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Culture based rural development in Romania: To what extent does cultural heritage contribute to 

socio-economic wellbeing in Romanian rural regions? 

 

ABSTRACT 

Culture is gaining increasing attention for its potential to influence regional development 

discourse at academic and institutional levels. In particular, the significance of cultural heritage - 

tangible and intangible - in the socio-economic impact mechanism provides scope for 

considering heritage resources as a tool for revitalizing rural communities. Rural environments 

are often regarded as particularly favourable settings for preserving both tangible and intangible 

heritage assets. Hence a heritage-led strategy approach can potentially allow for a sustainable 

and organic alternative to local development, so as to compensate for the structural changes in 

rural socio-economic landscapes emerging from the general global transition to a technology-

driven economy. In fact, stemming from a Weberian (1904) perspective, several academic 

findings already point towards the potential for cultural heritage to facilitate rural economic 

development through cultural tourism and traditional arts and crafts commerce. Similarly, 

cultural heritage is being discussed with regards to community social wellbeing in its capacity to 

shape the local human capital, influence migration trends and enforce local identities. Following 

this academic trajectory, this research looks into the potential for cultural heritage to shape socio-

economic rural trajectories in Romania. More specifically, the study assesses the relations 

between cultural heritage and migration trends, the concentration of skilled human capital and 

the overall economic performance of 27 predominantly rural regions in Romanian for the year 

2015. The empirical analysis was conducted through a three stage least squares regression model 

and confirms the potential for cultural heritage to influence socio-economic development within 

the Romanian context. First, the presence of arts and crafts workers was found to contribute to a 

decrease in out-flow migration rates. Second, the local presence of tangible and intangible 

heritage was confirmed to encourage larger concentrations of skilled employment. Third, 

heritage-related cultural participation was found to be positively related to the local GDP. 

Nonetheless, the empirical analysis led to relatively low correlation coefficients between the 

cultural and the socio-economic dimensions, pointing at the existence of various barriers to 

heritage-led rural development in Romania. The study hopes to address gaps in empirical 

research on the socio-economic implications of cultural heritage applied to the Romanian context 

and to provide useful insights for future examinations in this direction. 

 

Keywords:  culture-based development, socio-economic wellbeing, Romanian rural regions, 

cultural heritage, traditional arts and crafts 
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Introduction 

The potential for culture to contribute to socio-economic regional development is 

increasingly being acknowledged within existing literature, both at academic and institutional 

levels. In its multiple forms, culture has a wide variety of effects on society, stemming from its 

cultural, artistic, inspirational, symbolic, social and economic values (Throsby, 2001). From a 

fundamental perspective, culture is regarded as an instrumental factor in the formation of human 

capital, capable of shaping individual and collective identities, values, beliefs and attitudes 

(Bourdieu, 1984, 1986). Stemming from this, culture is nowadays discussed with regards to its 

educational and civilizing effects, its potential to influence socio-political discourse, facilitate 

social interactions, creativity and innovation, its effects on happiness and mental wellbeing as 

well as its contributions to local economies (Herrero et al., 2006; Hadida, 2015; Belfiore, 2015, 

2020; Anttonen et al., 2016; Azmat et al., 2018; Gomes & Librero-Cano, 2018; Windle et al., 

2018; Vermeulen et al., 2019; Ateca-Amestoy & Casalini, 2021). In this sense, development 

policies more frequently focus on cultural discourse as an instrument for sustainable 

development, transnational cooperation and a tool for promoting and enhancing shared values at 

the international level (UNESCO, 2015; Hosagrahar, 2017; Vos, 2017; UN, 2021).  

More recently, in light of the Weberian (1904) approach considering traditional values at 

the epicenter of socio-economic local trajectories, empirical evidence maintains that cultural 

heritage is particularly significant in the socio-economic development mechanism. First, it is a 

major element in the formation of contemporary cultural practices (Tubadji, 2012, 2013; Tubadji 

& Nijkamp, 2014, 2015a, 2015b; Tubadji & Pelzel, 2015; Tubadji et al., 2015). Second, cultural 

heritage plays a significant role in the formation of local identities and the community 

empowerment processes (Lin, 2001; Winter, 2015). Third, heritage assets present economic 

values as commercial goods, facilitators for cultural tourism and as sources of creativity leading 

to innovation and economic growth (Walker et al., 2003; Ashworth, 2013; Cerisola, 2019).  

The socio-economic implications of cultural heritage are particularly relevant for the 

rural context as they allow for alternative approaches to sustainable development. Concerning 

rural settings, there is high potential for using cultural heritage as a tool for addressing common 

rural socio-economic challenges, by employing strategies for organic development through local 

resources (Ray, 1998). Empirical evidence so far has been effective in proving the positive 

economic implications of cultural heritage, mainly in terms of cultural tourism (Jimura, 2011; 

Anderson, 2015). Nonetheless, evidence is also available for the potential to sustain local 

livelihoods through the commercialization of traditional arts and crafts in rural areas (Rausch, 

2010; Chen et al., 2021) and the symbolic values of heritage resources in terms of enhancing 

local identities and empowering rural communities (Gorlach et al., 2014; Kaltenborn et al., 2013; 

Gallou & Fouseki, 2019). 
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In fact, these findings are particularly valuable, given that the need for development 

strategies outside the traditional rural practices is particularly evident nowadays, considering the 

various challenges affecting the socio-economic wellbeing of rural communities. In general, 

rural regions have been struggling to keep up with the transition to a knowledge-based and 

technology-driven economy (Powell & Snellman, 2004). As such, with the decline in traditional 

economic activities such as agriculture and mining, rural communities are faced with a generally 

underdeveloped economic sector resulting in an overall lower quality of life as compared to 

urban regions. This leads to further consequences on the demographic structure of rural 

communities, as youth migration to more economically developed areas is common, resulting in 

the rapid ageing of the rural population (Anderson, 2003; Gardner, 2005; Farrington & 

Farrington, 2005; Agarwal et al., 2009; Ortega & Peri, 2009). 

The outlined socio-economic challenges are prevalent in a particularly striking way 

within Romanian rural environments. Romanian villages are characterized by scarce financial 

resources and low capital availability, low levels of economic activity, high youth migration 

rates, lack of qualified human capital, as well as an overall skepticism towards innovation and a 

general distrust among community members (Rusu & Florian, 2003; Bruja & Bruja, 2014; Ignat 

et al., 2014; Mikulcak et al., 2015; Mîndrucan & Acelenau, 2020). Adding to these, villages are 

affected by the poor infrastructure isolating many rural communities from urban or more 

developed areas (Popescu, 2013). These are pressing issues for the Romanian society, 

considering that over 45% of Romania’s population still lives in rural areas (Naghiu et al., 2005; 

Ciuchea et al., 2018), and a large share of it is faced with precarious life conditions. In this sense, 

rural development should be a major priority for Romania, since the socio-economic conditions 

of rural areas are of utmost importance in ensuring the overall development of the country.  

The potential for addressing such issues through cultural resources is being discussed 

with regards to the Romanian rural context (Turnock, 2002; Ministerul Culturii, 2007; Iorio & 

Corsale, 2010; Matei, 2015; Burlacu, 2019), however, little empirical evidence to account for the 

various impact dimensions of cultural heritage is available. In this sense, more empirical 

explorations of the socio-economic implication of cultural heritage are necessary to establish a 

more accurate view of how the cultural, social and economic dimension interact within the 

Romanian rural society. This research is aimed at addressing this gap, by attempting to answer 

the following research question: 

 

To what extent does cultural heritage contribute to socio-economic wellbeing in 

Romanian rural regions? 
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 The study used a quantitative cross sectional design in order to explore the effects of 

cultural heritage on migration, the formation of skilled human capital and the overall economic 

performance in 27 predominantly rural Romanian regions in the year 2015. The classification of 

regions as rural or urban was done as per Eurostat’s NUTS3 territorial typology (Albertone et al., 

2019). The three socio-economic dimensions on which the study is focused were selected 

considering the fundamental development challenges identified in Romania’s rural regions. The 

methodology and empirical model followed the culture based development - CBD - approach 

(Tubadji, 2012, 2013; Tubadji & Nijkamp, 2014, 2015a, 2015b; Tubadji & Pelzel, 2015; Tubadji 

et al., 2015), primarily as it allowed for a suitable and consistent framework to study the effects 

of cultural heritage on the selected socio-economic dimensions. Furthermore, the three stage 

least squares regression method used for the empirical analysis of the relations between the 

socio-economic dimensions and the cultural heritage variables was chosen to outline the 

endogeneity of the social and economic variables, so as to illustrate both the direct and indirect 

effects of cultural heritage. Data for the cultural, social and economic variables was obtained 

from Eurostat, Romania’s National Institute of Statistics, the Romanian Ministry of Culture and 

UNESCO’s Tangible and Intangible World Heritage lists.  

 The first chapter of this research paper provides an overview of academic and 

institutional literature on the societal relevance of culture. Here, the first section is a summary of 

different theoretical perspectives on the meaning and role of arts and culture, exploring 

philosophical, sociological and economic approaches, then introducing an integrated approach 

for a joint consideration of competing cultural, social and economic values. Further, the second 

section presents a more detailed discussion on the potential to exploit the multiple values of arts 

and culture for wider socio-economic benefits in order to facilitate regional growth. The culture 

based development theoretical framework and empirical model is then introduced as a 

particularly innovative and useful approach to studying both direct and indirect socio-economic 

effects of culture on regional development. This discussion also informs the methodological 

approach for this research. The following section outlines the more recent research trajectories 

assessing the individual effects of cultural heritage on socio-economic development dimensions. 

Stemming from this, the potential for heritage-led rural development is discussed, on the basis 

that rural environments could use their rich cultural heritage resources for organic and 

sustainable development. The last section of the first chapter provides an overview of the 

cultural, social and economic context of rural Romania, which represents the main subject of this 

research. The insights resulting from the analysis formed the basis for the methodological 

approach, the selection of variables as well as the interpretation of the research findings. The 

second chapter introduces the hypotheses of this study, describes the methodological approach, 

as well as the empirical model and the data used in the analysis. The third chapter includes an 
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outline of the results followed by a discussion of findings in relation to academic theories, 

related empirical evidence and the peculiarities of the Romanian rural context. Lastly, the fourth 

and final chapter discusses the wider implications of the findings of this research for the 

Romanian rural communities and addresses the need for specific action to valorise cultural 

heritage resources at local levels. Furthermore, this chapter outlines several limitations of this 

study and proposes a number of potential approaches for future research. 

 

 

Theoretical Framework 

Multidisciplinary inquiry into the role of arts and culture  

The meaning and role of arts and culture have been explored across a multidisciplinary 

realm of the social sciences. As a result, various explanatory theories of the cultural and artistic 

phenomena have emerged from a philosophical, sociological and economic standpoint, shaping 

the multiple dimensions through which culture is understood at present. This section provides a 

summary of the different theoretical perspectives on arts and culture and introduces a novel 

approach to account for the multidimensionality of cultural functionality, by integrating 

philosophical, sociological and economic implications. 

 

The philosophical approach  

Philosophical inquiries into the meaning and purpose of arts and culture date back to 

Plato (428-348 BC, as cited in Van den Braembussche, 2009) and his imitation theory. The 

imitation theory emerged from the Greek concept of “mimesis” which means imitation or 

representation of nature, implying that the primary task for art is to accurately reflect the outside 

world (Van den Braembussche, 2009). Apart from the purpose of reflecting and representing 

reality, the imitation theory positions culture at the core of human moral elevation and argues 

that cultural expressions should have a moralistic and ethically enriching character (Van den 

Braembussche, 2009). Subsequent philosophical inquiries regard arts and culture primarily as a 

matter of emotion, with the sole function of connecting individuals with their senses, feelings 

and inspiration (Tolstoy, 1995). In this view, artists are in charge of triggering emotional 

responses towards their creation by sharing with their audiences the feeling conveyed in their 

artwork (Tolstoy, 1995). Alternative theoretical frameworks move beyond the imitation and 

affective functions of arts and culture by maintaining that art is an individually standing mental 

construct which exists within individuals' consciousness, and does not require materialization 

(Collingwood, 1976; Croce, 1992). This idea can be linked to Kant’s (1952) aesthetic judgment, 

implying that art can only be understood and evaluated in its pure form. More specifically, art 

should be perceived based upon the feelings that emerge from its mental conceptualization 
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(Kant, 1952). These feelings, in turn, should not be influenced by personal interests, concepts or 

theories behind the content or functionality of cultural expression, and they should emerge from 

an objective, disinterested stance (Kant, 1952). From this perspective, arts and culture can be 

seen as autonomous and abstract manifestations that should be separated from content, 

materialization, creator, consumer or any social contexts (Hanslick 1974; Bell, 1987; Fry; 1957). 

Instead, art should be solely dependent on its form, and its purpose is to exist on its own (art for 

art’s sake). 

 

The sociological critique 

Philosophical theories have found criticism in the sociological approach to the meaning 

and purpose of arts and culture. In general terms, the sociological critique condemns the 

philosophical inquiry for only focusing on what is presupposed in an individuals' senses or 

aesthetic perceptions, thus neglecting the empirical context in which culture exists, evolves and 

is perceived (Van den Braembussche, 2009). That is to say, philosophical discourse overlooks 

the social dimension of culture by labelling it as a self-contained discourse and practice (Wolff, 

1993). Sociologists, on the other hand, argue that the perception and purpose of arts and culture 

is highly dependent on social contexts as they explore how it is influenced by individuals’ 

education, upbringing and social class, and how it changes together with social trends (Hauser, 

1968, 1999; Williams, 1981; Bourdieu, 1977, 1984, 1986). 

Bourdieu’s (1977, 1984, 1986) concepts of habitus and cultural capital are a major 

contribution to the critique of the philosophical framework, by effectively incorporating and 

building upon the complex interdependencies between culture and society. With habitus, defined 

as a “system of dispositions”, Bourdieu (1977) illustrates that human behaviour is determined by 

and “situated within multiple social structures” (Atkinson, 2019, p. 58) according to one’s 

culture, past experiences or knowledge, and that human actions are constructed upon perceptions 

and assumptions resulting from these. Similarly, cultural capital refers to a specific element of 

habitus as it represents the accumulation of values, perceptions, behaviours, social attributes and 

education as a result of exposure to culture (Bourdieu, 1984, 1986). The two concepts arguably 

bring strong criticism particularly to the Platonian imitation theory and the Kantian aesthetic 

disposition. For instance, by highlighting that reality does not hold a universal meaning and that 

its depiction always depends on individual perceptions (Gombrich, 1975), the imitation theory 

was criticized for not fully capturing the relation between culture and the empirical world. As 

such, the imitation theory only accounts for the way culture is shaped by the material world, 

while neglecting that culture is, in turn, highly responsible for the social context shaping reality, 

as conceptualized in Bourdieu’s (1977, 1984, 1986) notions of habitus and cultural capital. 

Similarly, criticism brought to the aesthetic judgment theory identifies the Kantian aesthetic 
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disposition as an “illegitimate abstraction” (Gadamer, 1975), on the same basis that both culture 

and its consumers are situated within historical and social contexts, hence the interaction 

between culture and society is inevitable. Furthermore, as identified by Bourdieu (1984), culture 

does not serve the same purpose for everyone and interpretations of it are highly dependent on 

social class differences. In this sense, the aesthetic disposition and the formal experimentation of 

culture seem to be applicable to the higher social classes and the cultural elites, whereas, for the 

working class, cultural utility is derived from content, references to reality and emotional assets 

(Bourdieu, 1984). Hence, employing the aesthetic judgment theoretical framework to account for 

the role of culture may seem as a rather elitist and ideological approach, as it encourages the 

distinction between higher and lower class culture, and offers the former greater importance 

(Fuller, 1980; Lovell, 1980; Williams, 1981; Eagleton, 1981). Nonetheless, sociologists maintain 

that it is important to account for the interaction between culture and the whole society, 

regardless of social and educational status. In this sense, sociologists stand for either populist 

aesthetics, where value is reflected in preferences of the masses (Taylor, 1978), or the aesthetic 

relativism characterised by no attempts whatsoever in establishing a hierarchy of value for 

different types of artistic and cultural expression (Wolff, 1993). Later sociological inquiries 

expand on the social context by looking into the social impact of arts and culture and how they 

shape societies instead of only focusing on how society influences creative outputs and taste. 

Hence, a new dimension of aesthetics emerges, known as relational aesthetics, where the focus is 

on human interaction at the core of artistic and cultural expression (Bourriaud, 2002). 

 

Cultural economics: towards an integrated approach  

 The purely economic inquiry into the role of arts and culture lies with consumer 

satisfaction. Here, value is derived from consumer preferences and cultural goods are supplied 

by artists and entrepreneurs seeking profit, provided there is a demand in place (Dekker, 2015). 

Nonetheless, attempting to justify the need for public subsidy and provision of cultural goods, 

cultural economists looked beyond the market mechanisms and started to consider the wider 

implications of cultural production and consumption. Hence, it was found that arts and culture 

present public good characteristics in the sense that they generate a number of positive 

externalities resulting in consumer surplus and spillover effects over the wider society that are 

not captured in the market price (Baumol, 2011). More specifically, cultural goods are said to 

behold option, bequest, existence, prestige and innovation values (Frey, 2003; Towse, 2019), 

meaning that they are highly significant for reinforcing and maintaining individual and collective 

identities within social groups and for facilitating innovation through positive effects on creative 

thinking. From a welfare economics perspective, since all these positive externalities cannot be 
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priced, markets have too little incentives to provide them, resulting in failure to achieve a Pareto 

equilibrium between supply and demand (Baumol, 2011; White, 2012; Towse, 2019).  

Acknowledging the public good characteristics of arts and culture has arguably been a 

starting point in shifting the focus more towards the wider social implications of culture beyond 

the purely economic ones. More recently, cultural economics is taking a valuation approach to 

the study of cultural goods, where profit is no longer seen as the only important outcome for the 

cultural sector, but often as an instrument for achieving wider social and cultural ambitions 

(Klamer, 2004, 2016; Potts et al., 2008; Throsby & Hutter, 2008; Dekker, 2015). The valuation 

approach acknowledges different justifications of value as identified in Boltanski and Thevenot’s 

(2006) six economies of worth, namely the inspirational, the civic, the industrial, the market, the 

domestic and the fame dimensions. Each of these justifications allow for different conventions 

belonging to the social, cultural and economic dimensions, upon which meaning is asserted and 

evaluated (Dekker, 2015). Considering these multiple competing values, it could be argued that 

this new approach to cultural economics is an attempt to integrate the philosophical, sociological 

and economic inquiries for a more complete outlook on the meaning and purpose of arts and 

culture. 

 

Arts and culture for regional development 

As outlined in the previous section, taking an integrated approach to the investigation of 

the various roles of arts and culture is a relatively recent concern. Philosophical inquiries seemed 

to mainly focus on the artistic function of cultural content - art for art’s sake. Apart from brief 

references to the imitation, ethical and affective purposes of arts and culture (see Plato, 428-348 

BC, as cited in Van den Braembussche, 2009; Tolstoy, 1995), no emphasis on the interaction 

between culture and the empirical world is prevalent within philosophical theories. In turn, arts 

and culture are somehow regarded as a superior force that cannot be understood through 

references and perspectives belonging to the material world (Kant, 1952). Sociological theories, 

on the other hand, tend to neglect the artistic dimension by only focusing on the 

interdependencies between culture and empirics (Taylor, 1978; Wolf, 1993; Bourriaud, 2002). 

Hence, from a sociological perspective, culture is a purely social construct, that shapes and is 

shaped by socio-historical contexts. Similarly, investigations into the role of arts and culture 

from a purely economic perspective are bound to the interaction between supply and demand, 

price theory and consumption utility (Dekker, 2015). It is quite recent that the field of cultural 

economics is developing into an integrated approach to the study of arts and culture, where 

artistic merit is acknowledged alongside the socio-economic implications. Nowadays, culture is 

increasingly being acknowledged as a crucial part of complex structures, hence increasing 
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attention is paid towards the potential for culture to influence socio-economic development at 

regional, national and global levels.  

The following section is a discussion of the different impact dimensions of culture that 

are being discussed in academic literature and their empirical relevance. Further, the individual 

role of cultural heritage will be outlined, followed by a discussion on the potential for using local 

heritage resources in rural development strategies. 

 

The socio-economic impacts of arts and culture 

Unlike commercial performance and artistic merit, the socio-economic impact of arts and 

culture goes beyond the mere production, distribution and consumption of cultural goods. It is 

not limited to the practice of art for art’s sake, or to individual consumption utility. Instead, it 

covers social, cultural, and symbolic forms of capital, each having significant effects on multiple 

aspects of individual and collective lives (Brown, 2006; Belfiore, 2015, 2020; Hadida, 2015). 

Culture can have civilizing effects on society, influence changes in individual and collective 

norms, values and beliefs, communicate political, social and economic discourse, facilitate 

innovation and creativity, sustainability, social cohesion, better health and economic growth 

(Herrero et al., 2006; Anttonen et al., 2016; Azmat et al., 2018; Gomes & Librero-Cano, 2018; 

Windle et al., 2018; Vermeulen et al., 2019; Ateca-Amestoy & Casalini, 2021).  

In this sense, cultural impacts are being discussed in both economic and social terms 

nowadays. The economic dimension is concerned with how arts and culture contribute to 

regional economic growth through both direct and indirect contributions to GDP (Herrero et al., 

2006; Anttonen et al., 2016; Ateca-Amestoy & Casalini, 2021). Direct effects are determined by 

production, employment and income in the cultural sector, whereas indirect effects are identified 

in the growth of other potentially related sectors. The tourism, catering and accommodation 

sectors are most often referenced in this sense, as cultural attractions play significant roles in 

establishing tourist destinations (Herrero et al., 2006; OECD, 2009; Gomes & Librero-Cano, 

2018). To illustrate, empirical examinations of the impact of the European Capital of Culture 

designation of cities demonstrate the potential for cultural assets to increase economic activity 

(Herrero et al., 2006; Gomes & Librero-Cano, 2018). Findings from a case study on Salamanca, 

the 2002 European Capital of Culture, identify significant economic impacts in terms of cultural 

tourism (Herrero et a.l, 2006). Similarly, a longitudinal study comparing the regions of winning 

cities and candidate cities found that the GDP per capita in hosting regions was, on average, 

4.5% higher than in non-hosting regions, suggesting that cultural initiatives are a catalyst for 

local economic regeneration and development (Gomes & Librero-Cano, 2018). In addition, it 

was found that the differences persisted in the long term, remaining significant for more than 5 

years following the event (Gomes & Librero-Cano, 2018).  
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 In terms of social implications, arts and culture have the potential to influence and shape 

human behaviours, practices, norms, values and beliefs, facilitate social interaction and a sense 

of belonging among members of the same community, promote community diversity or even 

contribute to individuals’ mental health (Bourdieu, 1984, 1986; Azmat et al., 2018; Windle et al., 

2018; Vermeulen et al., 2019). A relevant example of the potential for culture to influence 

community dynamics is a study on the social impact of the Islamic Museum in Sydney, 

Australia. The research showed that the presence and activities of the Muslim museum positively 

contribute to the identity and confidence of local Muslim communities, and they also contribute 

to educating non-Muslims on Islamic culture (Azmat et al., 2018). Similarly, evidence for 

cultural effects on individual attitudes is reflected in several studies showing that exposure to 

cultural content can influence aggressiveness and hostility levels among consumers (Anderson et 

al., 2003; Bushman & Huesmann, 2006; Anderson et al., 2010; Greitemeyer, 2011). Further, a 

study on the impact of artistic activities on patients with dementia is illustrative of the mental 

health implications of arts and culture (Windle et al., 2018). Findings suggest that participation 

in creative projects can lead to a significant increase in self-esteem, capacity to focus, and 

decrease in negative emotions and sadness among dementia patients (Windle et al., 2018). 

The social and economic impact dimensions of culture constantly interact in determining 

local qualities of life, and they have spillover effects on each other. In this sense, culture, in its 

capacity to shape human capital, has subsequent effects on the local economic direction, as it 

influences the creativity, innovativeness, entrepreneurial orientation and productivity of local 

communities (Bourdieu, 1984, 1986; Frey, 2003). Similarly, the community implications can 

lead to better collaboration between locals towards achieving mutual socio-economic ambitions 

(Azmat et al., 2018). In turn, local economic performance arguably plays a significant role in 

determining the overall social welfare of communities, as it influences the amount of 

opportunities and resources for material wellbeing, leisure activities and community interaction 

(Di Tella & MacCulloch, 2006). This interaction between the social and economic regional 

development dimensions is being studied in relation to cultural effects. A relevant example in 

this sense is the culture based development (CBD) theoretical framework and empirical model. 

The culture based development approach is effective in documenting the complexities of the 

culture-led socio-economic regional development cycle starting from the fundamental 

assumption that culture shapes the local human capital. 

 

Culture Based Development  

In general terms, the CBD model is a comprehensive and structured matching point 

between existing theories on the socio-economic implications of culture and contemporary trends 

increasingly addressing the role of individual and collective behaviour in determining regional 
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development outcomes (Huggins & Thompson, 2019). The primary assumption of the CBD 

framework is that culture is a “proto-institution” (Tubadji & Pelzel, 2015, p. 1054) which 

determines the socio-economic rationale of a locality. More specifically, CBD implies that the 

socio-economic context of a region is highly dependent on its local culture, in its traditional 

(cultural heritage) and contemporary (attitudes, lifestyles or behaviour) forms. In this sense, 

CBD claims that culture is a latent entity comprising both material and immaterial factors that 

generate a joint impact on regional socio-economic development (Tubadji, 2012, 2013; Tubadji 

& Nijkamp, 2014, 2015a, 2015b; Tubadji & Pelzel, 2015; Tubadji et al., 2015). 

The CBD model has its theoretical grounding in Bouridieu’s (1984, 1986) theory of 

cultural capital and Weber’s (1904) focus on cultural heritage as a formative influence in the 

establishment of local social institutions. As such, CBD states that the formation of human 

capital is strongly influenced by its local cultural capital and that cultural heritage, as a symbol of 

traditional values, plays a particularly important role in the development process. Hence, cultural 

capital influences human behaviour, norms, beliefs and values, and, since humans are the driving 

force for economically relevant decision-making, culture affects the whole palette of rational 

choices in a locality (Tubadji & Nijkamp, 2015b). In this sense, the CBD main hypothesis 

maintains that culture impacts the formation of human capital in the locality, and, by shaping 

local human capital, it plays an important role in determining local levels of economic 

productivity (Tubadji et al., 2015).  

Further expansions of the CBD hypothesis consider culture as an appealing factor for 

attracting human capital to a locality. This assumption is based on Florida's (2005) findings on 

the role of artists - Bohemians - as indicators for creativity, in attracting external migration. 

Florida (2005) argued that the more culturally rich a region, the more likely it is to have creative, 

tolerant and diverse communities, attract external human capital and foster innovation, all 

leading to higher economic performance. Consistent with Florida’s (2005) viewpoint, the CBD 

model assumes that the presence of creative labour results in higher in-flow migration, 

influencing the concentration of skilled human capital which in turn is significant for local 

productivity (Tubadji, 2012; Tubadji et al., 2015) 

The culture-based development theoretical model has been applied in different empirical 

settings as a useful tool for identifying different socio-economic impact areas of culture and their 

interdependence within the regional development process. Findings showed evidence of multiple 

socio-economic effects such as the potential for culture to contribute to the decrease of 

criminality rates, the attraction of external migration, the increase in local productivity, and the 

improvement of the overall social wellbeing of communities (Tubadji, 2012, 2013; Tubadji & 

Nijkamp, 2014, 2015a, 2015b; Tubadji & Pelzel, 2015; Tubadji et al, 2015).  
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For instance, empirical applications of the CBD framework to Germany and Greece 

(Tubadji & Pelzel, 2015; Tubadji & Nijkamp, 2015b) successfully reinforced the CBD 

assumptions that cultural capital influences the formation of human capital by facilitating the 

accumulation of skills and knowledge among the local workforce. Indirect effects of culture, 

identified as the accumulation of skilled human capital, were found to influence levels of local 

productivity. Furthermore, the findings highlighted the individual significance of cultural 

heritage within the impact mechanism (Tubadji & Pelzel, 2015).  

Alternative empirical applications also focused on the potential for culture to attract 

migration, the individual impact of arts on regional development and the effects of culture on 

social wellbeing beyond the indirect impact resulting from economic performance. In this sense, 

a study conducted in Germany (Tubadji, 2012), used cultural workers alongside cultural capital 

and cultural heritage as indicators for creativity and explanatory variables for the formation of 

skilled human capital in the assessed regions. The findings confirmed the significance of 

creativity and artistic practice in shaping the local human capital, which, in turn, was found to be 

significant in determining local productivity. Similarly, a study conducted in the USA explored 

the role of arts in attracting external migration and expanded on the model by looking into the 

effects of culture on social wellbeing (Tubadji et al., 2015). The standard CBD hypothesis was 

confirmed to also be relevant within the American regional setting, showing the significance of 

local culture and cultural heritage for the formation of skilled human capital and regional 

economic growth. Moreover, the empirical findings showed that immigrants in the USA are 

attracted by the artistic concentration in the locality (Tubadji et al., 2015), pointing at the 

positive effects of local creative communities in attracting external human capital. In terms of 

social wellbeing, the correlation between cultural variables and happiness is lower. However, 

criminality rates were found to decrease as cultural vitality increased, ultimately pointing 

towards positive effects of culture on social wellbeing. 

In summary, the CBD model shows cultural capital as an influence in the formation of 

human capital in a locality, by having significant effects on individuals’ education, values and 

attitudes, in line with the Weberian (1904) and the Bourdieuian (1984, 1986) schools of thought. 

Human capital, in turn, is confirmed as a leading force determining local productivity, hence 

economic wellbeing in a region, according to the standard economic production function, where 

skilled human capital alongside physical capital are the main determinants of economic 

performance. CBD further outlines the role of culture in attracting external migration to a 

locality by focusing on the particular role of arts and culture, reinforcing Florida’s (2005) 

assumption that skilled human capital is attracted to areas where a large concentration of artists 

exists. Furthermore, the model points towards the complex interdependencies between the 

cultural, economic and social dimensions. In particular, it provides valuable insights into how the 
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impact mechanism is constructed, by outlining the strong links between cultural heritage and the 

formation of local culture as well as the interdependencies between economic welfare and social 

wellbeing, where economic welfare has a significant impact on social wellbeing and vice versa 

(Tubadji & Pelzel, 2015; Tubadji & Nijkamp, 2015b).  

Moreover, the acknowledgement of cultural heritage as a particularly relevant element in 

the socio-economic development process is consistent with more recent academic inquiries 

focusing on the individual role of cultural heritage within the regional impact mechanism. 

 

The role of cultural heritage 

Cultural heritage is known to reflect traditional values through both tangible and 

intangible assets inherited from the past. As per UNESCO’s World Heritage Convention (1972), 

tangible heritage is represented by material cultural and historical artifacts including artworks, 

buildings, monuments and other products of human creativity. Intangible heritage, on the other 

hand, is concerned with practices, expressions, knowledge or skills that communities 

acknowledge as part of their cultural heritage, namely performing arts, traditional crafts, local 

cuisine, customs, traditions, folklore, myths or celebrations (UNESCO, 2003).  

Cultural heritage, in its material and immaterial forms, is increasingly being recognised 

as an instrumental factor in shaping local socio-economic trajectories across multiple 

dimensions. The major impact areas are concerned with the material, social and symbolic values 

of cultural heritage and they cover both direct and indirect effects on the socio-economic 

trajectory of regions. Appendix A outlines a summary of the dimensions identified in the 

literature. 

Concerning more direct economic effects, cultural heritage has been identified as a 

significant factor for economic growth, both as a commercial activity in itself and as a 

determining factor for cultural tourism (Walker et al., 2003; Ashworth, 2013; Nared & Bole, 

2020). In this sense, the practice of traditional arts and crafts can result in a designated economic 

sector for the commercialization of heritage goods. Hence, arts and crafts workers can maintain 

their livelihood by selling their products to locals and/or exporting them to other regions (Walker 

et al., 2003). In addition to physical heritage sites, traditional arts and crafts, together with 

traditional celebrations, customs or other forms of intangible heritage, can represent valuable 

resources for cultural tourism. Such resources can attract tourists to specific destinations, 

resulting in wider benefits beyond the cultural sector. In this sense, tourist in-flows can indirectly 

facilitate economic growth by encouraging the development of the accommodation market, 

transport services and infrastructure or the food industry among others (Ashworth, 2013; Nared 

& Bole, 2020). All these potential effects can be translated into enhanced entrepreneurial 
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direction, more work opportunities, more income streams and hence access to a better material 

quality of life for locals. 

In terms of social implications, cultural heritage is regarded as a major factor in the formation of 

local human capital (Lin, 2001; Walker et al., 2003; Agarwal et al., 2009; Winter, 2015; Nared & 

Bole, 2020). This argument is consistent with Weber’s (1904) inquiry into the formative role of 

cultural heritage in establishing social institutions and its application in the CBD framework 

previously discussed (Tubadji, 2012, 2013; Tubadji & Nijkamp, 2014, 2015a, 2015b; Tubadji & 

Pelzel, 2015; Tubadji et al., 2015). Weber’s (1904) argument is consistent with Bourdieu’s 

(1984, 1986) view of cultural capital as a major influence on individuals’ education, social 

status, preferences, attitudes or behaviours. However, Weber (1904) argued for the particular 

relevance of traditional culture in shaping individual and collective consciousness. To reflect 

this, Weber (1904) focused on how religion, as a particular form of cultural heritage, has been 

determining the formation of religious, social and political institutions and has been influencing 

human actions throughout history. Furthermore, through its impacts on reinforcing local 

identities, cultural heritage is also seen as a factor for local demographic regeneration. More 

specifically, owing to its symbolic values, heritage is seen as a potential influence on the 

attraction and retention of human capital (Kaltenborn et al, 2013). Lastly, more recent academic 

inquiries argue that cultural heritage is a source of inspiration for local communities, hence a 

facilitator for the formation of creative human capital (Cerisola, 2019).   

Cultural heritage has also been identified as a factor for community empowerment and 

cohesion (Walker et al., 2003; Agarwal et al., 2009; Jimura, 2011; Ashworth, 2013; Winter, 

2015; Gorlach et al., 2014; Gallou & Fouseki, 2019; Nared & Bole, 2020; Chen et al., 2021). As 

such, the authentic character of cultural heritage can act as an indicator for the local identity and 

a branding tool illustrating the uniqueness of specific regions (Gorlach et al., 2014; Winter, 

2015; Gallou & Fouseki, 2019). Moreover, active community participation in preserving tangible 

and intangible heritage can help locals assert their collective identity by helping them to stay 

connected with their traditional values (Walker et al., 2003). External recognition of their 

heritage can positively impact communities’ confidence levels and perceptions of their 

traditional cultural assets (Gallou & Fouseki, 2019). Adding to this, active participation in 

preserving cultural heritage can contribute to the establishment of strong communities based on 

values and beliefs that are collectively treasured. This can further result in increased social 

responsibility among community members and more active involvement in community actions 

for the collective benefit (Walker et al., 2003).  

All these impact dimensions of cultural heritage suggest great potential for heritage 

resources to be employed in strategies for revitalizing local socio-economic trajectories. In 
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particular, they suggest opportunities for heritage-led rural development, given that cultural 

heritage resources are often rich within rural contexts. 

Still, academic, empirical and policy inquiries into cultural effects on regional 

development are mostly focused on impacts at either urban or wider regional levels, where it is 

still the cultural vitality of the cities that account for most insights. In comparison to these, few 

studies and policies have so far touched upon the potential for culture to influence rural 

development. In fact, culture and culture-led development are often considered to be more 

specific to urban settlements, as the place where human capital, artistic expression and education 

are concentrated (Montalto et al, 2019). In this sense, it is argued that, for culture based  

development to be possible, it is essential that localities dispose of rich academic resources, high 

cultural vitality in terms of production and consumption of both traditional and contemporary 

arts alongside labour force, technological enablers and other infrastructure elements alike 

(Montalto et al, 2019). Since urban settlements dispose of overall richer social and cultural 

capitals than rural areas, the potential for employing culture for development is expected to be 

higher in cities. 

 

Heritage-led rural development 

 While rural areas are less developed in terms of modern culture, education and 

infrastructure, they are rich in cultural heritage, both tangible and intangible. That is to say, rural 

communities tend to be more grounded in their traditional roots, hence the cultural heritage is 

claimed to be particularly well-preserved in rural settings, unlike in urban settlements where 

more emphasis is put on contemporary, modern culture (Ray, 1998; Duxbury & Campbell, 

2011).  

As discussed, cultural heritage is increasingly being considered as a major factor for socio-

economic development in both direct and indirect terms. More specifically, cultural heritage is 

acknowledged as a driver for creativity, a factor for regional economic growth, especially 

through fostering cultural tourism, a contributor to the formation of local human capital and the 

local demographic regeneration, as well as an empowering and identity-enhancing factor and a 

source for community cohesion (Lin, 2001; Walker et al., 2003; Agarwal et al., 2009; Jimura, 

2011; Ashworth, 2013; Winter, 2015; Gorlach et al., 2014; Gallou & Fouseki, 2019; Nared & 

Bole, 2020; Chen et al., 2021).  

Considering this, there seems to be high potential for valorising cultural heritage as a tool 

for addressing some of the common rural socio-economic challenges affecting the locals’ quality 

of life (Ray, 1998; Duxbury & Campbell, 2011), such as high youth emigration rates, aging 

population, limited social and economic opportunities and poverty (Anderson, 2003; Gardner, 

2005; Farrington & Farrington, 2005; Agarwal et al., 2009; Ortega & Peri, 2009). In this sense, 
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employing a “culture economy” (Ray, 1998, p. 4) approach, based on cultural heritage as a 

primary asset, could be a suitable strategy for organic rural development, where local cultural 

resources are used for driving socio-economic development.  

In fact, empirical studies in this direction have been effective in highlighting the various 

impact dimensions of cultural heritage and demonstrating the effects of heritage on local socio-

economic trajectories. A study on the perceived values of culture in rural areas in Poland 

(Gorlach et al., 2014) identified 12 different understandings of the role of culture in rural 

development, derived from the empirical analysis of multiple interviews conducted locally: 

“culture as legacy, culture as modernity, culture as an instrument of modernization, culture as a 

developmental type of resource, culture as politics, culture as a mechanism of economic growth, 

culture as industry, culture as power, culture as an instrument for human emancipation and 

agency, culture as a type of human rights, culture as identity, as well as culture as discourse” 

(Gorlach et al., 2014, p. 21). Perceptions of the role of cultural heritage for socially sustainable 

rural development in the Orkney Islands in Scotland, UK (Gallou & Fouseki, 2019) are 

consistent with the findings from Poland in terms of the potential for heritage to support the rural 

economy, more specifically through cultural tourism and associated economic activities, and its 

role in maintaining local discourse and identity (Gallou & Fouseki, 2019). The empirical 

findings from this study expand on the impact dimensions by suggesting the role of heritage as a 

branding tool for rural destinations, and as a significant factor for social cohesion through its 

potential to facilitate social interaction within rural communities (Gallou & Fouseki, 2019, p. 

366). 

In terms of assessing the impact of cultural heritage on local socio-economic trajectories, 

most empirical studies focus on cultural heritage as a factor for tourism. A specific example is a 

study investigating the impact of cultural tourism on poverty alleviation in Kilimanjaro, 

Tanzania (Anderson, 2015). The research findings confirmed that cultural tourism is a significant 

contributor to the economic wellbeing of rural communities in Kilimanjaro by providing them 

with a reliable and sustainable source of income (Anderson, 2015). Similarly, a study examining 

the case of the World Heritage Site Ogimachi village, part of the Shirakawa-mura province in 

Japan, resulted in a similar conclusion as far as the economic potential of cultural tourism is 

concerned. More specifically, findings identified that Ogimachi’s global recognition as a World 

Heritage Site determined a general shift from agriculture, construction and forestry to cultural 

tourism as the most profitable and sustainable local economic activity (Jimura, 2011). In 

addition, an enhanced sense of pride over the global recognition of their local heritage was 

identified among local participants in the study (Jimura, 2011). On the other hand, while 

enhanced cultural tourism had positive effects on the local economy and the locals’ levels of 
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confidence, local residents acknowledged feeling invaded by large flows of tourists and, to some 

extent, alienated from their traditional culture (Jimura, 2011). 

Another empirical investigation into the effects of the World Heritage Site status of rural 

settlements on local communities in Vega, Norway, provides a distinct view on the perceived 

economic impact of cultural tourism (Kaltenborn et al, 2013). Findings showed that Vega 

residents did not seem to value cultural tourism as a sustainable economic activity as much as the 

agricultural sector (Kaltenborn et al, 2013). On the other hand, local communities seemed to 

value cultural heritage more for its social implications, such as its influence in developing a 

stronger local identity (Kaltenborn et al, 2013). In this sense, locals saw the conservation of 

tangible cultural heritage and the revitalization of old cultural traditions as a means for 

reinforcing the authenticity of their local culture, making the island more appealing to the local 

younger generations to settle in (Kaltenborn et al, 2013).  

The commercial potential of cultural heritage has also been empirically proven. A 

relevant example is a case study on batik production in Danzhai County, a rural area in China 

(Chen et al, 2021). Batik has its origins in Danzhai’s Miao ethnic minority, and it is considered 

as one of the finest traditional textiles in China (Chen et al, 2021). It is a clothing item created 

with a traditional method using melted wax for dyeing and decorating. Batik is crafted by 

women from the Miao community and its production, distribution and commercialisation were 

found to be sustainable sources of income and employment in Danzhai’s wider local community 

(Chen et al, 2021). In addition, findings suggest that the practice has empowering effects on the 

Miao women community and the wider recognition of batik has positive implications for the 

collective identity and esteem of the Miao ethnic minority (Chen et al, 2021).  

An ethnographic study based on two Japanese rural traditional practices - the Tsugaru 

Shamisen music performance and the Tsugaru Nuri lacquerware (Rausch, 2010) - draws similar 

conclusions concerning the commercial potential of cultural heritage. More importantly, the 

study also outlines a series of conditions for such potential to be maximised and to ensure rural 

economic performance. As such, a cohesive community, skilled human capital, knowledge on 

the local cultural resources, high entrepreneurial orientation and levels of innovation as well as 

public financial support for preserving and promoting cultural heritage and a good local 

infrastructure were identified as essential (Rausch, 2010). In addition, conclusions resulting from 

comparing the different trajectories of the two traditional practices suggest that innovation is 

particularly significant in determining the success of a heritage-based development initiative. 

More specifically, the study outlines that the Tsugaru Shamisen music enjoyed greater success 

than the Tsugaru lacquerware tradition, despite the former benefiting from public financial 

support. This was explained by the fact that Tsugaru Shamisen music managed to gain a wider 

reach through exposure on radio and television (Rausch, 2010). Hence, it can be concluded that 
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adapting cultural heritage to current social contexts seems to be particularly important in 

ensuring its wider appeal. 

The outlined studies provide strong evidence to justify the relevance for considering 

cultural heritage as a factor influencing socio-economic rural trajectories. The potential for 

heritage-led rural development is evident, especially in terms of economic growth through 

cultural tourism. Arguably, this potential is becoming increasingly relevant at present, as the 

COVID-19 pandemic seems to have brought increased opportunities for the development of rural 

tourism. Recent evidence from the Czech Republic showed an overall growth in tourist visits 

during the summer of 2020, as compared to 2019, in five rural regions of South Moravia 

(Vaishar & Stastna, 2020), suggesting that there might be scope for rural tourism to become a 

viable alternative to the more popular and crowded destinations in the coming years. Hence, 

rural areas are nowadays faced with increased opportunities and incentives to valorise their local 

cultural heritage and use it as a branding tool to attract tourists. 

Nonetheless, it is worth mentioning that the interaction between the social and economic 

dimensions for culture-led development can sometimes result in unintended negative effects on 

the local communities. The case study on Ogimachi village is illustrative in this sense, showing 

that excessive tourist in-flows can affect local’s social wellbeing and how they perceive their 

identities with regards to the symbolic value of their heritage. Considering these findings, it 

could be argued that it is crucial for heritage-led development to be conducted in a sustainable 

and mindful manner, accounting for the local communities’ needs and the preservation of 

cultural heritage (Cavaye, 2001). Still, as identified in the Tsugaru Shamisen music and the 

Tsugaru lacquerware case studies (Rausch, 2010), innovating and adapting cultural heritage to 

current social contexts seems essential in ensuring its commercial success. As such, sustainable 

cultural development measures should be mindfully chosen so that a balance between 

commodification and the authenticity of cultural heritage is maintained (Nared & Bole, 2020).  

In addition, the study conducted in Vega, Norway, points towards differences in local 

perspectives as far as development trajectories are concerned. Here, while cultural heritage is 

acknowledged as a valuable resource for economic growth, a culture-led development strategy is 

not necessarily preferred at the local level. This arguably suggests that the existence of cultural 

resources is not sufficient in determining the success of a heritage-led development strategy, as 

this highly depends on the extent to which it is valued and cultivated within the local 

communities. For this reason, the active participation of local communities in culture-led 

development projects may be a lucrative approach to reconnect locals with their heritage and 

maximize both social and economic outcomes (Stocks, 2002; Shah & Baporikar, 2010). As such, 

employing a bottom-up, organic approach is more likely to be sustainable and mindful of local 

values and perspectives. 
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Cultural heritage may not be the definite answer to many pressing issues for rural 

communities and, as evidence shows, it may even generate negative effects on their social 

wellbeing in some cases. However, academic discussions and empirical evidence show that it is 

important to acknowledge cultural heritage as a local resource and consider its multiple impact 

dimensions so as to identify whether and how it can be used for the benefit of local communities. 

In this sense, studies on the effects of cultural heritage on socio-economic rural development 

should account for both positive and negative implications as well as for the underlying local 

conditions facilitating or challenging cultural effects.  

 

The potential for heritage-led development in rural Romania 

There are many cultural heritage resources available within rural communities in 

Romania, still not much seems to be done with regards to assessing and valorising their socio-

economic potential.  Romanian rural regions are still faced with precarious socio-economic 

conditions, where poverty and material deprivation are still major concerns among large parts of 

the populations (Ignat et al., 2014).  

The following section discusses the socio-economic conditions of the Romanian rural 

communities and provides an overview of academic inquiries into the potential and challenges 

for cultural heritage to influence their development trajectory.  

 

The Romanian rural context 

Romania’s transition from communism to a democratic society and a capitalist economy 

since 1989 brought several socio-economic changes, to which major parts of the Romanian 

society are yet to be adapted (Ignat et al, 2014). Most policies have been brought in line with the 

European standard and major cities were able to thrive within the new socio-economic context 

(Ignat et al, 2014, De Rosa & Kim, 2018), however, rural regions seem to be struggling in this 

respect. In this sense, it could be argued that common socio-economic challenges prevalent 

within rural communities are particularly striking in the Romanian rural settings. Rural areas in 

Romania are generally faced with poor infrastructure - in terms of public transportation, services, 

basic utilities and modern telecommunication -  poor functioning of local public institutions, lack 

of skilled human capital and entrepreneurial orientation, reduced economic activity and higher 

unemployment rates compared to urban regions, as well as high emigration rates (Rusu & 

Florian, 2003; Naghiu et al., 2005; Mihalache, 2013; Popescu, 2013; Ignat et al., 2014; Mikulcak 

et al., 2015; Sandu & De Jong, 1996; Horvath, 2008; Bruja & Bruja, 2014; Torok, 2014; 

Mîndrican & Aceleanu, 2020).  

The economic rural landscape was affected by structural changes in the agricultural 

sector following the collapse of communism in 1989. Public farms were closed down as land 
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was distributed back to private owners and the agricultural sector had to be reconstructed in line 

with the new political and economic systems. Nonetheless, most village communities found it 

challenging to adapt to the new conditions, and many of the ones that continued working in 

agriculture using their own resources could not thrive within the European competitive market 

(Naghiu et al., 2005). As such, the agricultural sector has seen a major decline following the 

1989 Democratic Revolution, and it is yet to recover, judging by the current socio-economic 

rural context in Romania.  

Given that agriculture has been the main economic activity in rural Romania up until 

1989, the non-agricultural sector was often neglected and remained underdeveloped, resulting in 

very few alternative income streams available for rural communities (Mihalache, 2013; 

Mikulcak et al., 2015). Hence, nowadays, employment beyond agriculture is mostly limited to 

the public administration, education, health and retail sectors (Mihalache, 2013). In addition to 

the reduced work opportunities, most rural inhabitants feel unqualified, in terms of education and 

skills, to work in non-agricultural sectors. Hence, many locals choose to either keep working in 

agriculture or to simply withdraw from the labour market (Rusu & Florian, 2003; Mihalache, 

2013). Nonetheless, considering the struggles of the agricultural sector, very few farmers manage 

to sustain their livelihoods through the commercialization of agricultural goods. As such, 

agriculture is mostly practiced at a subsistence level, providing little contribution to the 

performance of the local economy (Rusu & Florian, 2003; Mihalache, 2013). Similarly, residents 

voluntarily withdrawing from the labour market no longer contribute to the production of goods 

and services. The qualified labour force, on the other hand, tends to leave rural areas due to the 

underlying low economic incentives of rural regions. Hence, large flows of youth emigration are 

common within Romanian rural settings (Mikulcak et al., 2015). Most rural migration flows are 

directed towards Western European countries, as a more attractive alternative to urban Romanian 

regions, given that wages are significantly larger abroad (Mîndrican & Aceleanu, 2020).  

These demographic trends highlight the interdependence of human capital and economic 

performance. As such, reduced economic activity in rural Romania leads to a reduced qualified 

workforce which, in turn, poses great challenges for economic development prospects. 

In addition to the outlined socio-economic circumstances, prospects for development in 

rural Romania are also threatened by the poor cooperation between the civil society, public and 

private institutions (Rusu & Florian, 2003). A major challenge in this sense is the common 

tendency of local public authorities to be more focused on political interests at the expense of 

local communities’ wellbeing (Forian & Rusu, 2003). This arguably results in unstable 

institutional structures facilitating distrust in public authorities and an overall skepticism towards 

local development possibilities among locals (Mikulcak et al., 2015). Hence, the lack of well-

performing local institutions coupled with the hopelessness of local communities poses great 
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challenges for development. Given these circumstances, the majority of Romanian rural 

communities are trapped within material deprivation and poverty conditions, and overcoming 

such issues seems to require fundamental changes in the local rationale. Owing to its influence in 

shaping local human capital in terms of education, values, attitudes, behaviours and 

empowerment, cultural heritage might be a solution to revitalizing the Romanain rural context at 

its core.  

 

Cultural heritage resources 

Despite the evident lack of economic resources, Romanian villages seem to display a rich 

and diverse cultural heritage.  

Most of Romania’s tangible cultural heritage added to UNESCO’s World Heritage List 

belongs to rural areas, such as the fortified villages in Transylvania, the wooden churches of 

Maramures and many of the Moldavian churches. Similarly, Romania’s intangible heritage 

inscribed in UNESCO’s List of Intangible Cultural Heritage, reflected in traditional crafts, 

folklore and celebrations, has its origins in rural communities and much of it is still actively 

practiced at present (Burlacu, 2019). In addition, heritage resources in rural Romania are highly 

diverse. That is to say, Romanian tangible and intangible traditional assets coexist with the 

cultural heritage of ethnic minorities that live in rural settlements and have been contributing to 

the national identity of the country throughout history. Romanian villages are home to a large 

diversity of heritage resources, each differing from one historical region to another and reflecting 

different ethnographic influences (Constantin & Mitruț, 2009; Burlacu, 2019). In this sense, the 

Transylvanian rural cultural landscape is characterised by the interaction of Hungarian, German 

and Roma cultural heritage with the Romanian traditional assets. Northern rural Romania, on the 

other hand, has major Ukranian and Russian cultural influences, and the Southern regions reflect 

a combination of Romanian, Roma, Turkish, Russian, Greek and Aromanian cultural heritage. 

Considering the outlined cultural context of rural Romanian regions, the heritage supply 

consists of historical and architectural monuments, churches, castles, fortified villages, museums 

as tangible assets, and Romanian and ethnic minority-specific traditional arts, crafts, customs, 

holidays and festivals as intangible resources. The diversity and richness of heritage assets points 

towards the contemporary relevance of cultural heritage in Romanian rural landscapes and the 

potential to consider it as a tool for addressing the socio-economic challenges facing rural 

communities.  

In line with the international research trends into the effects of culture on rural 

development, academic literature exploring the Romanian rural context is mostly focused on 

assessing cultural assets in terms of tourism (Turnock, 2002; Iorio & Corsale, 2010; Matei, 2015; 

Buș et al., 2017; Gherasim & Gherasim, 2017; Marian, 2017; Burlacu, 2019). In this sense, most 
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inquiries are based on the acknowledgement and description of the cultural offer so as to 

demonstrate the presence of heritage resources. To illustrate, the potential for sustaining rural 

livelihoods through cultural tourism has been discussed extensively in relation to the North and 

North-Eastern Romanian regions, namely Maramures (Turnock, 2002) and Bucovina (Matei, 

2015), as a result of both being included in the UNESCO World Heritage List for their material 

and immaterial rich cultural heritage. Here, great potential is seen for museum tourism and 

traditional events, as means for local communities to access alternative income streams beyond 

agriculture.  

While the potential for cultural heritage to contribute to the socio-economic wellbeing of 

rural communities in Romania is being discussed, the actual effects of cultural heritage are 

subject to limited empirical evidence. The only identified example is a qualitative study 

conducted in the Land of Călata, North-East of Transylvania. The findings obtained from 

interviews conducted with locals from two villages, Izvorul Crisului and Sâncraiu, confirmed 

that traditional crafts, music and dance can be significant in attracting cultural tourism (Buș et 

al., 2017). The study expands on the implications for cultural tourism by highlighting that tourist 

in-flows generate positive effects on the commercialization of traditional crafts, since tourists are 

the main buyers of heritage goods (Buș et al., 2017).  

Yet, when discussing cultural effects, it is also important to account for other local 

conditions necessary to facilitate them. As highlighted in the previous chapter, the existence of 

local heritage resources is often not enough in ensuring local socio-economic performance, since 

actual effects depend on factors such as the extent to which cultural heritage is preserved and 

appreciated at the local level, the local entrepreneurial orientation and openness to innovation, 

the wider/external appeal of local heritage assets, or the support enabled by local and national 

public institutions (Stocks, 2002; Shah & Baporikar, 2010; Rausch, 2010; Jimura, 2011; 

Kaltenborn et al., 2013, Nared & Bole, 2020). In this sense, heritage-led rural development is 

arguably faced with several challenges emerging from the socio-economic and political 

conditions of Romanian rural regions. 

In this sense, local attitudes on the preservation of cultural heritage present major threats 

for the local heritage resources - both tangible and intangible. This is mainly due to reduced 

efforts and cooperation between public institutions and local communities in preserving heritage 

resources (Tonta, 2009). At present most preservation actions do not emerge at the local level. 

Instead, they are supported by the national government and are mostly directed towards urban 

settlements or rural areas where tourism is more developed (Stan, 2017). Hence, the neglect of 

less popular heritage sites prevents many rural regions from valorising the potential of their 

cultural assets. Adding to this, the local attitudes towards the importance of preserving local 

heritage resources seems to be equally concerning. More specifically, most efforts to preserve 
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local traditional assets are maintained by the elders while the younger generations tend to be 

unconcerned about the roles and potential socio-economic benefits of cultural heritage 

(Holostencu, 2018). Because of this, it is inevitable for rural traditions to eventually die out and 

for tangible heritage to deteriorate in the near future, provided that youth’s perceptions on the 

preservation of cultural heritage do not change. Moreover, the poor road and services 

infrastructure prevalent within rural Romanian regions is likely to represent a major threat for 

local branding and the development of cultural tourism (Mateoc-Sîrb et al., 2010; Popescu, 

2013). 

To conclude, the gap in empirical research on the socio-economic effects of cultural 

heritage in Romania provides scope for further evaluation in this direction. In this sense, more 

empirical testing of the effects of culture on rural development is necessary to allow for a more 

accurate view on how cultural heritage shapes Romanian rural communities in practice. 

Considering the rich cultural heritage of Romanian rural settlements, employing a cultural 

approach to socio-economic development might be a sustainable option for organic growth 

through local resources. Nonetheless, it is essential to also consider the potential challenges for 

successful heritage-led development initiatives, as these may be useful in informing the 

necessary steps for ensuring actual socio-economic effects through culture. Considering the 

challenges discussed with regards to the preservation of rural cultural heritage in Romania, it can 

be argued that primary efforts should be made with regards to changing local perspectives on the 

relevance and values of cultural heritage.  

In this sense, empirical research may allow for valuable evidence which could strengthen 

the case in favour of the socio-economic potential of cultural heritage. This evidence could in 

turn be used to educate local communities and inform strategies for incorporating cultural 

heritage in rural development projects and policies in Romania. 

 

 

Methodology 

This research explores the socio-economic implications of cultural heritage in Romania, 

following on the recent research trajectory of assessing the individual role of cultural heritage in 

rural development. Predominantly rural regions in Romania are the subject of the analysis, in an 

attempt to test whether the multiple socio-economic impact dimensions of cultural heritage 

discussed in academic literature and empirical research can be replicated within the Romanian 

context. The study considered the potential for cultural heritage to contribute to the formation of 

local human capital by encouraging education and creativity, the effects of cultural heritage on 

local migration trends and on economic performance as well as the role of cultural heritage as an 

identity-enhancer and community empowering element (Weber, 1904; Bourdieu, 1984, 1986; 
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Ray, 1998; Lin, 2001; Walker et al., 2003; Agarwal et al., 2009; Rausch, 2010; Jimura, 2011; 

Duxbury & Campbell, 2011; Haworth, 2013; Kaltenborn et al, 2013, Winter, 2015; Anderson, 

2015; Cerisola, 2019; Gallou & Fouseki; Nared & Bole, 2020, Chen et al., 2021). 

As identified in the previous section which discussed the cultural, social and economic 

characteristics of Romanian rural environments, some of the major challenges for local 

communities are related to their ability to adapt to the new economic conditions reflected in the 

decline of the agricultural sector. As a result, much of the local workforce chooses to either 

withdraw from the labour market or work in agriculture due to a lack of necessary skills to 

perform in a non-agricultural sector, and the skilled labour force chooses to emigrate to more 

economically developed territories (Naghiu et al., 2005; Mihalache, 2013; Rusu & Florian, 2003; 

Popescu, 2013; Ignat et al., 2014; Mikulcak et al., 2015; Sandu & De Jong, 1996; Horvath, 2008; 

Bruja & Bruja, 2014; Torok, 2014; Mîndrican & Aceleanu, 2020). In this sense, Romanian rural 

communities seem to be trapped in a cycle that perpetuates the patterns for economic 

underdevelopment. Nonetheless, the potential for cultural heritage to address rural challenges 

alike is being discussed more frequently at the international level. Such inquiries are also being 

explored with regards to the Romanian rural context, given that rural regions in Romania dispose 

of rich heritage resources that could potentially be used for organic local development (Turnock, 

2002; Constantin & Mitruț, 2009; Iorio & Corsale, 2010; Matei, 2015; Buș et al., 2017; 

Gherasim & Gherasim, 2017; Marian, 2017; Burlacu, 2019).  

Insights gathered from the analysis of the Romanian social, economic and cultural rural 

context were used as a methodological basis for this study. Hence, the empirical model 

developed for this research considered some of the most fundamental issues for Romanian rural 

communities and tried to test whether academic discussions on the socio-economic effects of 

cultural heritage are also applicable to the particularities of the Romanian territory. For this 

reason, the research explored the potential for cultural heritage to influence migration trends, the 

formation of skilled human capital and the overall economic performance in Romanian rural 

regions. 

The study employed a quantitative approach, and the empirical method was constructed 

following the CBD theoretical and empirical model. This choice is primarily reasoned by the fact 

that CBD provides a suitable framework for studying the individual effects of cultural heritage. 

More specifically, the model allows for the distinction between cultural heritage (CH), which is 

culture inherited from the past, and living culture (LC), that is shaped and practised in 

contemporary society, as primary elements of cultural capital (Tubadji & Pelzel, 2015). Second, 

previous CBD empirical applications suggest the model’s robustness and consistency in studying 

the effects of cultural heritage with regards to migration, the formation of human capital and the 

overall local economic performance (Tubadji, 2012, 2013; Tubadji & Nijkamp, 2014, 2015a, 
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2015b; Tubadji & Pelzel, 2015; Tubadji et al., 2015). Third, it successfully accounts for the 

endogeneity of the indicators used for assessing the influence of cultural heritage on socio-

economic development. For this reason, the CBD framework allows for a holistic identification 

of cultural effects on regional development in the sense that it makes evident both direct and 

indirect impacts. In this respect, the CBD approach was expected to provide a complex overview 

of the impact dimensions of cultural heritage in rural Romania. Hence, this research approach 

hopes to bring a valuable contribution to the evaluation of the potential for culture to facilitate 

rural development in Romania beyond tourism, and to address an apparent gap in quantitative 

research in this direction.  

 

Hypotheses 

Based on the discussed literature on the socio-economic effects of cultural heritage, the 

following hypotheses were developed and tested within the Romanian rural context: 

 

H1 Cultural heritage contributes to the retention of local human capital 

H2 Cultural heritage influences the formation of human capital in a locality 

H3 Cultural heritage is a factor for local economic development  

 

The first hypothesis derives from the theoretical assumptions regarding the effects of 

culture on attracting external migration (Florida, 2005), and the particular role of cultural 

heritage in the retention of rural human capital (Kaltenborn et al, 2013). Considering the 

common migration trends identified in rural areas, also prevalent within Romanian rural 

landscapes, characterised by heavy depopulation and the migration of the local population to 

urban settlements (Mazumdar, 1987; Sandu & De Jong, 1996; Lucas, 2004; Horvath, 2008; 

Torok, 2014; Mîndrican & Aceleanu, 2020), the hypothesis focuses on the retention rather than 

the attraction of human capital. Thus, the first hypothesis maintains that cultural heritage, 

through its inherent ability to foster creativity, empower communities and to help them assert 

their local identities (Florida, 2005; Kaltenborn et al, 2013; Cerisola, 2019), acts as an appealing 

element for the local population, influencing their migration decisions.  

The second hypothesis considers the role of cultural heritage in the formation of local 

human capital. Here, human capital is conceptualized in economic terms, considering the 

knowledge and skills of local participants in the labour market. Following the Bourdieusian 

(1984, 1986) theory of cultural capital and previous academic findings regarding the educational 

role of culture (Azmat et al., 2018; Anttonen et al, 2016; Vermeulen et al, 2019; Belfiore, 2020; 

Ateca-Amestoy & Casalini, 2021), this hypothesis asserts that cultural heritage is a significant 

factor for the accumulation of knowledge and skills in rural regions. The particular focus on 
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cultural heritage is also reasoned by the neo-Weberian approach employed in the CBD 

theoretical framework highlighting the role of traditional values in the human capital formation 

mechanism (Tubadji, 2012, 2013; Tubadji & Nijkamp, 2014, 2015a, 2015b; Tubadji & Pelzel, 

2015; Tubadji et al., 2015). 

The third hypothesis maintains that cultural heritage can contribute to local economic 

development by influencing local productivity levels. This assumption is consistent with 

previous academic inquiries into both direct and indirect economic effects of cultural heritage, as 

far as cultural tourism, the commercialization of traditional arts and crafts and the creative and 

educational implications of culture are concerned (Ray, 1998; Ashworth, 2013; Anderson, 2015; 

Rausch, 2010; Jimura, 2011; Gorlach et al., 2014; Walker et al., 2003; Rausch, 2010; Chen et al., 

2021). 

The hypotheses reflect both social and economic dimensions of local development. As 

such, social implications can be identified in the role of cultural heritage in demographic 

regeneration, by influencing local migration trends and education levels, and economic effects 

are reflected in local productivity.  

 
Data 
The data sample consists of 27 out of the total 28 Romanian predominantly rural regions, 

the classification of which was done according to Eurostat’s NUTS3 rural-urban typology. One 

county was dropped due to data availability and accuracy reasons in order to avoid biased 

results. As per Eurostat’s definition (Albertone et al., 2019), the selected regions qualify as 

predominantly rural as they have at least 50% of their population living in rural settlements with 

a population density of less than 300 inhabitants per km² and/or a population of less than 5000 

people. 

The study employed a cross sectional analysis in order to account for the variations in the 

data points between the different rural regions under study. Upon data availability for all selected 

variables, the study explored the relations between cultural heritage and socio-economic 

indicators for the year 2015. The dataset was compiled from five sources: Eurostat, the 

Romanian National Institute of Statistics, the Romanian Ministry of Culture and UNESCO’s 

World Heritage and Intangible Heritage lists. 

Measures for the cultural dimension focused on cultural heritage as a strong asset of rural 

areas as well as an important element of cultural capital. The study employed three different 

cultural measures as the main explanatory variables of interest to capture the existence and 

preservation of tangible and intangible cultural heritage as well as the local cultural participation. 

The variables were constructed considering indicators for cultural heritage used in academic and 

European institutional research on the socio-economic effects of cultural heritage (Jimura, 2011; 
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Tubadji, 2012, 2013; Tubadji & Nijkamp, 2014, 2015a, 2015b; Tubadji & Pelzel, 2015; Tubadji 

et al., 2015; Guccio et al., 2018; Melloni et al., 2020).  

First, the CH variable indicates the presence of cultural heritage - material and 

immaterial- in the regions. It was constructed as a sum of the number of world heritage sites and 

intangible heritage assets inscribed in UNESCO’s heritage lists, the number of historic 

monuments consisting of archaeological and architectural sites, statues and funerary monuments, 

and the number of museums and libraries divided by the total surface of each region. The size of 

the regions was considered to reflect the local concentration of cultural heritage. Even though 

libraries and intangible heritage are not common as indicators for cultural heritage in academic 

research, they have been considered to account for a wider spectrum of elements deemed as 

cultural heritage (Melloni et al., 2020). Data regarding world heritage sites and intangible 

cultural heritage was obtained from UNESCO’s World Heritage and Intangible Heritage lists and 

it accounts for all elements that were granted world heritage status by 2015. Information 

regarding historic monuments was obtained from the Heritage Department of the Romanian 

Ministry of Culture. Data regarding historic monuments was updated by the Ministry in 2015, 

thus providing accurate records for the time period under analysis. Data regarding the number of 

active libraries in each region was obtained from the Romanian National Statistics database.  

Second, the variable ArtL is a double indicator for the active community participation in 

preserving intangible heritage as well as for the presence of creative heritage labour in the 

regions. It accounts for the share of registered traditional arts & crafts workers from total 

employment in the locality, and it covers traditional carpentry, woodcarving, pottery, painting 

and sewing as main practice fields. The measurement of intangible heritage has so far been 

neglected in empirical inquiries that tend to focus more on tangible assets, given that intangible 

heritage is often difficult to identify and capture in measurable terms (Melloni et al., 2020). In 

this sense, this study brings an innovative contribution to the assessment of cultural heritage by 

employing the arts & crafts variable alongside the UNESCO recognised intangible heritage 

already discussed, as a unique indicator for intangible heritage. A potential limitation posed by 

the use of this variable was that data was obtained from a current list made available by the 

Heritage Department of the Ministry of Culture, hence data could only be selected for the present 

year. However, considering that the practice of arts and crafts requires a lengthy process for 

specialization, it is likely that currently registered workers have been active in the field prior to 

officially registering their activity. Thus, it can be assumed that the available data provides a 

reasonably accurate indicator of each region’s active cultivation of intangible heritage.  

Considering cultural participation alongside cultural provision is crucial in gaining a 

more complete outlook since, both supply and demand account for socio-economic implications 

(Ray, 1998; Kloosterman, 2011). As such, the third heritage-related variable, CP, reflects 
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cultural participation at the local level, as an indicator for the vibrancy of the local heritage 

sector. The measure consists of the number of museum visits and active library readers having a 

library subscription per capita. A major limitation is that the CP variable is only a partial 

indicator for heritage consumption. Adding more indicators to the measure, such as visits to 

world heritage sites and historic monuments, or sales of traditional arts and crafts goods, would 

have provided a more accurate overview, however no data was found to account for these. 

Moreover, figures accounting separately for the locals’ and external visitors’ cultural 

consumption patterns could not be obtained. Disaggregated data distinguishing between residents 

and tourists would have provided more accurate insights into the individual effects of different 

aspects of the cultural heritage sector. Even though it is not a perfect measure, the CP variable 

may still be useful in partially identifying the local consumption trends and the overall 

attractiveness of local cultural heritage, in order to assess whether they contribute to the local 

socio-economic wellbeing. In this sense, the number of museum visitors is expected to account 

for both local heritage participation and the tourism potential of cultural heritage, provided that 

external visitors travelling from other regions are also included in the figure. Local library 

subscriptions, on the other hand, are expected to be representative of the local communities’ 

cultural attitudes.  

Data regarding the socio-economic variables was obtained from Eurostat and the 

National Institute of Statistics. All socio-economic variables employed in the analysis are 

consistent with methodological guidelines for researching wellbeing at the EU institutional level 

(OECD, 2011; Medgyesi et al., 2017). Furthermore, the choice of variables is based upon 

previous academic research on the effects of cultural heritage on socio-economic wellbeing 

(Tubadji, 2012, 2013; Tubadji & Nijkamp, 2014, 2015a, 2015b; Tubadji & Pelzel, 2015; Tubadji 

et al., 2015; Melloni et al., 2020). Also, the socio-economic variables were carefully chosen to 

reflect the specific socio-economic context of rural areas, following approaches found in other 

academic research undertaken in this field (Farrington & Farrington, 2005; Agarwal et al., 2009). 

Hence, GDPpc, representing the local gross domestic product per capita, was employed 

as an indicator for local economic performance and as the economic dependent variable in the 

analysis. Two more economic variables were used as control factors for the cultural effects. First, 

as a major influence for rural economic performance (Agarwal et al., 2009), the variable 

Enterprise was chosen to capture the size of the local economy, and it represents the number of 

active private and public enterprises per capita. Second, the AvW variable reflects the average 

yearly personal income in the locality. It was chosen to account for the consumption potential of 

local communities, following previous CBD model empirical applications (Tubadji, 2012; 

Tubadji et al., 2015), 
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As for the social wellbeing indicators, the variable HC is the first dependent variable that 

was used to indicate the educational attainment of the local labour. Following the CBD approach 

to assessing the effects of culture on the formation of skilled human capital (Tubadji et al., 

2015), the HC variable was constructed as the percentage of people in the total population aged 

25-64 who hold a high school degree, divided by the total employment in the regions. 

Nonetheless, due to data availability limitations, the HC variable is only an approximation of the 

education levels of the local workforce. That is because data regarding the share of high school 

graduates among the 25-64 years old population category was not available at the county level. 

Hence, the HC variable was calculated by dividing the same percentage available for all 

predominantly rural regions by the total employment in each county. Data regarding the 

educational attainment of residents for all predominantly rural areas was obtained from the 

Eurostat rural development database and figures reflecting total employment in each county were 

sourced from the National Institute of Statistics. The IHC control variable reflects the local 

investment in human capital through access to education, to account for the regional investment 

in knowledge. Following academic examples for studying accessibility as a factor for social 

wellbeing in rural communities (Farrington & Farrington, 2005), the IHC variable was obtained 

by dividing the number of educational institutions by the total population in the regions. M is the 

second dependent social variable, and it reflects the migration trends in each locality. The 

migration variable was calculated following the standard model for obtaining net migration rates. 

Hence, it was obtained as a share of total out-flow migration from the total population registered 

mid-year in each region. Figures were only available for international migration, representing the 

number of rural residents moving abroad, thus internal migration from rural to urban settlements 

within the country could not be assessed. Nonetheless, considering the migration trends 

prevalent within Romania, where international migration accounts for most demographic 

movements in both rural and urban contexts (Horvath, 2008; Torok, 2014; Mindrican & 

Aceleanu, 2020), the indicator can be regarded as representative.  

 

Empirical model 
The following model was used to test the three hypotheses stated above: 

 

!!.#. 	= 	$$$%&'!.#. 	+ 	$$%%)*+!.#. 	+ 	,₁ 
./!.#. 	= 	$%$!!.#. 	+ 	$%%0./!.#. 	+ 	$%&/.!.#. 	+ ,₂ 
23456!.#. =	$&$./!.#. 	+ $&%78*,)5)9:,!.#. 	+ /4!.#.	,₃ 
 

where i indicates the locality and t the time period under investigation, M is the indicator for 

migration, AvW accounts for average personal income, ArtL indicates both the preservation of 
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intangible heritage and the presence of heritage creative labour, HC is the share of skilled 

individuals in the locality, IHC stands for investments in human capital, CH reflects the presence 

of tangible and intangible heritage, GDPpc indicates the local economic performance, Enterprise 

indicates the size of the local economy and CP represents local cultural participation. 

 The first equation in the system corresponds to the first hypothesis and it reflects the 

migration phenomena in the Romanian rural context as a function of the concentration of arts 

and crafts workers and economic incentives. The particular function of arts within the human 

capital attraction mechanism is considered here, as per previous academic findings on the 

positive correlations between arts, creativity and the appeal of highly creative regions (Florida, 

2005; Tubadji, 2012; Tubadji et al., 2015). The study used the arts and crafts variable in the 

attempt to assess the particular role of heritage-related creative work as well as the significance 

of well-preserved intangible heritage in the retention of local human capital through its symbolic 

implications regarding identity and empowerment. The economic incentives, represented by 

annual average personal wages in each locality, are a widely discussed and empirically tested 

effect on migration (Findlay et al., 2000; Ortega & Peri, 2009; Lucas, 2004; Kennan & Walker, 

2010; Czaika, 2015; Tubadji, 2012; Tubadji et al., 2015), and they were included to control for 

potentially significant effects besides the cultural variable. 

The second equation indicates the formation of local human capital as explained by 

migration trends in the region, investments in human capital and cultural heritage. It follows the 

Weberian-inspired CBD model for the accumulation gear, where traditional values reflected in 

local heritage are a factor for the local human capital development trajectory. Further, it 

considers the role of migration in the formation of skilled human capital (Ottaviano & Peri, 

2006; Tubadji, 2012; Tubadji et al., 2015). Investment in human capital was employed as a 

control variable, accounting for the standard economic theory on the formation of human capital, 

where investment in education is an important element.  

The third equation was modeled considering the CBD interaction gear where the cultural 

dimension is added to the standard economic production function (Tubadji, 2012, 2013; Tubadji 

& Nijkamp, 2014, 2015a, 2015b; Tubadji & Pelzel, 2015; Tubadji et al., 2015). As such, local 

productivity is explained by the concentration of skilled human capital, the size of the local 

economy and the local cultural participation. The variable Enterprise, reflecting the local 

economic activity, was employed as the main control factor accounting for significant effects on 

rural productivity, as identified in academic literature (Agarwal et al., 2009). Cultural 

participation is the main explanatory variable of interest in this equation, and it was chosen to 

reflect that the presence of heritage has to be coupled with active participation in order to 

generate impact (Ray, 1998; Kloosterman, 2011).  
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Lastly, it should be noted that attempts were made to include a fourth equation to the 

empirical model to assess the social wellbeing dimension beyond migration trends and the 

formation of local human capital. More specifically, the study initially aimed to find approximate 

measures for elements reflecting life satisfaction and happiness, which are major factors for 

social wellbeing (Becker et al. 2005; Selezneva 2011) that seem to be, to a large extent, 

independent from economic aspects (Di Tella & MacCulloch, 2006). This was meant to provide 

a better distinction between the social and economic development dimensions than the one 

outlined in the current model, where migration and human capital are, to some extent linked with 

economic elements. However, attempts were eventually dropped due to difficulties in finding 

appropriate indicators and properly fitting available data into the model without causing results 

inconsistencies. 

The model highlights the complex interdependencies between the social and economic 

dimensions for wellbeing. In this sense, the system of simultaneous equations makes evident the 

presence of several endogenous variables that act as both dependent and explanatory factors 

across different stages in the estimation. More specifically, the model illustrates that migration 

trends are significant in the formation of local human capital, and that human capital is an 

important factor for economic performance. In turn, migration is, in part, a function of economic 

incentives - average income - which is strongly related to local economic performance. 

Considering the outlined relationships between the two dimensions, this approach shows great 

potential for assessing both direct and indirect effects of cultural heritage. 

As the estimation model is recursive in nature and contains several endogenous variables, 

the analysis was conducted using a three stage least squares regression method. As discussed, the 

dependent variables - M, HC, GDPpc - are all endogenous. The cultural explanatory variables - 

ArtL, CH, CP - and the socio-economic control factors - AvW, IHC, Enterprise - are all 

exogenous.  

The model complies with the basic requirements for the three stage least squares analysis, 

by having more exogenous variables than endogenous ones, and having at least one unique 

exogenous variable in each equation in the system (Zellner & Theil, 1962). 
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Results 

Descriptive statistics 
The descriptive statistics for the dataset employed in the analysis are presented in the 

figure below (see Table 2) and the dataset is available upon request. All variables except for 

GDPpc and AvW are expressed as percentage shares, and they reflect positive values. The 

migration (M) variable is also positive, however, given that it indicates the share of out-flow 

migration from the total population in the localities, it has negative connotations for the local 

demographic structures. Hence, when interpreting the results, it is worth considering that the 

higher the values for the migration variable, the more significant the out-flow migration trend is.  

 

Table 2:  Descriptive statistics of variables  

Pearson correlation test 
A Pearson correlation test was conducted for a general overview of the relations between 

the different variables in the empirical model. The results can be found in the Appendix section 

(see Appendix B) Overall, the results show that the cultural indicators are correlated with the 

dependent socio-economic variables. Thus, the findings point towards the potential for cultural 

heritage to influence migration trends, the formation of skilled human capital and the local 

economic performance. In addition, the Pearson correlation test was conducted in order to 

account for potential collinearity issues. In this sense, the empirical model was adapted to avoid 

multicollinearity so as to enable higher confidence levels for the estimated coefficients. For this 

reason, the choice of control variables was slightly different from similar empirical approaches 

identified in the CBD model. In particular, the indicators for investments in human capital - the 

share of education and health workers from the total local employment - and the size of the local 

economy - total employment in each region - used in empirical applications of the CBD model 
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(Tubadji, 2012; Tubadji et al., 2015) generated collinearity issues when applied to the specific 

context of this study. Hence, these variables were replaced with alternative indicators, namely 

the number of schools and the number of active enterprises per capita, indicators which were 

identified in other empirical studies assessing determinants of rural economic performance (see 

Farrington & Farringotn, 2005; Agarwal et al., 2009).  

 
Three stage least squares estimation 
The three stage least square analysis was conducted to gain a deeper understanding of the 

relations between the cultural and socio-economic variables. The estimation results are presented 

below (see Table 3). The confidence level for assessing the statistical significance of estimated 

coefficients is 95%. 

 
Table 3: Three Stage Least Squares Regression 

 
Significance: ***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05 
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The first regression in the three simultaneous equations system, explaining out-flow 

migration (M) as a function of average yearly personal income (AvW) and the concentration of 

arts and crafts workers (ArtL) in the regions under study, is significant with at least one the 

estimated coefficients statistically different from 0, F = 4.71, p<0.05. The regression model 

turned out useful for establishing a relation between migration trends in rural Romania and the 

above mentioned cultural and economic indicators, however, the model’s explanatory power is 

relatively weak, since only about 20% of the out-flow migration can be explained in terms of 

average wages and heritage-related creative labour (R-sq = 0.1994). Both explanatory variables 

display a significant correlation with the dependent migration (M) variable. Still, the income 

indicator (AvW), $ = -2.40, t = -2.64, p<0.05, is more weakly correlated than the arts and crafts 

labour variable (ArtL), $ = -3.44, t = -2.08, p<0.05. Holding everything else constant, the effect 

of the average income of migration is such that for an increase of 10,000 RON (i.e. national 

currency) in the yearly average personal income would lead to a decrease in out-flow migration 

by 0.24 percentage points. The effect of the local concentration of arts and crafts workers is such 

that an increase of 1 percentage point in the proportion of arts workers would trigger a fall of 

3.4% respectively in out-flow migration. So, while the statistical significance of the estimated 

coefficient for the ArtL indicator is weaker than for AvW, its effect on the value of net out-flow 

migration is significantly larger.   

The second regression model which considers the share of skilled human capital out of 

the total local employment (HC) as the dependent variable and the out-flow migration rates (M), 

investment in human capital (IHC) and the local presence of tangible and intangible cultural 

heritage (CH) as independent variables, is also statistically significant with at least one estimated 

coefficient different from 0, F = 4.73, p<0.01. All explanatory variables are correlated with the 

formation of human capital as follows: migration (M), $ = -2.06, t = -2.20, p = 0.05, investment 

in human capital (IHC), $ = 45.26, t = 2.40, p<0.05 and cultural heritage (CH), $ = 0.02, t = 

2.27, p<0.05. As such, according to the estimated model, each percentage point decrease in 

emigration rates is expected to lead to a 2% increase in the concentration of skilled human 

capital. Similarly, increasing the concentration of educational institutions by one percentage 

point is expected to lead to a 45% increase in the number of skilled labour. While statistically 

significant, the weakest association can be identified between human capital and the cultural 

heritage explanatory variable. The estimated coefficient indicates that an increase in the 

concentration of cultural heritage sites per square kilometre is only expected to contribute 0.0228 

percentage points to the educational attainment of the local workforce. 

The third and final regression in the system, which estimates the relationship between  

local economic performance (GDPpc) as the dependent variables and the share of skilled human 
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capital from the total local employment (HC), the number of active private and public enterprises 

in the localities (Enterprise) and the local participation rate in heritage-consumption (CP) as the 

independent variables, confirms the correlation between the dependent and all the explanatory 

variables, F = 12.18, p<0.01. This function is the most statistically significant of the three 

estimations, having the highest predictive power. Thus, the regression model is useful for 

explaining the local productivity in rural Romania based on the joint effects of skilled human 

capital concentration, the size of the local economy and cultural consumption, the 

aforementioned factors accounting for a proportion of 55% in the total observed variation in 

GDPpc at county level (R-sq = 0.5514). The strongest association is identified for the number of 

local enterprises (Enterprise), $ = 608671, t = 4.34, p<0.01. while the weakest correlation is for 

cultural consumption (CP), $ = 3261, t = 2.05, p<0.05. The concentration of skilled labour (HC) 

is also significant, $ = 490512, t = 1.98, p<0.05. Here, one percentage point increase in the 

concentration of local enterprises is expected to contribute an average of 6,086 RON to the GDP 

per capita, hence determining an approximate 24% increase in local economic performance. 

Similarly, an addition of around 4,905 RON, meaning a 20% increase, can be predicted from a 

1% increase in the concentration of skilled employment. The increase in cultural consumption, 

on the other hand, is only expected to contribute 32.61 RON, which is about 0.1%, to the local 

economic productivity. 

 

Discussion of results 
The empirical estimation resulted in overall satisfactory outcomes, confirming the 

hypotheses developed for this study and providing additional insights and directions for future 

explorations of the socio-economic effects of cultural heritage both in the Romanian rural 

context and beyond.  

The first hypothesis maintaining that cultural heritage contributes to the retention of local 

human capital in rural areas has been confirmed in the analysis, since the concentration of arts 

and crafts workers in the regions was found to be statistically significant in explaining local 

migration trends. Hence, the results suggest that creative work associated with cultural heritage 

can be a potentially useful asset in addressing the depopulation trends in rural Romania, where, 

for 2015, net migration rates were negative, suggesting that emigration (out-flow migration) was 

considerably higher than immigration (in-flow migration) in all regions under analysis. In 

general, findings are consistent with previous empirical applications of the CBD model exploring 

the effects of creative labour in attracting external migration (Tubadji, 2012; Tubadji el at., 2015) 

and they confirm the presence of this effect in the rural context under consideration. Moreover, 

in line with theoretical and empirical arguments relating to the migration phenomena (Findlay et 
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al., 2000; Lucas, 2004; Ortega & Perri, 2009; Kennan & Walker, 2010; Czaika, 2015), economic 

incentives were also found to be significant, confirming that emigration is also highly influenced 

by low economic performance in rural Romania (Horvath, 2008; Torok, 2014; Mîndrican & 

Aceleanu, 2020). This outcome may hold valuable implications as far as the importance of 

heritage-related creative workers in rural landscapes is concerned. First, the presence of 

traditional arts and crafts workers may indicate the existence of a creative labour market in the 

regions, implying potential economic opportunities for fellow creative workers and for the ones 

willing to engage in the commercialization of arts and crafts. Second, on the assumptions that 

cultural heritage is a major source of local creativity (Cerisola, 2019) and that creativity in a 

locality is associated with innovation (Florida, 2005), the active preservation of intangible 

heritage may be effective in preventing creative and skilled human capital from leaving by acting 

as a motivator and inspiration for organic economic development. Then, arts and crafts workers 

could potentially be seen as drivers for demographic revitalization, by acting as indicators for 

local economic development opportunities. Beyond the economic implications, the heritage 

function in establishing and enhancing local identities can also be considered here. In this sense, 

arts and crafts workers, as a symbol of the active community cultivation of traditional values, 

may also be significant for reinforcing local identities and facilitating the empowerment and 

cohesion of local communities. In fact, this may suggest that the active preservation of local 

heritage can contribute to the social wellbeing of rural communities in Romania. This reasoning 

is consistent with empirical findings from Vega, Norway, revealing that local rural communities 

perceive their heritage as an element for human capital retention (Kaltenborn et al, 2013).  

The relevance of traditional values in shaping the local human capital is reinforced by the 

results of the second equation of the empirical model, which confirms that cultural heritage is 

statistically significant in the determination of educational levels in the localities. Thus, the 

second hypothesis is also confirmed by the empirical analysis undertaken. The results support 

the Weberian (1904) approach to the formation of local human capital. In this sense, the positive 

relation between cultural heritage and the formation of human capital may suggest that cultural 

heritage, as an indicator for traditional values inherited from the past, is embedded in the local 

identity and consciousness of Romanian rural communities, influencing their development 

trajectories. Therefore, cultural heritage was found to contribute to the development of local 

human capital through its educational values. This may imply that larger concentrations of 

heritage assets, hence more opportunities for local cultural participation, can potentially 

contribute to the wellbeing of Romanian local rural communities as motivators for their 

educational choices. In addition, similar to the migration function, creativity might also act as an 

explanation for the significant correlation between cultural heritage and the accumulation of 

knowledge and skills. As drivers for creativity, tangible and intangible heritage assets could 
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potentially motivate local human capital to be more innovation-oriented and to seek more 

development opportunities in this direction. The retention of local human capital was also 

confirmed as a positive factor for the accumulation of skilled human capital in the localities. In 

fact, this result was expected considering the socio-economic conditions of the Romanian rural 

context, where skilled human capital is most likely to emigrate due to reduced economic activity 

in rural regions. For this reason, with lower numbers of out-flow migration, larger concentrations 

of skilled human capital are expected. Here, the creative potential of cultural heritage discussed 

in relation to the first hypothesis and its influence on the formation of human capital is also 

indirectly inferred. This reinforces the creative potential of cultural heritage and expands on its 

socio-economic implications, since creativity is found to be relevant in both the retention and 

formation of skilled human capital.  

 The third hypothesis concerning the economic implications of cultural heritage was also 

confirmed by the estimated model and results point towards both direct and indirect effects on 

local economic performance. As far as direct effects are concerned, heritage-related cultural 

participation was found to positively influence the local GDP. In this sense, considering previous 

academic evidence of the economic effects of cultural heritage (Turnock, 2002; Rausch, 2010; 

Jimura, 2011; Anderson, 2015; Matei, 2015; Buș et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2021) the results can 

be interpreted both in terms of the commercial significance of heritage assets and cultural 

tourism. As such, when considering extra-local cultural participation, the results show relatively 

high potential for tourists in-flows to have a positive influence on GDP by consuming local 

goods and accessing local services. Similarly, when the cultural participation patterns of local 

communities are also considered, findings may point towards the commercial value of heritage 

assets. Hence, the positive correlation between cultural participation and the local GDP may 

suggest that economic activities around cultural heritage can result in sustainable gains for the 

local communities. Nonetheless, the findings of this study do not provide sufficient evidence for 

assessing which of the aforementioned arguments is most relevant to the Romanian rural context. 

That is to say, it is difficult to conclude whether cultural tourism or the commercialization of 

heritage assets account for the majority of economic effects. Still, results are indicative of the 

overall economic potential of cultural heritage. Lastly, indirect effects can be identified in the 

positive correlation between the concentration of skilled human capital and the local economic 

performance. Here, the Weberian (1904) assumption that cultural heritage determines local 

development trajectories is reinforced alongside the creative function (Cerisola, 2019) of 

heritage assets. 

In summary, all hypotheses were confirmed by the empirical model and as discussed, the 

results are consistent with previous academic research, confirming the socio-economic 

implications of cultural heritage. Still, it is important to mention that the analysis outlines rather 
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weak relations between the socio-economic dependent variables and the cultural explanatory 

ones. The low correlation coefficients between the socio-economic and the cultural variables can 

be explained by the underlying local conditions which pose challenges for heritage-led 

development, challenges that were also outlined in the theoretical chapter of this paper. 

First, it was discussed that the Romanian rural regions face multiple challenges in 

preserving their tangible and intangible cultural heritage. More specifically, the majority of 

heritage preservation initiatives are directed towards popular tourist destinations, neglecting a 

big proportion of rural areas (Stan, 2017). Adding to this, the untrustworthiness of local public 

institutions and the decreasing interest of the rural youth population in preserving traditional 

assets contribute to highly unfavourable conditions for valorising local cultural heritage (Rusu & 

Florian, 2003; Holostencu, 2018). Hence, it is not surprising that the lowest coefficient was 

identified for the relation between cultural heritage and the formation of local human capital, 

considering the local attitudes and perceptions towards the value of cultural assets. Similarly, 

cultural consumption was identified as having relatively low effects on the local GDP, provided 

that, despite its rich presence, much of the local heritage is not well-preserved and exploited for 

its commercial potential.  

Second, the poor transport and services infrastructure specific to the Romanian rural 

context (Mateoc-Sîrb et al., 2010; Popescu, 2013) might provide an additional explanation for 

the low correlation coefficient between cultural participation, with specific reference to museum 

visits, and local GDP as far as tourism is considered. That is to say, reduced access to rural areas 

is expected to result in less added value to the local economy reflected in lower tourists in-flows, 

hence less visits to heritage sites and lower consumption of cultural and tourism-related goods 

and services. 

Still, the estimated relationship between migration and the local concentration of arts and 

crafts workers points towards a potential approach to changing local attitudes with regards to 

heritage preservation and thus overcoming at least partially the first challenge to culture based 

rural development discussed above. The estimated equation shows that, despite the generally low 

concentration of arts and crafts workers across all regions under study, which again points at the 

not so favourable local attitudes towards cultural heritage, arts and crafts labour density has the 

largest statistically significant coefficient among the cultural heritage and cultural participation 

variables. Hence, the relation between migration and arts and crafts labour suggests that, where 

community participation in preserving cultural heritage is evident, higher cultural impacts are 

expected. In this sense, arts and crafts labour shows potential for revealing the socio-economic 

value of cultural heritage through local practical examples and through encouraging community 

interaction based on local heritage assets.  
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Conclusion  
This study looked at the potential for cultural heritage to facilitate socio-economic 

development in Romanian rural regions. More specifically, it was an attempt to examine the 

extent to which cultural heritage can contribute to addressing common issues for Romanian rural 

regions, namely the large out-flow migration rates, the low number of qualified human capital 

and the underdeveloped economic landscape. The research fits into wider academic discussions 

regarding the multiple socio-economic implications of culture and it follows in the footsteps of a 

relatively recent approach to studying the specific effects of cultural heritage on regional 

development. In this sense, the study is based on assumptions concerning the wider socio-

economic implication of culture in terms of human capital formation, individual attitudes and 

behaviours, social cohesion, local identities and community empowerment, creativity, cultural 

tourism and the economic value of the cultural sector (Anderson et al, 2003; Bushman & 

Huesmann, 2006; Herrero et al., 2006; Brown, 2006; Anderson et al, 2010; Greitemeyer, 2011; 

Belfiore, 2015; Hadida, 2015; Anttonen et al, 2016; Azmat et al., 2018;  Gomes & Librero-Cano, 

2018; Windle et al., 2018; Vermeulen et al, 2019; Belfiore, 2020; Ateca-Amestoy & Casalini, 

2021). In addition, the approach to studying culture in relation to socio-economic development in 

the rural context is grounded in academic discussions on the particular role of cultural heritage 

within the socio-economic impact mechanism (Lin, 2001; Walker et al., 2003; Agarwal et al., 

2009; Rausch, 2010; Jimura, 2011; Ashworth, 2013; Kaltenborn et al, 2013; Gorlach et al., 2014; 

Winter, 2015; Cerisola, 2019; Gallou & Fouseki, 2019; Nared & Bole, 2020; Chen et al., 2021).  

To summarize, the study results maintain that cultural heritage can be an explanatory 

element in the human capital formation process, in terms of reducing out-flow migration trends 

and contributing to the local accumulation of knowledge and skills. For rural Romanian regions, 

this means that cultural heritage could be valorised as a local resource in addressing 

demographic issues concerning depopulation trends and the reduced number of skilled workers. 

Moreover, the economic value of cultural heritage was also confirmed for the Romanian context, 

as findings show the potential for heritage-related activities and consumption to generate 

economic growth. Hence, there might be opportunities for cultural tourism and the 

commercialization of traditional arts and crafts to revitalize the rural economy in Romania so as 

to compensate for the decline in the agricultural sector. Beyond the material implications, the 

findings also indicate the potential for cultural heritage to act as an empowering and identity-

enforcing element in rural Romania. This assumption is supported by the results pointing at the 

significance of arts and crafts workers in the retention of local human capital, and it is enforced 

by previous academic findings on the symbolic values of cultural heritage with regards to the 

formation and maintenance of local identities (Kaltenborn et al., 2013). Considering the 

endogeneity of the social and economic development dimensions, the results make it evident that 
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economic growth requires, in large part, the presence of skilled human capital as a main driver 

for innovation and change. In turn, the retention of skilled human capital highly depends on the 

local economic context, whether it is sufficiently developed or whether there are sufficient 

opportunities for development. Cultural heritage - tangible and intangible - was found to be 

significant in this development cycle, both directly, through its economic potential, and 

indirectly, by contributing to the attraction and local formation of skilled and innovative human 

capital, capable of driving change. In general terms, these findings are consistent with the 

empirical applications of the CBD model demonstrating the interdependencies between the 

social and economic development dimensions and the central role of cultural heritage within the 

impact mechanism (Tubadji, 2012, 2013; Tubadji & Nijkamp, 2014, 2015a, 2015b; Tubadji & 

Pelzel, 2015, Tubadji et al., 2015). Then, the results also reinforce assumptions regarding the 

role of the “creative class” and that of the Bohemians - artists - in attracting migration and 

fostering local innovation through cultural diversity (Florida, 2005; Ottaviano & Peri, 2006). In 

addition, results point towards the creative function of cultural heritage, as an indirect 

determinant of economic growth (Cerisola, 2019). 

Overall, the findings indicate the potential for cultural heritage to influence socio-

economic rural development in Romania. However, when considering the rather low correlation 

coefficients obtained between the cultural heritage indicators and the socio-economic 

development dimensions, this potential does not seem to be fully valued and exploited at the 

local level. Hence, while the ability of cultural heritage to facilitate socio-economic rural 

development in Romania exists, there are several challenges preventing cultural heritage from 

having a significant impact. These challenges are mainly reflected in the functioning of public 

institutions and their collaboration with the community and the economic sector, the local 

infrastructure and the local attitudes towards the preservation of heritage (Rusu & Florian, 2003; 

Mateoc-Sîrb et al., 2010; Popescu, 2013; Mikulcak et al., 2015; Stan, 2017; Holostencu, 2018). 

In this sense, it could be argued that there is a need for fundamental changes in the socio-

political local structures and attitudes of Romanian rural communities so that significant socio-

economic effects through cultural heritage can be achieved. First, to enhance the potential for 

heritage-led development, public, private institutions and the civil society should work on 

improving their collaboration. Only then they could join forces in elaborating and implementing 

successful cultural heritage preservation and culture based development strategies at the local 

levels. Second, local communities should be educated on the wider socio-economic benefits of 

cultural heritage and encouraged to actively engage in the promotion and preservation of local 

heritage assets. Judging from the results of the analysis, encouraging and promoting the practice 

of traditional arts and crafts seems to be a useful approach in this sense, as the percentage of arts 

workers in a locality was identified to have a significant impact on the attraction and retention of 
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skilled labour. Third, more local and national investments in the rural infrastructure might be 

necessary in order to enable better access to rural areas, so that cultural tourism can develop. 

 
Limitations and future research  
Overall, the research findings and their underlying assumptions are useful in providing a 

basis for confirming the socio-economic implications of cultural heritage and assessing the 

extent to which cultural effects contribute to rural development in Romania. However, it is 

important to note that this empirical analysis is by no means sufficient in inferring a causal 

relation between the cultural variables and the socio-economic development dimensions. In this 

sense, a longitudinal design coupled with more complex statistical methods can provide a more 

accurate view on the type and strength of the relations between cultural heritage and the socio-

economic variables. 

 Moreover, the data availability limitations discussed in the methodology chapter might 

pose some challenges to the accuracy of the results and the assessment of their underlying 

implications. In particular, the measure for the concentration of skilled employment - HC- does 

not perfectly reflect the variations between each region regarding the educational attainment of 

the workforce. Hence, the accuracy of the obtained association between cultural heritage and the 

formation of skilled human capital could be questioned. Similarly, the variable indicating local 

cultural participation - CP - accounts for a very limited spectrum of cultural consumption and it 

does not distinguish between local and extra-local consumption patterns. For this reason, it is 

difficult to identify which of the specific aspects of heritage-related consumption - cultural 

tourism or local cultural participation- accounts for more significant economic effects. 

Considering the wider academic context with regards to the economic values of cultural heritage 

and the peculiarities of the Romanian rural communities, where heritage resources are often not 

valued by locals, it can be assumed that most effects are related to cultural tourism, hence the 

tourists’ contribution to the local GDP. Nonetheless, more evidence is required to reach an 

informed conclusion. Future research in this direction could use disaggregated data to distinguish 

cultural participation associated with tourism from the cultural consumption of local 

communities and analyse their respective effects.  

Moreover, it should be noted that this research is successful in accounting for the 

interdependencies between different aspects of the social dimensions as well as the interaction 

between the social and the economic implications of cultural heritage. More specifically, the 

results show that, by influencing migration trends, cultural heritage generates indirect impacts on 

the formation of skilled human capital, and by influencing the knowledge accumulation 

processes, it contributes to the local economic growth. However, the analysis neglects the 

relation between different values belonging to the economic dimension. More specifically, it 
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does not manage to map out the interdependencies between cultural tourism and the commercial 

potential of heritage goods, so as to assess how and to what extent tourists in-flows contribute to 

the local increase of cultural goods and services consumption, and hence to the performance of 

the local cultural sectors. Future research attempts could cover this aspect for a more accurate 

outlook on the way the socio-economic impact mechanism of cultural heritage is constructed in 

practice. 

 Also due to data unavailability, the social wellbeing dimension was not assessed beyond 

migration and the accumulation of skills and knowledge at the local level. Furthermore, effects 

on the social dimensions were mostly translated in economic terms. That is to say, when 

considering migration, arts and crafts workers were mainly assumed as indicators for innovation 

and economic development opportunities. The effects of cultural heritage on the formation of 

skilled human capital were also indirectly linked to economic growth given that skilled labour 

was found significant for local economic performance. Some mentions of the role of cultural 

heritage in empowering rural communities and enhancing local identities have been made to 

account for potential social implications of the results. Still, more detailed investigations of how 

identities are constructed and asserted within rural communities in Romania are necessary in 

order to confirm such assumptions. In this sense, future research attempts could employ 

alternative measures to capture happiness levels, overall life satisfaction or the quality of social 

interactions within the rural context to obtain more accurate insights into the social implications 

of cultural heritage. To examine the identity-enhancing function of cultural heritage, measures 

such as the sense of belonging to local communities of rural populations might be appropriate.  

 Lastly, considering assumptions regarding the creative function of cultural heritage, more 

focused research in this direction might result in interesting findings. For instance, a potential 

approach could be to study the relation between cultural heritage and the local entrepreneurial 

orientation. 
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Appendix A: Cultural heritage impact dimensions  

Social dimension Human capital formation (Weber, 1904; Bourdieu, 1984, 

1986; Lin, 2001; Walker et al., 2003; Agarwal et al., 2009; 

Kaltenborn et al, 2013, Winter, 2015; Cerisola, 2019; Nared 

& Bole, 2020) 

● Identity: values, attitudes, perceptions and 

behaviours 

● Skills/education 

● Creativity  

● Migration: attracting and/or retaining human capital 

 Empowerment (Jimura, 2011; Ashworth, 2013; Winter, 

2015; Gorlach et al., 2014; Gallou & Fouseki, 2019; Nared 

& Bole, 2020; Chen et al., 2021) 

● Sense of pride over cultural heritage 

● Increased self-confidence 

● Local branding 

● Motivation 

 Social cohesion (Walker et al., 2003; Agarwal et al., 2009; 

Gallou & Fouseki, 2019) 

● Cultural participation 

● Enhanced quality of social interactions 

● Civic engagement 

Economic 

dimension 

Cultural tourism (Ray, 1998; Ashworth, 2013; Anderson, 

2015; Rausch, 2010; Jimura, 2011; Gorlach et al., 2014) 

● Sustained source of income 

● Development of economic performance across 

other related sectors 

● Employment in other related sectors 

 Commercialization of traditional arts and crafts (Ray, 1998; 

Walker et al., 2003; Rausch, 2010; Chen et al., 2021) 

● Sustained source of income 

● Employment in the creative sector 

● Consumption of local products 
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Appendix B:  Pearson Correlation Test  
 CH ArtL CP M  HC IHC GPDpc AvW Enterprise 

CH  1.0000 
 

        

ArtL  0.0542 
 0.7884 
 

1.0000        

CP  0.1969 
 0.3249 
 

0.4977 
0.0083 

1.0000       

M -0.2072 
 0.2997 
 

-0.3308 
 0.0920 

-0.0470 
 0.8161 

1.0000      

HC 0.3872    
0.0460   
  

0.1942 
0.3316 

 0.1260 
 0.5311   

0.1607 
0.4232 

1.0000     

IHC -0.1434   
 0.4754      
 

-0.1093 
 0.5873   

-0.1194  
 0.5532  

0.2969  
0.1326  

0.2598 
0.1907 

1.0000    

GDPpc  0.0761   
 0.7060  
   

-0.0275  
 0.8916 

 0.5015    
 0.0077    

0.2992  
0.1294 

0.2861 
0.1479  

0.1577  
0.4321 

1.0000   

AvW  0.3061  
 0.1205 
 

-0.0953  
 0.6363 

0.1589  
0.4287 

-0.2804  
 0.1566 

0.1795  
0.3702 

-0.2004 
 0.3162 

0.4803 
0.0112 

1.0000  

Enterprise -0.2535  
 0.2020  

-0.0638 
 0.7520 

0.2826 
0.1532    

0.4083 
0.0345 

-0.0619 
 0.7590 

0.0554  
0.7836 

0.6259  
0.0005 
 

0.0736 
0.7153 

1.0000 

Significance: ***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0. 


