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Abstract: In the European political agenda, culture has a key role in sustainable development strat- 12 

egies. In order to frame the possible goals of city transformation processes in a 'green blue' perspec- 13 

tive, it is crucial to understand what possible culture can drive change through new imaginaries 14 

affecting individual and collective actions. In the perspective of the 'Sustainable Development Goals' 15 

of the 2030 Agenda, the cultural and creative sector could support sustainable policies by affecting 16 

individual and collective behavior towards the achievement of ‘common good’.  17 

In the current international scene, collaborations between artists, creatives and researchers on 'green 18 

blue' scenarios are increasing due to recent examples of creative cultural actions for sustainable ur- 19 

ban development, as highlighted by the World Cities Culture Forum in 2018.  20 

On this basis, the paper aims to investigate the first results from the experience ‘Green Blue Days 21 

Youth vision 2030’, in the framework of Green Blue Days, the first forum on systemic sustainability 22 

in Southern Italy. The format promoted the triggering of knowledge and networking processes 23 

among different stakeholders to discuss the objectives of the 2030 Agenda and put into practice a 24 

'culture of sustainability'. The aim is to contribute, through the visions of the new generations, to 25 

define innovative sustainability strategies capable of extending and contaminating research and 26 

production contexts at a national level. 27 

Keywords: cultural and creative communities; sustainable development; commons; UN Sustaina- 28 

bility Goals; cultural heritage. 29 

 30 

1. Introduction 31 

On the European political agenda, culture has assumed a key role in sustainable de- 32 

velopment strategies [1,2]. 33 

In the field of urban planning, cultural strategies and sustainability policies are 34 

closely interrelated thanks to a wealth of both national and regional policy frameworks 35 

[3]. 36 

In order to frame the possible objectives of city transformation processes in a ‘green 37 

blue’ perspective, it is crucial to understand what possible culture can drive change 38 

through new imagery affecting individual and collective actions. In the perspective of the 39 

‘Sustainable Development Goals’ of the 2030 Agenda [4], the cultural and creative sector 40 

could support sustainable policies by affecting individual and collective behavior as well 41 

as the cognitive abilities of the individual. This happens thanks to creativity and talents 42 

that become drivers for: fostering equitable and inclusive quality education (Goal 4); pro- 43 

moting equal opportunities at all levels of decision-making in public life and in the polit- 44 

ical/economic sphere (Goal 5, Target 5.5); implementing social and economic inclusion 45 
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(Goal 10, Target 10.2); guaranteeing public access to information (Goal 16, Target 16.10); 46 

facilitating access to innovations, technologies and scientific discoveries (Goal 17, Target 47 

17.6); promoting and activating public-public, public-private and civil society partner- 48 

ships in general (Goal 17, Target 17.17) thanks also to the different legal forms that are 49 

being experimented in the cultural field  [5,6]. 50 

In this context, cultural and creative policies and practices become innovative inter- 51 

disciplinary approaches for sustainable development [7–10]. Such approaches provide 52 

data, information, models, integrated assessment frameworks, and holistic solutions to 53 

decision-makers, academics, practitioners, and citizens useful in guiding the ecological 54 

transition towards a greener Europe, especially by facilitating the transfer and adoption 55 

of sustainable actions and behaviors by communities [11]. 56 

Furthermore, cultural policies and sectors promote products and services geared to- 57 

wards local development, the creation of decent work, encourage entrepreneurship, crea- 58 

tivity and innovation, and promote the training and growth of micro, small and medium- 59 

sized enterprises, including through access to financial services (Goal 8); they promote the 60 

adoption of clean and environmentally friendly technologies, improving the efficiency of 61 

the resources to be used (Goal 9); they aim at the realization of urban transformations able 62 

to take into account the cultural and natural heritage, to minimize the impacts of urban 63 

agglomerations on the environment, through a participatory approach (Goal 11). 64 

Culture plays a key role in decision-making processes due to its ability to connect 65 

people to their surroundings and to each other, building cohesion, community and collec- 66 

tive action [10]. This is demonstrated by new initiatives such as the New European Bau- 67 

haus that strongly emphasize the role of art, culture and creativity in promoting experi- 68 

mentation and connection within public spaces to build a more sustainable and inclusive 69 

future [12]. 70 

Artists and cultural voices contribute to raising awareness, for example on climate 71 

change, and their work can be a powerful vehicle for mobilization. Cultural institutions 72 

such as museums and libraries thus become platform spaces [13] for listening communi- 73 

ties and centers for multicultural and intergenerational interchange, capacity building and 74 

knowledge sharing through accessibility and public trust. The urban cultural scene is the 75 

context with which to inspire their communities and audiences, resulting in greater public 76 

‘engagement’ in ‘green blue’ issues. 77 

These processes should be evaluated and monitored by means of innovative deci- 78 

sion-support tools for a ‘cultural’ and sustainable planning of territories [14,15]. Among 79 

the various toolkits fielded at the international level, the latest tool developed by UNESCO 80 

is the framework ‘Thematic Indicators for Culture in the 2030 Agenda’ [16] whose main 81 

objective is to monitor the contribution of culture and the enhancement of cultural herit- 82 

age in the implementation of the SDGs.  83 

Cultural heritage, in fact, preserves people’s local histories and knowledge (what the 84 

Paris Agreement calls ‘endogenous technologies’) and demonstrates the causes of histor- 85 

ical changes and how people have adapted to them [17].  86 

This adaptive capacity depends on balancing and integrating natural and cultural 87 

values by showing the connections between the ecological and social functions of spaces 88 

[18] and promoting environmentally friendly lifestyles. The fundamental characteristics 89 

of the integration of natural and cultural values for sustainable urban development is to 90 

build spaces for collective, reflective and resilient ways of acting and thinking about un- 91 

certain futures [19]. 92 

In this perspective, the paper aims to investigate the first results born from the expe- 93 

rience of the Green Blue Days, the first forum on systemic sustainability in Southern Italy. 94 

In particular, the talk ‘Green Blue Days Youth vision 2030’, coordinated by the authors, 95 

promoted the triggering of knowledge and networking processes among associations, in- 96 

stitutions and start-ups of young people aged between 18 and 35 to discuss the objectives 97 

of the 2030 Agenda and put into practice a ‘culture of sustainability’. The aim is to con- 98 

tribute, through the visions of the new generations, to defining innovative sustainability 99 
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strategies capable of extending and contaminating research and production contexts at a 100 

national level and in particular in the territories of Southern Italy [20,21]. 101 

For a concrete and widespread collective action, it becomes essential to affect stake- 102 

holder behavior through an operational and productive interaction between the ‘change 103 

makers’ and the new generations.  104 

In this sense, the contribution tries to ask the following questions to start building a 105 

shared vision of young people on a green blue future:  106 

• What does ‘culture of sustainability’ mean?  107 

• How can we help the communities we interact with understand the meaning of con- 108 

tributions? 109 

• What are the change makers in your network?  110 

• How to ensure the widest participation? 111 

With these questions in mind, the research was structured as follows: Section 2 anal- 112 

yses the literature on the topic of green blue commons and communities; Section 3 de- 113 

scribes the main co-design tools; Section 4 describes the tools and methodological ap- 114 

proach used; Section 5 presents the analysis and description of the results; Section 6 dis- 115 

cusses the opportunities and limitations of the work and presents initial conclusions. 116 

2. The legal concept of 'common goods' and their care: reconstructive profiles 117 

In the current context of strong criticalities represented at a global level by environ- 118 

mental issues related to climate change, the spread of pandemic viruses, as well as socio- 119 

political imbalances caused by recent war events, the need to elaborate shared strategies 120 

capable of empowering individuals as part of a community oriented towards the common 121 

good is evident [22]. 122 

The concept of ‘common good’ has evolved over time and has often been used to 123 

refer to goods useful for the free development of all persons in a community. The Rodotà 124 

Commission has defined them as goods that ‘express a functional utility for the exercise 125 

of fundamental rights and the free development of the person’ [23]. This characteristic has 126 

favored the affirmation of their interpretation as goods accessible to all, regardless of each 127 

person’s economic availability and therefore socially non-excludable. This is why Sacconi 128 

and Ottone [24] propose a definition that includes ‘natural resources, but also artificial 129 

ones (such as the historical-cultural heritage) or physical infrastructures (aqueducts, com- 130 

munication routes), IT resources (internet or other networks), and immaterial ones 131 

(knowledge and the system of relations and communication through which it circulates), 132 

provided that they are qualified by a certain mode of governance and management’. It is 133 

here that the role of public administration becomes important as an enabler of collabora- 134 

tive relations between different actors, belonging to both the public and private sectors, 135 

defining innovative models of circular governance. The potential of multi-stakeholder 136 

networks [25,26] is expressed both in terms of innovation in territorial and social policies 137 

and in terms of actions for the transformation and regeneration of places.  138 

Experiences of urban regeneration carried out in the name of the common good (as a 139 

value) but also for the sake of the common good (as a resource to be guarded and regen- 140 

erated) have demonstrated the validity of cooperative management models, as a ‘third 141 

way’ that overcomes conflicts between public and private interests [27,28] in that they are 142 

based on the recognition of objectives that are superordinate with respect to the hierarchy 143 

of roles and competences that traditionally exist, by cultural convention, between public 144 

subjects, private actors and citizens. Recent experiences of active citizenship and coordi- 145 

nation between administrators, economic, social and cultural actors and citizens represent 146 

practices capable of operationalizing the approach promoted by UNESCO back in 2001, 147 

with the document on the Historic Urban Landscape [29] which emphasized the need to 148 

adopt a systemic perspective for the identification of new governance models, capable of 149 

overcoming the criticalities of bottom-up and top-down processes. In this perspective, the 150 
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responsible involvement of local communities assumes a crucial role in improving the 151 

‘integrated’ quality levels of urban systems (ecological, social and economic levels).  152 

Over the last decade, the concept of the commons has experienced a rise in popularity 153 

that has been as fortunate as it has been turbulent. In many countries it has been the sub- 154 

ject of a rich and intense debate involving scholars from different disciplines [30] and 155 

which almost daily continues to renew itself.  In recent years there has been much dis- 156 

cussion of the commons, and not only in Italy nor only among legal experts, because the 157 

topic is also of interest to economists, political scientists and sociologists in many acade- 158 

mies. 159 

In fact, the outcomes just mentioned today point in the shared direction of a process 160 

of 'institutionalizing' the commons in the name of a just and egalitarian order, based on 161 

access and not on exclusion. 162 

The debate highlights the urgency of including a specific category on 'common 163 

goods' in the civil code, so as to provide adequate protection independent of their owner- 164 

ship, whether public or private. 165 

In this way it is hoped to achieve a 'common' care of goods projected to the general 166 

utility and not of individual holders or owners, so as to place at the center not the interest 167 

of an individual but the universal and general interest of the whole of humanity. 168 

In reality, it is not always clear what exactly is meant by expressions that have now 169 

entered the common lexicon, such as: water as a common good, health as a common good, 170 

the environment as a common good, and again when school, culture, work are defined as 171 

common goods.  172 

Certainly it is an expression that has changed the operating logic of national and in- 173 

ternational legal systems by questioning the existing relationship between legal institu- 174 

tions and the planet  175 

They have allowed the diffusion of the logic of sharing and the dimension of the 176 

common, understood as community, as collective participation in the care of what is of 177 

collective utility. 178 

They have changed the way of understanding the relationship between the world of 179 

people and things, so much so as to arrive at the assertion that it is no longer the objective 180 

characteristics of the good that make it common for a given social group, but it is the par- 181 

ticular relationship between the group and the good (such as to create or strengthen the 182 

social bond between the members of a community) that would lead to considering the 183 

good as common also and above all to protect the interest of future generations.  184 

Wanting to take stock of the current state of the calls for common goods, it must be 185 

noted that there is a very rich framework of reflections, of ideas, of clashes between dif- 186 

ferent and at times opposing opinions, in which it is not easy to find one's bearings [31] 187 

and from which voices are raised urging a more methodologically rigorous definition of 188 

what is meant by 'common goods' [32–34]. 189 

For these reasons, tackling the theme of the commons means untangling variegated 190 

expressions: ‘common’ [27,35], ‘global commons’ [36], ‘new commons’ [37]. These are the 191 

commons as defined by Ostrom [27]. Cf. [30] with reference to Ostrom's fundamental con- 192 

tribution. It is undeniable that the contemporary debate on common goods has started 193 

from concepts and methodologies of investigation that are not juridical, but economic, 194 

and this has influenced subsequent reconstructions and narratives to the extent that it has 195 

induced many to study the subject of common goods taking for granted that they should 196 

be non-excludable and rival things according to the canons of classical economic theory, 197 

only to then exclude their coincidence Cf. [38] "the familiar scheme of classification of goods 198 

widely used in economics, based - as is well known - on the characteristics of (non-)rivalry and 199 

(non-)excludability, if it is adequate to differentiate between private goods, public goods and club 200 

goods, is certainly not adequate to define the nature of common goods". See also, on the cloverleaf 201 

taxonomy of goods, organised around the two concepts borrowed from economic science 202 

of excludability and rivalry, see [39]. On the international debate on commons and com- 203 

mon goods, see the contributions collected in [40].  204 
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Another definition is ‘material commons’ [41,42]. Marella [42] distinguishes the fol- 205 

lowing groups of common goods: tangible goods, intangible goods, the institutions that 206 

provide services instrumental to the enjoyment of social rights, the city and work (infor- 207 

mation and democracy).  208 

Other authors use the expression ‘immaterial commons’. This is a rather heterogene- 209 

ous set of goods that have played a central role in contemporary societies and are currently 210 

the subject of attempts at appropriation for profit. For example, it includes certain tech- 211 

nologies (e.g. software), images of works of art; human genoma; the formulas of particular 212 

drugs to cure pandemics, for which commons theorists would like to see the approval of 213 

disciplines that remove obstacles to the generalized enjoyment of such resources [42]. 214 

Ferrajoli [43,44] talks about ‘social goods’ understood "as any fundamental good that is 215 

the object of social rights", but also about ‘fundamental goods’ [43,44], distinguishing be- 216 

tween patrimonial goods (the object of patrimonial rights, as such available) and funda- 217 

mental goods (the object of fundamental rights, the lesson and disposition of which is 218 

forbidden). The latter, in turn, can be distinguished into personal goods (vital organs of 219 

the body) and common goods (res communes omnium: e.g. air, drinking water, food nec- 220 

essary for nutrition), which belong to all pro indiviso and their protection corresponds to a 221 

common interest). Still other definitions have been ‘public goods’, ‘global public goods’ 222 

[45], ‘civic demesnes’ (according to Cerulli Irelli [30] it is "a category of public property assets 223 

completely ignored by the code and by most of our authors (...) objects of rights of enjoyment and 224 

use, or rather of dominion, imputed to a (generally undifferentiated) collectivity of persons bound 225 

together by an intertwined bond (community of inhabitants) ... The main category of such collective 226 

rights in our legal system (...) is constituted by the so-called civic rights of use, or civic rights of 227 

use, which are not subject to the law but are not subject to the law. d. civic use rights (...) and civic 228 

property or civic use assets (...)”. On this subject see also Vaccarella [46]. 229 

 The denomination ‘collective rights of civic use’ falls within the subject of collective 230 

rights in the strict sense and concerns the subjective legal situations attributed to a terri- 231 

torial community of which the so-called civic uses constitute the best known type. For 232 

details see Marinelli [47]. On the distinction between collective property (also called ‘de- 233 

mani civici’ or ‘civic uses’ in the broad sense) and civic uses see Cerulli Irelli [30], i.e. be- 234 

tween categories that refer to problems that only partly coincide. 235 

It is undeniable that the contemporary debate on the commons has started from con- 236 

cepts and methodologies of investigation that are not juridical, but economic, and this has 237 

influenced subsequent reconstructions and narratives to the extent that it has induced 238 

many to study the subject of the commons taking for granted that it should be a matter of 239 

non-excludable and rival things according to the canons of classical economic theory, only 240 

to then exclude their coincidence. Zamagni said [38] "the familiar scheme of classification of 241 

goods widely used in economics, based - as is well known - on the characteristics of (non-)rivalry 242 

and (non-)excludability, if it is adequate to differentiate between private goods, public goods and 243 

club goods, is certainly not adequate to define the nature of common goods". See also, on the 244 

cloverleaf taxonomy of goods, organized around the two concepts borrowed from eco- 245 

nomic science of excludability and rivalry, see Matte. On the international debate on com- 246 

mons and common goods, see the contributions collected in Omnia sunt communia [40].  247 

With respect to this approach, the description that today is in the majority, and that, 248 

through the so-called 'Rodotà Commission' [23], has been incorporated into a bill, has 249 

taken on a direction: the purely functionalist one, identifying them as those goods that, 250 

regardless of public or private ownership, are characterised by a constraint of destination, 251 

being functional to the realisation of the fundamental rights of all, of present and future 252 

generations (In the given perspective, common goods are understood as 'things that ex- 253 

press functional utility for the exercise of fundamental rights and the free development of 254 

the person'. This is what is stated in Article 1(3)(c) of the proposal formulated by the so- 255 

called 'Rodotà Commission', which lists, among the common goods, "(... ) rivers, streams 256 

and their sources; lakes and other waters; the air; parks as defined by law, forests and wooded areas; 257 
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high-altitude mountain areas, glaciers and perennial snows; shores and stretches of coastline de- 258 

clared an environmental reserve; wildlife and protected flora; archaeological, cultural, environmen- 259 

tal and other protected landscape areas”. Assets, that is, "(...) of non-rivalrous, but exhaustible 260 

consumption (...) which, regardless of their public or private ownership (in reality, almost always 261 

public, except in the case of cultural assets), express functional utilities for the exercise of funda- 262 

mental rights and the free development of persons and of which, therefore, the law must in any case 263 

guarantee collective, direct and universal use, also in favour of future generations" [48].   264 

The jurist's own work of qualification and classification has thus far led to the iden- 265 

tification of common goods with those resources 266 

a. closely related to the community of reference and, in a certain sense, constitutive 267 

of the community itself and the social ties within it 268 

b. managed - or to be managed - collectively, or at least in a participatory manner; 269 

c. regardless of the formal title of ownership (public or private property). 270 

Such a definition thus prescinds from naturalistic data and lends itself to accommo- 271 

dating the outcomes of social practices of creation/individuation of the common.  272 

Assuming urban contexts as a privileged scenario for experimentation, this theme 273 

takes on particular relevance in relation to the care of public space as a common good. The 274 

theme of the urban commons has only rarely been the subject of organic treatment by our 275 

jurists specialized on this theme [49].  276 

The Anglo-American debate, on the other hand, dedicates a wealth of literature - in- 277 

cluding legal literature - to the urban commons: squares, streets, parks, and public gar- 278 

dens are peacefully recognized as commons, insofar as they are part of that public space 279 

in which public opinion or democratic political participation has taken shape. This point 280 

of view is moreover in line with the definition of commons that we have adopted: unde- 281 

niably, public space is functional to the free development of the human personality and 282 

the exercise of fundamental rights. On the basis of these premises, it is also justified to 283 

take care of the aforementioned commons by groups of citizens where local administra- 284 

tions do not or cannot do so. Of course, the reading of urban space as commons is not 285 

neutral from a legal point of view either. On the contrary, it raises issues that are as com- 286 

plex as they are delicate and that directly impact the notion of property that is assumed 287 

to be in force in the current system. Issues that can only be hinted at here [50,51] and which 288 

find their solution in the consideration of the social function of private property.  289 

Particularly where the social function of property is seen in relation to the realisation 290 

of the fundamental rights of others, the qualification of a good as a common good justifies 291 

the recognition of collective rights of access and use [52]. 292 

This is what is most common when social activism translates into actions whose ob- 293 

jective is the restitution to the community of urban resources previously withdrawn from 294 

public access, perhaps as a result of the public-privatist management of urban land, and 295 

which are capable of generating urban commons open to the multitude of singularities 296 

regardless of ties of an ownership or associative nature, hence common resources capable 297 

of redistributing utilities, satisfying essential needs and creating social ties beyond the 298 

narrow confines of the single committee or small community 299 

In Italy, this is what has been concretely experimented thanks to important experi- 300 

ences such as the Teatro Valle Occupato in Rome, and the Ex-Asilo Filangieri in Naples, 301 

recognised as an asset for civic use for open and participatory management. In this case, 302 

with a number of city council resolutions, the Neapolitan administration incorporated the 303 

self-government charter (a form of regulation from below) adopted by the occupying com- 304 

munities. 305 

Although the bill was never approved, the discussion of the commons was translated 306 

into social practices carried out by citizens' associations or spontaneous groups, often even 307 

outside the law. These experiences have contributed to drawing a new head of application 308 

of the commons, identifying in the city and its abandoned or underused spaces the re- 309 

sources to be recovered and administered in a participatory manner, in order to return 310 

them to the community.  311 
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Law understood as ius, in this way, returns to being ars boni et aequi (Digest of Jus- 312 

tinian D. 1.1.pr, Ulp. l 1 inst.), thus breaking away from the positivist idea of law under- 313 

stood as lex.  314 

In tracing the dogmatic coordinates of the subject matter, the doctrine has at times 315 

also resorted to circumstantial historical frameworks and, in particular, paying attention 316 

to Roman models with particular reference to res in publico usu and popular actions 317 

(Giagnorio), especially when referring to urban commons. The new paradigm moves from 318 

the need, on the one hand, to return centrality to the category of use (On the destination 319 

to public use as a qualifying element of the category of common goods, see notes in Ferrari 320 

Zumbini [53]), on the other hand to search for juridical instruments to govern the fruition 321 

of utilities and the protection of the goods that these utilities offer. 322 

 The res in publico uso were goods that could not belong to anyone specifically, as 323 

they belonged to the entire community, but were open to public use, and as such had a 324 

differentiated regime, marked by the protection entrusted to the civis as such (popular 325 

legitimation).  326 

Highlighting, thus, that the qualification of public did not mean, as is often the case 327 

today, belonging to non-private persons, because instead it connoted the common and 328 

free use allowed to individuals (in this sense their distinction from res in patrimony that, 329 

instead, owed their qualification to the subjective criterion of belonging to a public body), 330 

as members of a community. The point, therefore, was not who owned the thing, but who 331 

could act to have his right to its use protected. 332 

Therefore, their destination to a collective function and, as such, removed from the 333 

sphere of patrimonial legal relations appeared decisive [54,55].  334 

The active role of participation and responsibility acknowledged to each civis in the 335 

management of such property was peculiar and decisive [56]. 336 

They could be, that is, exercisable by anyone (quivis ex de populo), for the defence of 337 

the common interest [57], but also jointly by the individual, holder of a specific and per- 338 

sonal interest. (The clearest testimony is given by D. 43.8.2.2 (Ulp. 68 ad ed.): Et tam publicis 339 

utilitatibus quam privatorum per hoc prospicitur. Loca enim publica utique privatorum usibus 340 

deserviunt, iure scilicet civitatis, non quasi propria cuiusque et tantum iuris habemus, quantum 341 

quilibet ex populo ad prohibendum habet; propter quod si quod forte in publico fiet, quod ad privati 342 

damnum redunt: prohibitorio interdicto potest conveniri, propter quam rem hoc interdictum pro- 343 

positum est. In particular, according to Fiorentini [58] 'the ius optinendi and ius prohibendi 344 

would constitute an application of that golden rule according to which my right stops where yours 345 

begins').  346 

The focal point of the treatment was, therefore, the category of utilitas, which could 347 

concern either the community as a whole, or the individual, belonging to the community, 348 

or the individual bearer of an interest exclusively his own.  349 

When utilitas could be traced to an interest of the community or of individuals, as its 350 

components, the good was always to be safeguarded in its function, and the private indi- 351 

vidual was not permitted to alter its nature and destination.  352 

The historical approach outlined allows us to understand the underlying logic of our 353 

legal tradition, recovered from which the debate on certain current trends seems to hap- 354 

pily reconnect with the past.   355 

It is evident, in fact, that the empirical and pragmatic approach with which Roman 356 

jurists tackled legal issues could today allow us to escape the impasse of today's law, di- 357 

recting it towards an axiological connection with reality without being circumscribed in 358 

formal legality.  359 

The involvement of the citizen, an actor in the defence of res publicae in publico usu 360 

(and of the collective salubritas) [59] would indeed be consistent with all those proposals 361 

aimed at strengthening democratic participation in the care and management of the com- 362 

mons [60]. It is no coincidence that participation is now central to the experience of inter- 363 

national environmental law. known as participatory or commons regulations. For a more 364 
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in-depth study of the subject, some hypotheses of popular action provided for in the Chil- 365 

ean "Codigo Civil" of 1855 are also based on the Romanist experience, concerning, among 366 

other things, the care of places of public use, as recalled by Miglietta [61] and, most re- 367 

cently, by Caielli [62], on the basis of a reciprocity relationship between the identification 368 

of the common quality of an asset and the emergence of a community that precisely in the 369 

accessible and collective use and enjoyment of that asset recognises itself as such, accord- 370 

ing to the paradigm of horizontal subsidiarity (art. 18 paragraph 4 of the Italian Constitu- 371 

tion). 372 

The turning point today therefore seems to be the adoption of a new model for the 373 

management of common goods, public but not of a state-bureaucratic type, but demo- 374 

cratic-participatory, which truly corresponds to the interests of the citizen. 375 

Therefore, today we are witnessing, in the absence of a national legislative frame- 376 

work, a normative translation of the logic of participation and caring into municipal reg- 377 

ulations for the shared management and regeneration of the urban commons, thus en- 378 

hancing civic autonomy [63].  379 

If it is now possible to officially legitimise citizens' initiative, this must not be inter- 380 

preted either as a concession (citizens can do something because they are allowed to do 381 

it), or as a form of retreat of public power from its duties or an instrument of instrumental 382 

outsourcing to reduce the costs of a service, nor even as an opportunity for the inhabitants 383 

of a given territory to freely substitute themselves for the public function. On the contrary, 384 

this recognition must be understood as an instrument that allows different subjects, but 385 

all belonging to the same community, including today the public administration, to coop- 386 

erate with each other in the general interest. 387 

 388 

 389 

Rethinking governance models from an inclusive and participatory perspective 390 

means regenerating trust between individuals, identifying in it a ‘glue value’ (Cerreta & 391 

Panaro, 2017; Fusco Girard, 2020) for the community, on which to refund a sense of col- 392 

lective identity and belonging, capable of being at the same time also a driver of develop- 393 

ment and regeneration for territories, starting from the renewed organizational capacity 394 

of a given community [66].   395 

Starting from the assumption that civic values underpin sustainable and lasting local 396 

development [67], it is fundamental to understand under what conditions virtuous and 397 

symbiotic processes are triggered between human and social capital regeneration, physi- 398 

cal regeneration and economic benefits, i.e., how it is possible to activate processes capable 399 

of generating value in the different dimensions [68].  400 

In this perspective, the interpretation of the user as a prosumer, i.e. an individual 401 

capable of being a producer as well as a user of places, contributing to co-production ac- 402 

tions, is becoming increasingly consolidated [69,70] of values and services in which the 403 

responsibility to act ‘on a common good for the common good’ widens to an intergenera- 404 

tional perspective capable of also encompassing the needs of future generations [71]. The 405 

concept of co-production [72–74] also addressed by Ostrom [75], becomes fundamental 406 

for projecting the role of institutions and the Third Sector in a logic of commonality in 407 

which the boundary between providers and recipients is reduced in favor of a dimension 408 

of collective responsibility and equally distributed among the various actors. 409 

In the broad and varied context of active citizenship experiences, green and blue com- 410 

munities are emerging as virtuous practices capable of operationalizing at a local level the 411 

strategies defined and recognized in European and international contexts. This im- 412 

portance is also confirmed in the proposal of ‘Integrated Ecology’ outlined by Pope Fran- 413 

cis in the Encyclical Laudato Si (Pope Francis, 2015)as the ethical, cultural, political and 414 

institutional basis for many of the actions in the environmental and economic fields, and 415 

which is realized through ‘care for the Common Home’.   416 
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The ‘humanization of care’ [77] is at the center of the international debate for a sus- 417 

tainable future in which the well-being of citizens is at the heart of policies and strategies 418 

for territorial development and circular regeneration [78–80]. 419 

Taking urban contexts as a privileged scenario for experimentation, this theme takes 420 

on particular relevance when considered in relation to the care of public space as a com- 421 

mon good. 422 

Places of care’ play an important role and it is increasingly necessary for urban plan- 423 

ning to aim at building an ‘environment of health’, bearing in mind the close correlation 424 

between individual and collective wellbeing, education on shared values and the config- 425 

uration of space. 426 

The progressive degradation of living places, especially in Southern Italy, has led to 427 

a distancing between public space and local communities, with the consequent loss of 428 

identity values. This condition highlights the need and urgency to invest in existing know- 429 

how by analyzing the needs expressed and values shared by citizens in order to transform 430 

them into opportunities for local growth. 431 

Green communities’ are the perfect tool for rethinking the social and economic model 432 

of action for territories [81] because they are conceived, already at their inception [82]as a 433 

mode of engagement on a territorial scale that requires collaboration between different 434 

territorial authorities for the definition of development policies and strategies. 435 

They are a reflection of the innovative scope represented by Law 221, the first law on 436 

the green economy, with which Italy was among the first European countries to commit 437 

to following up on the Paris Cop21 agreements and in which the interconnection between 438 

the environmental crisis, the social crisis and the economic crisis clearly emerges with the 439 

consequent need to identify integrated management tools.  Green Communities repre- 440 

sent the new frontier of a civic activism that is aware and responsible with respect to local 441 

problems of global scope, and for this reason capable of immersing itself in the instances 442 

of the contemporary world with a critical and reactive spirit. Article 72 of the ‘National 443 

Strategy of Green Communities’ (Official Gazette of the Italian Republic, 2015) recognizes 444 

as ‘main resources’ water, forests and landscape - resources qualified par excellence as 445 

common goods - whose care and shared management open ‘a new subsidiary and ex- 446 

change relationship with urban and metropolitan communities, so as to be able to set up, 447 

in the green economy phase, a sustainable development plan’. (Official Gazette of the 448 

Italian Republic, 2015). 449 

It is evident how the reality of Green Communities is transversal and potentially re- 450 

solving instances pertaining to different spheres and, for this reason, is considered as a 451 

mother category with respect to the more specific experiences, which fall under it, of ‘En- 452 

ergy Communities’ and ‘Community Cooperatives’.  453 

While it is true that the first and very numerous cases of self-organized communities 454 

have achieved successful results with the existing material and economic (as well as hu- 455 

man) resources, it is also true that if one aims at a real enabling of participatory manage- 456 

ment models, and thus at their concrete impact on the territories [83], it is necessary that 457 

institutional recognition and formalization be followed by the support of adequate imple- 458 

mentation tools and infrastructures [84].  459 

For this reason, this research focuses on ‘Green Blue Communities’, taking on the 460 

definition proposed in 2020 by the GEDI Editorial Group for the launch of their content 461 

hub ‘Green&Blue’ in which green represents the colour of the environment that meets 462 

science and economics - blue - intruding on the one hand young generations concerned 463 

about the future of the planet and on the other hand companies that do research and pro- 464 

pose innovative solutions [85]. This message has been taken up and deepened within the 465 

Green Blue Days project in which the concept of systemic sustainability permeates an in- 466 

tegrated vision aimed at ‘promoting, developing and determining, through synergic in- 467 

teraction, research, technological innovation, industrial production and the social well- 468 

being of the territory’ (Green Blue Days Association, 2021). 469 
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Communities, in order to be green, must also be smart, but this is a condition that 470 

takes place outside of their will and activism and concerns the responsibility of institu- 471 

tions and large businesses in managing investments, finding new forms of partnership 472 

and new financing models.  473 

Only by taking this perspective, in which digital technologies support (and in many 474 

cases accelerate) sustainable development processes, is it possible to interpret Green Com- 475 

munities as a concrete opportunity to reconnect people, communities and places in a per- 476 

spective of long-term sustainability. 477 

Completing the framework introduced by Law 221 is the bonus recognized to mu- 478 

nicipalities ‘that systematically use environmental and urban accounting systems and in- 479 

novative forms of reporting on administrative action’ (Article 70). The importance is there- 480 

fore recognized of adopting tools with the dual objective of both monitoring and evaluat- 481 

ing the effectiveness and efficiency of the policies and actions undertaken, and of support- 482 

ing the analysis of the status quo with respect to the different forms of existing capital 483 

(physical-environmental, natural, economic, social, human, cultural). Adopting evalua- 484 

tion and monitoring systems helps to make the decision-making process clearer and more 485 

transparent, because it is supported by objective data obtained scientifically and from re- 486 

liable sources. Moreover, evaluation tools are increasingly taking on the role of facilitators 487 

of dialogue between different parties, supporting inclusive and participatory co-design 488 

processes.  489 

By involving users in the decision-making process even before the management pro- 490 

cess, it is possible to create the conditions for rebuilding links between individuals, pro- 491 

ducing and developing social capital, integration, a sense of belonging [87]. 492 

To this end, the ‘Green Blue Days Youth vision 2030’ experience identified co-design- 493 

ing tools as the starting point for drawing up shared development scenarios, starting from 494 

the needs expressed by the stakeholders involved.  To this end, in the proposed method- 495 

ology (see paragraph 4) for the definition of a youth plan on the goals of the 2030 Agenda, 496 

digital technologies were used in three different moments and with different ways of in- 497 

volving the stakeholders. Firstly, the ‘Green Blue young survey’, elaborated and distrib- 498 

uted through Google Form after the first co-design phase, to assess respondents’ sensitiv- 499 

ity, awareness and involvement in collaborative co-design processes for sustainable de- 500 

velopment. Secondly, the use of digital platforms (such as Zoom, Meet, Skype) for the 501 

management of online Focus Groups, organized periodically during the first and fourth 502 

phases of the methodology (see section 4) in order to share objectives and contents of the 503 

talks respectively related to the first and second Green Blue Days event in 2022 (Green 504 

Blue Days Association, 2022). Finally, during the first and second event, media support in 505 

facilitating interaction during the talks with remotely connected individuals and opening 506 

participation to a wider audience. 507 

3. Materials and methods 508 

The ‘Green Blue Days Youth vision 2030’ experience was aimed at triggering pro- 509 

cesses of knowledge sharing and elaboration of proposals within a network of associa- 510 

tions, institutions and start-ups at national and local level in order to discuss the objectives 511 

of the 2030 Agenda and put into practice a ‘culture of sustainability’.  512 

The invitation was to contribute cross-generational visions in defining innovative 513 

sustainability strategies capable of extending and contaminating research and production 514 

contexts at a national level and particularly in the territories of Southern Italy. 515 

The final impact is intended to be on stakeholder behavior through an operational 516 

and productive interaction between the ‘change makers’ - the actors of change - and the 517 

new generations called upon to answer a set of exploratory questions. 518 

To this aim, the methodology adopted was based on the use of co-design tools. In the 519 

context of urban management, co-design refers to a way of constructing, entrusting and 520 

managing social initiatives and interventions through a partnership between public ad- 521 

ministration and private social actors [89]. 522 
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The term is now often used in different processes that have in common the active 523 

involvement of stakeholders and actors interested in a given topic or development. 524 

Co-designing techniques enable participants to make a general context analysis of 525 

certain aspects that may be socio-economic and cultural, but also consider the territory as 526 

an essential element to be considered in the project proposal by analyzing and assessing 527 

the needs, problems and criticalities present with reference to the theme and intervention 528 

to be defined. 529 

Co-design methods have a special place in the field of sustainability as they allow a 530 

fundamental dimension of sustainability to be grasped: the participatory dimension. 531 

Since the Rio+ Earth Summit and the Aarhus Declaration [90], participation is re- 532 

ferred to as one of the integrated elements of environmental protection, land stewardship 533 

and the socio-cultural heritage of a community. 534 

Since then, several authors have proposed models to frame participation within ‘sus- 535 

tainability’. 536 

Alisa (D’Alisa, 2007) in this sense proposed a concentric model in which he adds the 537 

dimension of democratic participation to the classical dimensions of sustainability (envi- 538 

ronmental, social, economic) as shown in Figure 1. In this model, the dimensions are 539 

placed concentrically to signal a scale of importance when it comes to sustainability. 540 

 541 

 542 

Figure 1. Dimensions of sustainability with the dimension of democratic participation. Source: au- 543 
thors’ elaboration of D’Alisa, 2007 544 

The distinguishing feature that distinguishes co-design from a simple participatory 545 

experience lies in the fact that it follows a careful and precise methodology that is gener- 546 

ally chosen according to the topic to be addressed, the type of project to be implemented, 547 

the number of participants at the co-design table [92]. 548 

To date, several experiences of co-design can be found in the literature, for the recov- 549 

ery, valorization and circular regeneration of social, environmental and cultural spaces 550 

and heritages: they can be found both in Italy [93–95] than abroad [96]. 551 

In the experience of the Green Blue Days talks, which focused on applying co-design 552 

in the field of sustainability, two particular methodologies were tried out at the co-design 553 

tables: the Talanoa dialogue and the World Café. 554 

The former is taken from a traditional Fijian practice that was later repurposed for 555 

extended stakeholder involvement in international climate negotiations [97,98]. 556 

The second is a collective survey method developed by Juanita Brown and David 557 

Isaac [99] based on informality, simplicity and flexibility, which, however, lends itself well 558 

to complex issues as it is a methodology rooted in the philosophy of organizational 559 

change, Adaptive Complex Systems and Chaos Theory [99]. Both methods seek to create 560 
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environments in which the shared activity and inter-subjectivity of participants enable 561 

positive responses to problems and challenges. 562 

In the following paragraphs, a description of the individual methodologies and their 563 

combined application in the co-design sessions during ‘Green Blue Days Youth vision 564 

2030’ will be given.  565 

3.1 World Café  566 

The World-Café is a collective survey method suitable for groups of 12 to 2,000 par- 567 

ticipants (Brown, Isaacs, 2010). It takes the form of a structured conversation process 568 

aimed at facilitating an open and informal discussion. The World Café [99] is based on the 569 

theoretical assumption that participants’ contributions can be maximized by the dynamics 570 

of action, the informality of dialogue and the freedom of expression. The technique is an 571 

‘incremental and circular discussion’ that is completed and enriched by the rotation of 572 

participants at regular time intervals. 573 

Its function is to activate links between ideas within a larger group to access the ‘col- 574 

lective intelligence’ of participants and to understand/learn multiple points of view. The 575 

format of the World-Café is primarily that of an open forum for creative thinking. 576 

After defining a main purpose or question, a target group is chosen and possibly a 577 

maximum number of participants: in a vision within the open-innovation paradigm [101] 578 

the more varied the type of participants, the richer the possibility of idea generation.  579 

The performance space of a World Café should evoke both informality and intimacy 580 

- usually tables seating 4-6 people are arranged randomly. Each co-design table represents 581 

a sub-topic of the main topic: each table can be associated with a moderator and generally 582 

rotating all participants within the session must attend each table at least once [102]. 583 

The duration of a session is from 45 minutes to 3 hours [103]. 584 

The method is particularly effective in heterogeneous and mixed groups of partici- 585 

pants who are interested in a common theme. 586 

3.2 The Talanoa Dialogue 587 

  ‘Talanoa’ corresponds to a traditional word used in Fiji and throughout the Pacific 588 

to refer to an inclusive, participatory and transparent dialogue process (UNFCCC, 2018).  589 

The term generically refers to a conversation, conversation, exchange of ideas and is 590 

shared between Tongans, Samoans and Fijians.   591 

    In peaceful culture, Talanoa dialogue can be formal or informal and can be used 592 

for different purposes: teaching a skill, sharing ideas, solving problems, building and 593 

maintaining relationships and gathering information [104]. The purpose of Talanoa is to 594 

share stories, build empathy and make wise decisions for the collective good.  The Ta- 595 

lanoa process involves sharing ideas, skills and experience. 596 

During the process, participants build a foundation of trust through empathy, un- 597 

derstanding and active listening: the attribution of blame is not compatible with the build- 598 

ing of mutual trust and respect, and thus at odds with the Talanoa concept. Rather, Ta- 599 

lanoa promotes inclusion and dialogue, creating a safe space that embraces mutual respect 600 

in order to provide participants with a platform for decision-making geared towards a 601 

greater collective common good. 602 

As of 2017, i.e. COP 23, the Talanoa dialogue is also one of the methodologies used 603 

in the Conferences of the Parties during international climate negotiations to arrive at a 604 

common solution involving the participation of all parties. 605 

Drawing on the indigenous tradition of the Fiji Islands, it is based on three questions: 606 

1.  ‘Where are we?’ Where are we? 607 

The purpose of this question is to identify the state of the art and the point from which 608 

the resolution of the problem wants to start.  609 

2. ‘Where do we want to go?’ Where do we want to go? 610 

This question is aimed at establishing the objectives and desires  611 
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3. ‘How do we get there?’ How do we get there? 612 

This question is aimed at establishing the strategy and methodology to achieve the 613 

objectives set. 614 

Typically, a Talanoa session consists of an initial knowledge-sharing phase where, 615 

following a talk by an expert, participants begin a discussion on the topic, and a second 616 

elaborative phase where participants divide into co-design tables to answer the 3 guiding 617 

questions. 618 

3.3 Methodological Approach  619 

Starting from these reflections, the research considers dimensions, criteria and ac- 620 

tions for the definition of a youth plan on the 2030 Agenda goals with a focus on the dec- 621 

lination made by UNESCO in the document ‘Culture 2030 indicators’. [16]. 622 

The ‘Green Blue Youth Vision 2030’ approach (Figure 2) aims at analyzing the differ- 623 

ent multidimensional components of possible innovative cultural alternatives by empha- 624 

sizing the potential of the proposals of young people under 35 in terms of social, environ- 625 

mental and economic impacts. 626 

The methodological proposal was divided into the following stages:  627 

1. Identification of the problem and definition of shared objectives; 628 

2. Co-design I; 629 

3. Survey structuring;  630 

4. Analysis of preferences detected; 631 

5. Co-design II.  632 

The methodological approach explores the synergy between the cultural proposals 633 

of young professionals, activists and researchers under 35 by transforming the different 634 

dimensions of the UNESCO Culture 2030 tool into alternatives to be submitted to the di- 635 

rect and potential beneficiaries of the Green Blue Days. 636 
 637 

Figure 2. ‘Green Blue Youth Vision 2030’ approach. Source: Authors’ elaboration 638 

Phase 1 was structured through a deliberative process [105] which involved numer- 639 

ous focus groups [106,107] online oriented to the construction of the talk tables during the 640 

first edition of Green Blue Days (Green Blue Days Association, 2021). These focus groups 641 

made it possible to involve in a hybrid mode (through the use of digital platforms such as 642 

Zoom, Meet, Skype) various exponents of youth movements on sustainable development 643 

and climate change as well as experts on these issues understood as ‘change makers’.  644 

From this collaborative process of interaction with stakeholders, the problem was 645 

identified and shared objectives were agreed upon: to build a common vision of a ‘culture 646 
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of sustainability’; to define the main facilitators of change; to analyze the most suitable 647 

actions and tools for broad participation and more effective social inclusion. 648 

Thanks to this first phase of confrontation, useful questions for the co-design phase 649 

were elaborated: 650 

1. What do you mean by a culture of sustainability? How do we help the communities 651 

we interact with understand the meaning of contributions? 652 

2. Who are the change makers in your network? How do you ensure the widest partic- 653 

ipation? 654 

3. What do you expect from Green Blue Days? How to include different communities 655 

and cultures? 656 

Following the elaboration of the shared strategy, three thematic working tables were 657 

set up in phase 2 ‘Co-design I’. Through the tool of the co-design tables (Figure 3) struc- 658 

tured according to three thematic groups on the above-mentioned questions, this net- 659 

working process was triggered between activists, researchers, under-35 professionals and 660 

‘change makers’ for a ‘Green Blue’ youth plan. Each group worked on a specific question 661 

for about 45 minutes and then switched tables so that all participants could give their 662 

input on each of the three topics. The facilitators summarized the issues that emerged 663 

from the work of each group so that the discussion was incremental and circular. The two 664 

approaches used - the World café method and the Talanoa Dialogue - made it possible to 665 

define the changes on the theme of sustainability through the needs and proposals arising 666 

from the discussion between the younger generation and experts. The mixed method was 667 

also amplified by the use of the media, which made it possible to communicate the pro- 668 

posals to a wide audience in real time.  669 
 670 

Figure 3. Green Blue Days 2021 co-design tables. Source: (Green Blue Days Association, 2021) 671 

From the results of the co-design tables (Co-design I) emerged visions, approaches 672 

and project actions that became the alternatives of the survey carried out in step 3. These 673 

alternatives are framed within certain dimensions and criteria of the UNESCO Culture 674 

2030 document (Figure 4) selected on the basis of the deliberative process that involved 675 

the various stakeholders concerned (young people under 35 and ‘change makers’). 676 

In particular, for the alternatives that emerged from Table 1 on the subject of ‘culture 677 

of sustainability’, reference is made to the ‘Environment & resilience’ dimension, which 678 

assesses both the level of sustainable management of tangible and intangible cultural and 679 

natural heritage and the physical/spatial aspects of the quality of the urban environment, 680 

including public spaces and cultural infrastructures. Within this dimension, the following 681 

criteria were selected:  682 

Sustainable Management of Heritage;  683 

Climate adaptation & resilience;  684 

5. ‘Open space for culture’. 685 
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For Table 2, on Actions for a Green Blue Future, we emphasize the crucial importance 686 

of the Knowledge & Skills dimension, which is geared towards assessing the understand- 687 

ing of sustainable development and the transmission of cultural values, as well as the pri- 688 

ority given to cultural training and the promotion of skills and competences in the creative 689 

sectors. In this context, the following criteria were selected:  690 

13. ‘Education for Sustainable Development;  691 

14. ‘Cultural knowledge. 692 

Concerning Table 3 on methods and strategies for community involvement, the the- 693 

matic dimension ‘Inclusion and Participation’ provides a framework on the contribution 694 

of culture to building social cohesion and promoting inclusion and participation by as- 695 

sessing in particular the possibility of people to access culture and at the same time the 696 

capacity of culture to stimulate the effective engagement of local communities in public 697 

life. Within this theme, the criteria selected are:  698 

20. ‘Access to culture’;  699 

Participatory processes. 700 

Based on this context, the survey (Step 3), constructed with the help of the google 701 

form software, was structured through the Delphi method [108,109], an iterative survey 702 

method that allowed, through the consultation of a group of social actors, to collect com- 703 

mon and divergent points of view.  704 

The processing of structured questionnaires on a Likert scale [110], concern about 70 705 

subjects classified by type of activity carried out, age, area of belonging and experience in 706 

the field of sustainable development. 707 

Figure 4. Dimensions and criteria of the UNESCO Culture 2030 Indicators document. 708 
Source: elaboration by the authors of the UNESCO Culture 2030 Indicators document 709 
 710 
The sections of the questionnaire were divided according to the Talanoa Dialogue: 711 

1. Where are we?  712 
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What do you think is the current state of play on the topic ‘culture of sustainability’? 713 

Who are the ‘change makers’ in your network? 714 

2. Where do we want to go?   715 

What actions do you think are most effective for the Green Blue future? What possi- 716 

ble goals for the Green Blue Days project? 717 

3. How do we get there?   718 

What are the strategies and methods to help the communities we interact with un- 719 

derstand the meaning of contributions?  720 

The questions were developed through the stated preference (SP) method [111] 721 

which was operationalized by the Green Blue young survey 722 

(https://forms.gle/xBurx9fq4T8UsGX48). 723 

SP methods are particularly useful for assessing individuals’ demand for non-market 724 

goods. They were used to understand how the preferences of the beneficiaries of Green 725 

Blue Days can improve the dissemination of the 2030 Agenda goals through culture. The 726 

SP survey targeted direct users of Green Blue Days (direct beneficiaries) and people inter- 727 

ested or involved in similar sustainable practices (potential beneficiaries). 728 

The objectives of the survey are to:  729 

1. Score the selected alternatives according to the preferences that can be expressed 730 

through the 5-point Likert scale;  731 

2. Assessing how much weight a person attaches to collaborative co-design processes 732 

for sustainable development;  733 

3. Survey how many stakeholders are involved or have been involved in co-design ex- 734 

periences for sustainability;  735 

4. Understand what the role of training organizations can be in the transition to ‘green 736 

blue’ development. 737 

In order to bring out the potential of local community relations to increase actions, 738 

tools and practices for sustainable development, the results of the survey were analyzed 739 

in Phase 4 (Analysis of surveyed preferences). In the last phase of the research (Phase 5 - 740 

Co-design II), the survey results were used as a basis for discussion for the second Green 741 

Blue Days talk (2022) on the topic of ‘Caring for the Common Home’.  742 

In this phase, the questions already presented in the questionnaire were refined and 743 

reshaped on the basis of the trends that emerged from the questionnaire, in order to obtain 744 

more specific and in-depth information from the participants of the co-design tables of the 745 

second talk of the Green Blue Days 2022. As in the first co-design phase, periodic focus 746 

groups were organized in hybrid mode (thanks to the use of digital platforms such as 747 

Zoom, Meet, Skype) in order to share the objectives and contents of the second talk of the 748 

Green Blue Days (2022), starting from the main trends that emerged from the analysis of 749 

the survey. 750 

During the talk, three working tables were set up structured according to thematic 751 

groups corresponding to the three co-design questions (Table 1), as provided by the Ta- 752 

lanoa method:  753 

Table 1. Structure of co-design tables  754 

Table 1 

The state of the art 

Where are we? 

Table 2 

Goals/objectives 

Where do we want to 

go? 

Table 3 

Method and strategy 

How do we get there? 

What meaning do you at-

tach to the valorization of 

cultural heritage as a 

‘common good’? 

Do you consider yourself 

a change maker or are 

How do you think the 

Green Blue Days project 

contributes to sustaina-

ble development goals? 

How can we help the com-

munities we interact with to 

value cultural heritage? 

How can cultural and crea-

tive enterprises contribute to 

https://forms.gle/xBurx9fq4T8UsGX48
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you in contact with peo-

ple you consider to be 

such? 

If yes, what kind of pro-

ject initiative are you/they 

involved in? 

the care and reuse of cultural 

heritage? 

What are other forms of en-

terprise/management/organi-

zation that can contribute to 

the enhancement of cultural 

heritage? 

 755 
The next section brings together the preliminary results of the outputs of the co-de- 756 

sign tables and the SP survey. 757 

4. Results 758 

The results were interpreted as the first step in a phase of listening to the territory in 759 

order to map the needs of young people on the theme of ‘culture for sustainability’, on the 760 

one hand by systematizing all the human resources already active, fostering the creation 761 

of networks and virtuous relations, and on the other by identifying shared objectives for 762 

a ‘green blue’ youth action plan on a common development vision. The deliberative pro- 763 

cess that was activated made it possible to experiment a decision-making process that 764 

fostered dialogue between citizens, experts, creative young people and activists by raising 765 

awareness among old and new generations through knowledge and information activi- 766 

ties. 767 

The next section brings together in summary form the outputs of both the 2021 and 768 

2022 co-design tables and the results of the SP survey with an initial statistical review. 769 

4.1 Output from co-design tables  770 

Starting from the methodological approach (Section 4.3), the results of the co-design 771 

tables were interpreted according to the dimensions and criteria selected by the UNESCO 772 

document Culture 2030. In particular, Table 2 summarizes the results of the co-design ta- 773 

bles for the year 2021: the UNESCO dimensions correspond to the three thematic working 774 

tables; the UNESCO criteria categorize the ‘Green Blue Youth Vision 2030’ proposals col- 775 

lected during the ‘Co-design I’ phase. 776 

The resulting discussion elements made it possible to construct an initial youth action 777 

plan/manifesto for a new ‘culture of sustainability’.  778 

Table 2. Mapping of results according to UNESCO Culture 2030 dimensions. 779 

UNESCO Culture 2030 

dimensions 

UNESCO Culture 2030 Criteria  

(‘Green Blue Youth Vision 2030’) 

Environment & Resili-

ence (Table 1) 

1. Sustainable Management of heritage 

Culture of reuse through sustainable modes of production 

and consumption 

Impact on the territory 

Integral human development 

Promoting innovative tools for governance of the common 

good 

Giving confidence to young people and the Third Sector  

Cooperative formula as a winner 

Role of Co-management 

2. Climate adaptation & resilience 

Culture of ‘energy transition from below’ 

Development of formal strategic instruments (Green pact) 

Supporting and guaranteeing the right to health through 

actions with a reduced environmental impact 
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Profitable but land-friendly economy (e.g. zero-km prod-

ucts) 

3. Open space for culture 

Network of micro ecosystems of innovation and change in 

collective spaces 

Fostering collaborative relationships between different 

stakeholders 

Transforming ‘public’ space into ‘collective’ space 

Putting people at the center in the confrontation between 

public, private and third sector actors 

Going beyond the ownership of an asset and enhancing its 

social function 

Knowledge & Skills 

(Table 2) 

1. Education for Sustainable Development 

Encouraging the digitization of processes 

Strengthening ‘green blue’ skills 

Defining Co-education Pathways 

Promoting the professionalization of culture 

Encouraging diversification of economies 

Young people learning to develop projects and business 

plans 

2. Cultural knowledge 

Think global and act local 

Campaign - Awareness-raising 

Hacking - Disruptive Innovation 

Awareness, beauty, competitiveness 

Gift, trust, public happiness (Genovesi Civil Economy) 

Capillary culture to grow communities like the travelling 

theatre CREST 

Giving continuity to experiences 

Inclusion & Participa-

tion  

(Table 3) 

1. Access to culture 

Supporting and guaranteeing access to culture 

Supporting and ensuring the use of digital technologies 

2. Participatory processes 

Reducing margins 

Including and integrating the weakest groups 

Activation of projects 

Promoting forms of entrepreneurship related to the Third 

Sector  

CCI generate beauty and social inclusion like murals in the 

suburbs 

Suburbs as cultural heritage of the future 

Subsidiarity principle of the Constitution 

Process of liberation of the individual through work 

People, places and communities  

Youth employment at the center of processes 

Synergy between actors in the area 

 780 
Similarly, Table 3 (see Appendix A) shows the results for the year 2022. In the year 781 

2022, the methodological structure remained the same, but the guiding questions for the 782 

three co-design tables were changed. The composition of the tables in terms of the types 783 

of participants is similar, although the geographical reference context was changed, as the 784 
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co-design activities were carried out in another city (Taranto). The results of the discus- 785 

sions at the tables are reported in full in Appendix A. 786 

Furthermore, through a frequency analysis, the keywords suggested most by partic- 787 

ipants in the two co-design editions (2021 and 2022) were made explicit through the 788 

graphical representation in the Figure 5. 789 
  790 

 791 

Figure 5. Tag Cloud of keywords received from the tables. Source: Authors’ elaboration 792 

4.2. Survey data analysis 793 

The survey profiled and forwarded during Step 3 gathered a total of 67 responses. 794 

Figure 6 and Figure 7 show respectively the distribution by geographical cluster 795 

North, Centre, South, Abroad, and by population of the urban household. 796 

 797 
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Figure 6. Geographical distribution of respondents in the distinction North, Centre, 800 
South. Source: Authors’ elaboration 801 
 802 

 803 
 804 
 805 
 806 
 807 
 808 
 809 
 810 
 811 
 812 
 813 
 814 
 815 
 816 
 817 

Figure 7. Distribution of respondents per housing cluster. Source: Authors’ elaboration 818 
 819 

The results show that almost half of the respondents come from Southern (47.8 %) 820 

Italy, a third from Northern Italy (37.3 %) and the remainder from Central Italy (13.4 %). 821 

Furthermore, about half claim to come from agglomerations with more than 500,000 822 

(47.8 %) inhabitants, and in second order from cities and small towns (20.4 %). 823 

Figure 8 shows a clustering by age and Figure 9 by profession. 824 

 825 
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 826 
 827 
Figure 8. Distribution of respondents by age. Source: Authors’ elaboration 828 
 829 

The graphs show that the largest respondent age group was the 26-35 age group (also 830 

as a result of a certain targeting in sending out the questionnaire) followed by the 36-50 831 

age group: the so-called millennials and a tail end of Generation X. Only 7.5% is the pro- 832 

portion of Gen Z aged 18-25.  833 

36.5% declare that they are employees while 23.9% are freelancers: 10.6% are students 834 

and only a small proportion are entrepreneurs. 17.9% declare ‘Other’ in which it is possi- 835 

ble to consider unemployed, NEETs and other categories that do not fit into the clustering. 836 
 837 

 838 
 839 
 840 
 841 
 842 
 843 
 844 
 845 
 846 
 847 
 848 
 849 
 850 
 851 
 852 
 853 

 854 
Figure 9. Distribution of respondents by profession. Source: Authors’ elaboration 855 

 856 

The survey data offer an initial clustering of the sample, but one of the preliminary 857 

interests of conducting the questionnaire was to find out whether there was any prior 858 

knowledge among the participants on the topic of sustainability and related instruments 859 

for action and participation. 860 

The majority of participants replied that they had already dealt with sustainability: 861 

the ways expressed were heterogeneous and Figure 10 and Figure 11 show roughly an 862 

equal distribution of voluntary work, self-employment or independent enterprise or re- 863 

search as the means that participants had for dealing with sustainability. 864 

 865 

 866 
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Figure 10. Response clusters to questions 1. Are you involved in sustainability? Source: Authors’ 885 
elaboration 886 
 887 
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 900 
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 904 
Figure 11. Response clusters to questions 1. If you are involved in sustainability, how? Source: 905 
Authors’ elaboration 906 

 907 

Finally, Figure 12 represents the percentages of those who stated that they had par- 908 

ticipated in one of the Green Blue Days. 64.2 % said they had already participated in Green 909 

Blue Days, while 35.8% had not. 910 

These results suggest that the questionnaire was more responsive to those who had 911 

already come into contact with the initiative. 912 

 913 
 914 
 915 
 916 
 917 
 918 
 919 
 920 
 921 
 922 
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 937 
Figure 12. Percentage of respondents who said they had participated in one Green Blue days. 938 
Source: Authors’ elaboration 939 
 940 

In addition to the clustering questions, the questionnaire included a number of other 941 

multiple-choice questions, the full results of which can be found in Appendix A.  942 

Here we summarize some of the main observations on the most salient aspects: 943 

change makers, sustainability culture and the role of Green Blue Days. 944 

With respect to the aspect of ‘change makers’ and sustainability culture, a large share 945 

of respondents (40/67) agreed with the idea of ‘culture as ‘care’: culturally-based circular 946 

regeneration of spaces to build relationships with others and with the environment’, em- 947 

phasizing in free comments the importance of community involvement, education and 948 

the SDGs framework. 949 

According to the respondents, most of the change-makers are young activists under 950 

35 and associations, third sector organizations, the importance of training is emphasized 951 

in the free comments. 952 

With respect to the role of Green Blue Days, participants most agree on a role of 953 

Green Blue days in, ‘limiting air pollution by promoting sustainable mobility policies and 954 

projects’, ‘introducing the topic of sustainability in school education programs’, ‘promot- 955 

ing proper waste management’. Also, in a future vision, the greatest expectation towards 956 

the next editions is in promoting ‘greater impact on the territory’, ‘activation of projects’, 957 

‘relations between stakeholders’: concrete actions both in the short and medium-long term 958 

aimed at sustainability through the provision of knowledge and skills are also suggested 959 

in the free comments, encouraging greater engagement. 960 

5. Discussion and conclusions 961 

The results of the research allow for preliminary reflections on the definition, by the 962 

new generations, of a ‘culture of sustainability’ oriented towards overcoming cultural, 963 

economic, environmental and social conflicts that may hinder sustainable development in 964 

Southern Italy in particular. 965 

The pursuit of effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability goals related to the cross-cutting 966 

contribution of culture in different policies and the role of culture as a productive sector, 967 

as defined in the UNESCO Culture 2030 document, is crucial. 968 

Key factors referring to cultural heritage, creative industries, local culture and prod- 969 

ucts, local materials and community participation can help solve some of the structural 970 

problems underlying the phenomenon of sustainable development. 971 

Based on these reflections, the proposed approach aims to explore the synergy be- 972 

tween the cultural proposals of young professionals, activists and researchers under 35 by 973 

transforming the different dimensions (‘Environment and Resilience’, ‘Prosperity and 974 

Reviewer
Realce

Reviewer
Nota
how?? evidences... to complement and explain this sentence



Sustainability 2023, 15, x FOR PEER REVIEW 24 of 33 
 

Livelihoods’, ‘Knowledge and Skills’, and ‘Inclusion and Participation’) of UNESCO Cul- 975 

ture 2030 into alternatives to be submitted to the direct and potential beneficiaries of the 976 

Green Blue Days. 977 

The proposed approach aims to implement the current scientific debate on the topic 978 

of culture for sustainable development from a systemic and transdisciplinary point of 979 

view, where creativity and talents are able to influence stakeholder behavior and green 980 

blue communities are studied from the perspective of common goods. Furthermore, the 981 

co-design approaches analyzed foster the combination of tangible and intangible values 982 

that stimulate innovation in the cultural proposals of the new generations towards inclu- 983 

sive sustainable development. 984 

Each stage of the research is geared towards answering different questions that have 985 

emerged from the analysis of the literature and discussions with experts in the field. 986 

Phase I of the research highlighted how the main criticalities linking the sustainabil- 987 

ity dimension with the cultural dimension concern in particular: individual and collective 988 

resistance to change; the scarce adoption of daily sustainable behaviors; the lack of aware- 989 

ness of the opportunities deriving from more sustainable choices (e.g. new production 990 

processes); the scarce diffusion of training at the various levels of government (from the 991 

community to institutions and so on). These critical issues are shared globally, as noted 992 

by the participants in the Green Blue Youth Vision 2030 pathway who are representatives 993 

of various nationally and internationally recognized realities. 994 

Furthermore, the focus group methodology allowed the most relevant issues to 995 

emerge more quickly and efficiently in terms of a shared understanding of stakeholder 996 

needs. 997 

Phase 2 ‘Co-design I’ enabled a productive dialogue between the different organiza- 998 

tions, which got to know each other and triggered common projects. Exponents of re- 999 

search centers, associations and start-ups such as ANVUR, CNR, AICCON, Ashoka Italia, 1000 

AIGU Campania, Young Sustainable Pathways, Economy of Francesco, Global Shapers, 1001 

LCOY Italia, Climate Social Forum, Legambiente, Friday for future, etc. participated in the 1002 

tables and focus group sessions. The synergetic effect of the comparison between these 1003 

groups was amplified by the approaches used (World Café and Talanoa Dialogue) thanks 1004 

to which participants shared information and ideas by evaluating the objectives and ac- 1005 

tions of ‘green blue communities’ and their possible impacts. 1006 

The combination of the two approaches enabled a decision-making process permea- 1007 

ble to human emotions and experiences and aimed at defining shared goals: voices and 1008 

corresponding stories were heard and acknowledged by the different participating organ- 1009 

izations as well as communicated to a wide audience through the media. The tables thus 1010 

simultaneously became a form of participatory negotiation and a talk show open to the 1011 

online/offline community. 1012 

The limitations related to these first two phases concern the absence of representa- 1013 

tives from other productive sectors related to sustainability in order to integrate the dis- 1014 

cussion and identify the problem in a more structured and shared manner, expanding the 1015 

possible solutions proposed. 1016 

In the following steps (3. Structuring of the survey; 4. Analysis of the stated prefer- 1017 

ences) through the SP method, the research showed the high interest of the beneficiaries 1018 

for a green blue development and for innovative cultural approaches able to activate mi- 1019 

cro innovation ecosystems on the territory. The potential of this phase concerns the use of 1020 

a mixed survey that includes both subjective and objective evaluation in a holistic per- 1021 

spective. Limitations are related to the low number of respondents and a limited sample 1022 

regarding the types of beneficiaries and their location. 1023 

The analysis of the survey results made it possible to recognize the critical role of 1024 

community, cooperation, creativity and intangible values in building a common vision of 1025 

a culture of sustainability strongly linked to the care of collective space. In particular, the 1026 

principle of culture as care is understood as culturally-based circular regeneration of 1027 

spaces to build ties.  1028 
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This trend became the main theme of the subsequent phase 5 of Co-design II through 1029 

the talk ‘Valorization and management of cultural heritage: care for the common home 1030 

for sustainable development’ and the ‘World Café - The role of cultural and creative en- 1031 

terprises in achieving the goals of the UN 2030 Agenda’ during the Green Blue Days 2022 1032 

in Taranto. The title and mission of the talk are inspired by the words of Pope Francis 1033 

who, in the encyclical Laudato Sì, incites to consider integral ecology as a new paradigm 1034 

of justice, which requires an ecological conversion’, a ‘change of course’ so that man takes 1035 

responsibility for a commitment to ‘care for the common home’.  1036 

The talk and the world café aim to tell about tools and pilot experiences on the care 1037 

and valorization of cultural heritage in order to understand the transformative potential 1038 

and impact of care and reuse of assets for collective use. The co-design tables in this phase 1039 

showed how ‘community’, ‘social innovation’ and ‘creativity’ are the keywords of differ- 1040 

ent bottom-up experiences that become engines of heritage reuse and new economies with 1041 

impacts in terms of socio-cultural empowerment and urban circular regeneration. The 1042 

strength of this phase was a productive dialogue between institutions, enterprises and 1043 

associations that participated with interest and proactivity in the talk and at the world 1044 

café tables. The main limitations concern the difficulties in continuing the work to con- 1045 

cretely transform shared values into real opportunities for local growth. 1046 

In this perspective, the follow-up research could address the co-production and co- 1047 

assessment of creative services in synergy with local stakeholders and beneficiaries in the 1048 

territories of Southern Italy, generating new job opportunities, awareness and innovation 1049 

through an advanced form of shared responsibility of green blue communities as a driving 1050 

force of sustainable projects. In particular, the analysis of the preferences detected could 1051 

focus on understanding the trends by differentiating them according to the categories of 1052 

respondents identified. In this way, the cross-referencing of the respondents’ personal 1053 

data with the answers provided for the individual questions would allow the next steps 1054 

of co-planning to be oriented towards more specific questions and needs for each category 1055 

of stakeholders. Similarly, this aspect would affect the elaboration of sustainable develop- 1056 

ment strategies that, although referring to a common vision, could nevertheless present 1057 

distinctive features closely linked to the needs of a specific category. Therefore, the aim of 1058 

the authors is to return an initial unitary picture with respect to the path that led to the 1059 

definition of a common vision but, at the same time, it is also to return, in future in-depth 1060 

studies, the complexity and heterogeneity found in these experiences in the conviction 1061 

that it represents a resource and an added value in co-design processes for the circular 1062 

regeneration and sustainable development of territories. 1063 
 1064 
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Appendix A 1078 

Table 3. Results of the co-design tables year 2021. 1079 

 1080 

Table 1: Where are we?  

The state of the art 

'Culture of sus-

tainability', cur-

rent status? 

Culture of change making   

Active listening to young people and dissemination of the 

Agenda 2030 goals in schools 

Culture as 'care': culturally based circular regeneration of spaces 

to build relationships with others and the environment 

Implementation of small, minimal transformations through play 

to raise awareness of caring for places 

Network of micro ecosystems of innovation and change in col-

lective spaces 

Culture of reuse through sustainable modes of production and 

consumption 

Think global and act local 

Culture of "energy transition from below 

Who are the 

change makers in 

your network? 

Young students aged 14-25 

Young activists under 35 

Professionals 

Researchers 

Professors 

Innovators 

Entrepreneurs 

Associations, Third Sector organizations 

Table 2: Where do we want to go? Goals/objectives 
Actions for a 

Green Blue Future 

Support independent research to stimulate the building of a 

multidisciplinary knowledge base for the benefit of wellbeing 

and socio-economic development of communities 

Introducing the topic of sustainability into school curricula 

Mitigating the negative effects of demographic trends through 

the development of innovative solutions in the medical and re-

search, environmental, cultural and social fields 

Promote clean technologies and the circular economy in pro-

duction and consumption systems 

Preserving and enhancing cultural and landscape heritage in or-

der to pass it on to future generations 

Increasing the capacity of welfare systems to understand and 

take charge of community needs 

Limit air pollution by promoting sustainable mobility policies 

and projects 

Promoting proper waste management 

Possible outputs 

of Green Blue 

Days 

Impact on the territory 

Better relations between stakeholders 

Development of formal strategic instruments (Green pact) 

Activation of projects 

Table 3: How do we get there? Method and strategy 

Helping commu-

nities understand 

Support the initiatives of Third Sector organisations 
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Renew forms of cultural participation, identifying and experi-

menting with new models of making and experiencing culture 

Promoting the resilience of communities and ecosystems 

Promote the circular regeneration of contexts by caring for the 

relationships between people and the territory, the cultural revi-

talisation of neighbourhoods and the rewiring of the urban fab-

ric 

Improving dialogue between the world of research, institutions 

and citizens 

Creating new 'green' job opportunities, facilitating access to the 

labour market for disadvantaged people and young people 

Combating poverty and conditions of social marginality 

Improving inclu-

sion 

Integral human development: 

Reducing marginality 

Include and integrate the most vulnerable 

Support and guarantee the right to health through actions with 

a reduced environmental impact 

Support and guarantee access to culture 

Supporting and guaranteeing the use of digital technologies 

Promoting the digitalisation of processes 

Promoting forms of entrepreneurship related to the Third Sector 

(social enterprises, social cooperatives, community coopera-

tives, community foundations) 

Foster collaborative relationships between different stakehold-

ers 

   

 1081 

Table 4. Results of the co-design tables year 2022. 1082 

 1083 

Table 1: Where are we?  

The state of the art 

Meaning of cul-

tural heritage as 

'common good'? 

Do you consider 

yourself to be a 

change maker or 

are you in contact 

with people you 

consider to be 

such?  

If yes, what kind 

of project initia-

tive are you/they 

involved in? 

Experience of the Mar Piccolo Regional Park that protects 

nature but also mankind 

The aim is to set up an economy that is profitable but also 

respectful of the land: zero-km products to sustain the local 

community and the consequent increase in well-being 

We need to move from 'public' to 'collective' space.  

The association is thinking of switching to a cultural enter-

prise scheme with the aim of promoting tourism. Defining 

a space as 'public' emphasizes its connection to municipal 

property and is a distancing approach. In the 'collective' 

space, on the other hand, one goes beyond the constraints 

arising from the consideration of the regime of ownership 

of an asset and dwells on the fact that, if the asset main-

tains its social function, it is an asset of all and its value is 

universally valid regardless of who the owner is. 

For the Cittadinanzattiva association, 'common good is the 

other'.  
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The person at the center in the confrontation between the 

various public, private and third sector actors. 

Table 2: Where do we want to go? Goals/objectives 

How do you think 

the Green Blue 

Days project con-

tributes to the 

goals of sustaina-

ble development? 

Campaining 

Co-education 

Hacking 

Awareness-raising - Campaigning  

Co-education (very often training recipients are not in-

volved in the definition of training projects)  

Hacking - disruptive innovation (norm - structure - society)  

Promotion of innovative governance tools for the common 

good 

Table 3: How do we get there? Method and strategy 

How can we help 

the communities 

we interact with to 

enhance cultural 

heritage? 

How can cultural 

and creative enter-

prises contribute 

to the care and re-

use of cultural 

heritage? 

What are other 

forms of enter-

prise/manage-

ment/organization 

that can intervene 

in the valorization 

of cultural herit-

age? 

Creative Apulia 

Awareness, beauty, competitiveness, Culture to convey 

messages  

CCI generate beauty and social inclusion as mu-rales in the 

peripheries 

Suburbs as cultural heritage of the future, Places, people 

and connections 

CCI in Puglia make 4.2% GDP 4% employment of which 

5% in Bari and 4% Lecce 

Taranto and Foggia have to catch up even though Taranto 

is in 8th place for performing arts 

Problem of skills Professionalization of culture 

 

 

La Paranza/Catacombs of San Gennaro 

People, places and communities Starting with people - 

goal: youth employment 

Catacombs: 44 IT jobs, 33 working directly with the 

Paranza 

Giving confidence to young people and the Third Sector. 

Cooperative formula as a winner 

Giving continuity to experiences. Subsidiarity principle of 

the Constitution 

Importance of Co-management, Process of liberation of the 

individual through work 

The public will follow Gift, trust, public happiness (Geno-

vesi civil economy) 

 

Taranto City Council 

Pride movement of cultural associations, Focus on trans-

forming the third sector into CCI 

Synergy between local actors, Minervini's Bollenti Spiriti 

project created humus  

CCI without public intervention Diversification of econo-

mies necessary 

Capillary culture to grow communities like the CREST 

travelling theatre. generations learning to make projects 

and business plans 
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