, R. (2012). Reasons for Clustering of Creative Industries in Italy and Spain. European
Planning Studies, 20(8), 1243-1262. https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.680585

Lee, Y., Seo, Y., Park, S., & Chung, N. (2025). Regional functions of tourist destination: Application of spatial signatures.
Tourism Management, 111, 105226. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2025.105226.

Lim, J., Kourtit, K., Nijkamp, P., & Stream, C. (2022). Spatial deconcentration of tourism concentrations: A visitors’
galaxy impact model of the COVID-19 crisis. Sustainability, 14(6), 3239. https://doi.org/10.3390/su14063239

Liu, Z., Yang, Y., Kim, Y. R., & Liu, A. (2024). Digital Economy and Regional Tourism Development: The Mediating
Role of Information Search from a Spatial Spillover Perspective. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research,
49(6), 1035-1050. https://doi.org/10.1177/10963480241271168

Luekveerawattana, R., Taylor, K., & Poprateep, P. (2025). The influence of economic impact, cultural engagement, and
community involvement on tourism sustainability: the role of tourist perception and environmental awareness.
Cogent Social Sciences, 11(1), 2530163. https://doi.org/10.1080/23311886.2025.2530163

McCall, M. K., & Dunn, C. E. (2012). Geo-information tools for participatory spatial planning: Fulfilling the criteria for
“good” governance?. Geoforum, 43(1), 81-94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2011.07.007

Meadowcroft, J. (2007). Who is in Charge here? Governance for Sustainable Development in a Complex World. Journal
of Environmental Policy & Planning, 9(3-4), 299-314. https://doi.org/10.1080/15239080701631544

Meadows, D. (2015). Leverage Points: Places to Intervene in a System. The Sustainability Institute.

Mikhaylovskaya, A. (2024). Enhancing deliberation with digital democratic innovation., Philosophy & Technology,
37(3), Article 3. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13347-023-00692-x

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005). Ecosystems and Human Well-being: Synthesis Report. Washington DC,
Island Press. Available at: https://www.millenniumassessment.org/documents/document.356.aspx (Accessed 19
January 2025).

Montero, J. M., & Fernandez-Avilés, G. (2014). Hedonic Price Model. In Michalos, A. C. (Eds). Encyclopedia of Quality
of Life and Well-Being Research. Dordrecht, Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-0753-5_1279

Neyret, M., Peter, S., Le Provost, G., Boch, S., Boesing, A. L., Bullock, J. M., ..., & Manning, P. (2023). Landscape
management strategies for multifunctionality and social equity. Nature Sustainability, 6(4), 391-403.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-022-01045-w

Nijkamp, P. (1980). Environmental Policy Analysis. New York, John Wiley.

Nijkamp, P., & Suzuki, S. (2009). A Generalized Goals-achievement Model in Data Envelopment Analysis: an
Application to Efficiency Improvement in Local Government Finance in Japan. Spatial Economic Analysis, 4(3),
249-274. https://doi.org/10.1080/17421770903114687

Nijkamp, P., Kourtit, K., Scholten, H., & Willemsen, E. (2023). Citizen Participation and Knowledge Support in Urban
Public Energy Transition—A Quadruple Helix Perspective. Land, 12(2). https://doi.org/10.3390/land12020395

Nijkamp, P., Kourtit, K., Van lersel, Y., Scholten, H., & Gravagnuolo, A. (2024). Actionable cultural resources for
sustainable local tourism development: Merits of digital support systems. Cadernos CEPEC, 13(2).
https://doi.org/10.18542/cepec.v13i2.17037

Norberg-Schulz, C. (1980). Genius Loci: Towards a Phenomenology of Architecture. New York, Rizzoli.

OECD (2018). Cost-Benefit Analysis and the Environment: Further Developments and Policy Use. Paris, OECD
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264085169-en

15
AESTIMUM JUST ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT


https://ideas.repec.org/a/taf/specan/v4y2009i3p249-274.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/taf/specan/v4y2009i3p249-274.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/taf/specan.html

OECD (2020). How’s Life? 2020: Measuring Well-being. Paris, OECD Publishing. Available at:
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/how-s-life/volume-/issue-_9870c393-en.html (Accessed 19 January 2025).

Oklevik, O., Gossling, S., Hall, C. M., Steen Jacobsen, J. K., Gratte, I. P., & McCabe, S. (2019). Overtourism,
optimisation, and destination performance indicators: a case study of activities in Fjord Norway. Journal of
Sustainable Tourism, 27(12), 1804-1824. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1533020

Pearson, J., Jackson, G., & McNamara, K. E. (2021). Climate-driven losses to knowledge systems and cultural heritage:
A literature review exploring the impacts on Indigenous and local cultures. The Anthropocene Review, 10(2), 343—
366. https://doi.org/10.1177/20530196211005482.

Peng, J., Xu, D., Xu, Z., Tang, Jiang, H., Dong, J. & Liu, Y. (2024). Ten key issues for ecological restoration of territorial
space, National Science Review, 11(7), nwael76. https://doi.org/10.1093/nsr/nwael76.

Pies, 1., & Valentinov, V. (2024). Trade-offs in stakeholder theory: an ordonomic perspective. Social Responsibility
Journal, 20(5), 975-997. https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-06-2023-0321

Pinto, H., Noronha, T., & Vaz, E. (2018). Resilience and Regional Dynamics: An International Approach to a New
Research Agenda. Cham, Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-95135-5

Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. New York, Simon & Schuster.

Rahmadian, E., Feitosa, D. & Virantina, Y. (2023). Digital twins, big data governance, and sustainable tourism. Ethics
Information Technology, 25(4), 61. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10676-023-09730-w

Ramos, T. B. (2019). Sustainability Assessment: Exploring the Frontiers and Paradigms of Indicator Approaches.
Sustainability, 11(3), 824. https://doi.org/10.3390/su11030824.

Raworth, K. (2017). Doughnut Economics: Seven Ways to Think Like a 21st-Century Economist. London, Random House.

Raymond, C. M., Kenter, J. O., Plieninger, T., Turner, N. J., & Alexander, K. A. (2017). Comparing instrumental and
deliberative paradigms underpinning the assessment of social values for cultural ecosystem services. Ecological
Economics, 107, 145-1562. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2014.07.033

Relph, E. (1976). Place and Placelessness. London, Pion.

RICS (2017). RICS Valuation — Global Standards 2017 (Red Book). London, Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors.

Romdo, J. & Neuts, B. (2017). Territorial Capital, Smart Tourism Specialization and Sustainable Regional Development:
Experiences from Europe. Habitat International, 68, 64—74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.04.006

Romdo, J., Kourtit, K., Neuts, B. & Nijkamp, P. (2018). The Smart City as a Common Place for Tourists and Residents:
A Structural Analysis of the Determinants of Urban Attractiveness. Cities, 78, 67-75.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2017.11.007

Rotmans, J., & van Asselt, M. (2001). Uncertainty Management in Integrated Assessment Modeling: Towards a
Pluralistic Approach. Environmental Monitoring and Assessment, 69(2), 101-130.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010722120729

Saaty, T. L. (2008). Decision-making With the Analytic Hierarchy Process. International Journal of Services Sciences,
1(1), 83-98. https://doi.org/10.1504/1JSSCI.2008.017590

Saranya, S., & Chandrasekar, K. (2025). Economic transformation and social equity: A frame for sustainable progress.
European Journal of Sustainable Development Research, 9(4), em0317. https://doi.org/10.29333/ejosdr/16577.

Saunders, A., & Luukkanen, J. (2022). Sustainable Development in Cuba Assessed with Sustainability Window and
Doughnut Economy Approaches. International Journal of Sustainable Development & World Ecology, 29(2),
176-186. https://doi.org/10.1080/13504509.2021.1941391

Scharmer, O. (2018). The Essentials of Theory U: Core Principles and Applications. Oakland, CA, Berrett-Koehler.

Sen, A. (1999). Development as Freedom, Oxford, Oxford University Press.

Senge, P. M. (1990). The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization. New York, Doubleday.

Seraphin, H., Sheeran, P., & Pilato, M. (2018). Over-tourism and the Fall of Venice as a Destination. Journal of
Destination Marketing & Management, 9, 374-376. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2018.01.011

Sibrijns, R. S., & Vanneste, D. (2021). Managing overtourism in collaboration: The case of ‘From Capital City to Court
City’, a tourism redistribution policy project between Amsterdam and The Hague. Journal of Destination
Marketing & Management, 20, 100569, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2021.100569

Sica, G., Palazzo, M., Micozzi, A. & Ferri, M. A. (2025). Leveraging on cultural and creative industries to foster social
innovation: A bibliometric analysis. Journal of Innovation & Knowledge, 10(1), 100649.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2024.100649

Sikk, K. & Caruso, G. (2024). Framing settlement systems as spatial adaptive systems. Ecological Modelling, 490,
110652. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2024.110652

Simon, H. A. (1962). The architecture of complexity. Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society, 106(6), 467—

482.
Skevington, S. M., & Bohnke, J. R. (2018). How is subjective well-being related to quality of life? Do we need two
concepts and both measures? Social Science & Medicine, 206, 22-30.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2018.04.005

16
AESTIMUM JUST ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



Smedlund, S., Lindblom, A., & Mitronen, L. (2018). Collaborative Value Co-creation in the Platform Economy. Berlin,
Springer.

Stefanidou, A., Doumpos, M., & Zopounidis, C. (2024). Culture as a driver of sustainable urban development -
Methodological approaches. Development and Sustainability in Economics and Finance, 2, 100011.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dsef.2024.100011

Steinitz, C. (2012). A Framework for Geodesign: Changing Geography by Design. Redlands, CA, Esri Press.

Stiglitz, J. E., Sen, A., & Fitoussi, J.-P. (2009). Report by the Commission on the Measurement of Economic Performance
and Social Progress. Paris, Commission on the Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress.
Available at:  https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/8131721/8131772/Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi-Commission-
report.pdf (Accessed 23 January 2025).

Suzuki, S., Nijkamp, P., Rietveld, P., & Pels, E. (2010). A distance friction minimization approach in data envelopment
analysis: A comparative study on airport efficiency. European Journal of Operational Research, 207(2), 1104—
1115. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2010.05.049

Swanson, K. K. & DeVereaux, C. (2017). A theoretical framework for sustaining culture: Culturally sustainable
entrepreneurship. Annals of Tourism Research, 62, 78-88, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2016.12.003

Throsby, D. (2010). The Economics of Cultural Policy. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Throsby, D. (2017). Culturally Sustainable Development: Theoretical Concept or Practical Policy Instrument?.
International Journal of Cultural Policy, 23(2), 133-147. https://doi.org/10.1080/10286632.2017.1280788
Tomassini, L., & Lamond, I. (2023). Rethinking the space of tourism, its power-geometries, and spatial justice. Journal

of Sustainable Tourism, 31(12), 2825-2838. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2022.2091141.

Téth, B. I. (2024). The link between territorial capital and urban transformative capacity. Cities, 154, 105332,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2024.105332

Tuan, Y.-F. (1977). Space and Place: The Perspective of Experience. Minneapolis, University of Minnesota Press.

UNDP (2020). Human Development Report 2020: The Next Frontier — Human Development and the Anthropocene. New
York, United Nations Development Programme. Available at: https://hdr.undp.org/human-development-report-
2020-readers-guide (Accessed 19 January, 2025).

UNDP (2022). Human Development Report 2021/2022: Uncertain Times, Unsettled Lives — Shaping our Future in a
Transforming  World. New York, United Nations = Development Programme. Available at:
https://hdr.undp.org/content/human-development-report-2021-22 (Accessed 20 January 2025).

UNESCO (2012). Culture: A Driver and an Enabler of Sustainable Development. Thematic Think Piece. Paris, UNESCO.
Available at: https://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/pdf/Think%20Pieces/2_culture.pdf (Accessed 21 January
2025).

UNESCO (2022). Re|Shaping Policies for Creativity: Addressing Culture as a Global Public Good. UNESCO, Paris.
Available at: https://www.unesco.org/reports/reshaping-creativity/2022/en/download-report  (Accessed 22
January 2025).

UN-Habitat (2020). World Cities Report 2020: The Value of Sustainable Urbanization. Nairobi, UN-Habitat. Available
at: https://unhabitat.org/world-cities-report-2020-the-value-of-sustainable-urbanization (Accessed 22 January
2025).

Urry, J. (1990). The Tourist Gaze: Leisure and Travel in Contemporary Societies. London, Sage Publications.

van Assche, K., Valentinov. V. & Verschraegen, G. (2022). Adaptive governance: learning from what organizations do
and managing the role they play. Kybernetes, 51(5), 1738-1758. https://doi.org/10.1108/K-11-2020-0759.

Vanclay, F. (2020). Reflections on Social Impact Assessment in the 215t century. Impact Assessment and Project
Appraisal, 38(2), 126-131. https://doi.org/10.1080/14615517.2019.1685807.

Veenhoven, R.; & Vergunst, F. (2014). The Easterlin Illusion: Economic Growth Does Go with Greater Happiness.
International Journal of Happiness and Development, 1(4), 311-343. https://doi.org/10.1504/1JHD.2014.066115

Velenturf, A. P. M., & Purnell, P. (2021). Principles for a Sustainable Circular Economy. Sustainable Production and
Consumption, 27, 1437-1457. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2021.02.018.

Wacnik, P., Daly, S. R., & Verma, A. (2025). Participatory design: A systematic review and insights for future practice.
Design Science, 11, e21. doi:10.1017/dsj.2025.10009.

WEGo (2019). The Wellbeing Economy Governments Initiative: Working Together to Build Wellbeing Economies,
Government of Scotland, Edinburgh. Available at: https://www.gov.scot/groups/wellbeing-economy-
governments-wego/ (Accessed 20 January 2025).

Wolfram, M., & Frantzeskaki, N. (2016). Cities and Systemic Change for Sustainability: Prevailing Epistemologies and
an Emerging Research Agenda. Sustainability, 8(2), 144. https://doi.org/10.3390/su8020144

World Tourism Organization (2023). International Tourism Highlights: 2023 Edition. Madrid, World Tourism
Organization (UNWTO). Available at: https://tourlib.net/wto/WTO _highlights_2023.pdf (Accessed 20 January
2025).

Woulfert, T., Woroch, R. & Strobel, G. (2024). Follow the flow: An exploratory multi-case study of value creation in e-
commerce ecosystems. Information & Management, 61 (8), 104035. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2024.104035.

17
AESTIMUM JUST ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT


https://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/ejores/v207y2010i2p1104-1115.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/ejores/v207y2010i2p1104-1115.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/eee/ejores.html

Xing, W. (2024). Sustainable tourism: Pathways to environmental preservation, economic growth, and social equity
Applied and Computational Engineering, 66,166—171. https://doi.org/10.54254/2755-2721/66/20240943.
Yildirim, E. (2019). Rural Heritage- Landscapes And Beyond. Panel 4 Paper 4.1: ICOMOS perspective on addressing
CultureNature integration in the implementation of the SDGs. Auvailable at:
https://hdl.handle.net/20.500.14394/30566 (Accessed 21 January 2025)

Zhang, J. J., Danivska, V., Schraven, D. & Remgy, H. (2026). A historical narrative of value theory in economics and
appraisal. Journal of Property Research, 43(2), 145-166. https://doi.org/10.1080/09599916.2025.2547351

18
AESTIMUM

JUST ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



