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Abstract: Heritage has increasingly emerged as a pivotal medium for driving and adapting to
change, and as an integral component of innovation ecosystems. In the ongoing participatory turn
in governance, the management of collective heritage resources reflects a broader paradigm shift
aimed at fostering sustainable socio-technical transformations. Far from being static relics of the
past, heritage assets function as dynamic agents of innovation, thus influencing various dimensions
of contemporary life. This research sheds light on heritage as a vibrant force for transformation and
adjustment, showcasing its ability to position itself as a crucial component that both enables and
guides broader processes of innovation. It emphasises how heritage sites, characterised by their
transitional nature and ‘ex” and ‘post’ identities, have become arenas for creative regeneration and
socio-cultural, technical, territorial, and knowledge-based innovation. By utilising helical models
and Schumpeter’s theory of creative destruction, this article underscores the transformative power
of heritage to address global disruptions through heritage-driven innovations, drawing on three
heritage and creative destruction categorizations. This highlights how heritage actively shapes in-
novative knowledge spaces while fostering urban and social regeneration, positioning it as a vital
tool for rebuilding and reimagining sustainable futures. By exploring diverse local heritage trans-
formation initiatives across different regions, this research unveils three heritage helix models that
showcase the dynamic process of change management through heritage. These models offer a
framework for guiding future heritage projects, fostering innovative knowledge spaces and inspir-
ing sustainable transformations.

Keywords: heritage management; heritage helix ecosystem; helix model of innovation; innovation
space; cultural ecosystem services

1. Introduction

The concept of a “global city’ provides a crucial perspective for understanding glob-
alisation’s effects on cities and the impacts of new social and economic regulations on
urban life [1,2]. This highlights spatial reorganisation and suggests that global cities have
become key nodes in production, finance, telecommunication networks, culture, creativ-
ity, and innovation due to globalisation [3,4]. The notion of the global city emerges from
the process identified as the post-Fordist ‘transformation’, which commenced with the
transition from industrial production to financial markets. In this new process, cities and
the reorganisation of their physical, economic, and social spaces are regarded as signifi-
cant sources in generating the elements of transformation [1,5]. Global cities often experi-
ence rapid urban changes driven by creative destruction, such as privatisation, de-institu-
tionalisation, and commodification, making these concepts deeply interconnected [6].
These diverse societal, cultural, and economic shifts and obstacles raise questions regard-
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ing the potential benefits and implications of destruction and its capacity for reconstruc-
tion and transformation [7]. Creative destruction, though disruptive, can trigger recovery
and sustainable transformation through creative regeneration and heritage-driven inno-
vations. Cultural heritage sites in urban centres are frequently abandoned due to urban
decentralisation, deinstitutionalisation, and deindustrialisation, and possess regeneration
and innovation potential. These sites can be revitalised as innovation spaces, contributing
to SDG 11’s aim of ‘sustainable cities and communities” by fostering societal, cultural, en-
vironmental, and economic innovations. However, this potential can also bring significant
risks. Heritage-driven innovations reconnect these spaces to contemporary life but risk
commodifying heritage or creating enclosures that limit accessibility and inclusivity. Mit-
igating risks to the fullest extent possible necessitates collective intelligence and the proper
administration and regulation of heritage-related resources. Understanding the emer-
gence and operation of heritage-driven innovation spaces is essential to ensure heritage
remains a driver of sustainable and equitable change, rather than a market commodity
[8,9] (p. 304). Moreover, the commodification of cultural heritage extends beyond the
scope of urban regeneration initiatives. A significant number of heritage resources are af-
fected by this phenomenon [10-13].

Heritage is acknowledged as a ‘contemporary product’ [14] (p. 20) and a form of
property subject to ownership [15,16]. Legally, four ownership types were identified:
state, private, group, and free access [17]. These evaluations elucidate the viewpoint from
which cultural heritage is presently integrated into modern society. From this perspective,
heritage resources are no longer perceived as static artefacts or areas solely under the ju-
risdiction of states. Instead, heritage resources are regarded as valuable assets worldwide
that facilitate access to knowledge and innovation through effective management ap-
proaches, encompassing the active participation of diverse actors based on the multi-
stakeholder approach to cultural heritage [18]. Heritage encompasses diverse construction
and reconstruction processes as well as instances of creative destruction [19], involving a
dynamic interplay of the past, present, and future, knowledge, events, information, expert
communities, emotions, and institutions. Indeed, heritage represents a form of knowledge
that has yet to be fully integrated into conventional management practices [20].

Recent research has focused on integrating cultural heritage with innovation con-
cepts. Existing studies on heritage management and innovation models emphasise dem-
ocratic and participatory approaches involving collaborative partnerships across the pub-
lic, private, and tertiary sectors, including civil society [21]. These approaches centre on
governance and innovation strategies predicated on helical models [22,23]. However, a
significant gap remains in the literature regarding the positioning of heritage as an inno-
vation ecosystem or within innovation ecosystems. Current studies have often overlooked
the role of heritage stakeholders and governance approaches in innovation and
knowledge systems. This omission limits a comprehensive understanding of how and
where heritage-driven innovation has emerged and been implemented in practice and its
potential to contribute to sustainable transformation in the heritage field [24]. Moreover,
research on heritage within ecosystem studies typically adopts ecological and landscape-
oriented methodologies, failing to adequately address the role of heritage sites in innova-
tion ecosystems [25] (p. 223).

This article aims to investigate the complex management challenges and emerging
areas of heritage-driven innovation that arise following the repurposing of heritage sites,
particularly those described with ‘ex-" and ‘post-" prefixes across various European con-
texts. It seeks to contribute to the underexplored literature on cultural heritage manage-
ment and heritage within and as an innovation ecosystem. It utilises diverse transfor-
mation initiatives to examine how and where heritage-driven innovation ecosystems
emerge and transform the globalised world. In this context, this study is guided by a fun-
damental research question: How can the various governance strategies in heritage trans-
formation projects, particularly those shaped by creative destruction, contribute to the de-
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velopment of heritage helix models that facilitate diversity and understanding of the dy-
namics of heritage-driven innovation spaces in post-transformation contexts? What herit-
age-driven innovation spaces emerge from these transformation processes, and how can
they inform future projects? This paper begins with an exploration of heritage manage-
ment strategies and the concept of innovation ecosystems, subsequently proceeding to an
examination of heritage assets within these ecosystems. It employs a qualitative approach
based on exploratory, three-pair case studies. To substantiate arguments derived from the
existing literature on heritage management, innovation ecosystems, and helix approaches,
the methodology and case study selection criteria were delineated. The findings introduce
three heritage helix systems and management frameworks that can be implemented glob-
ally and locally [26] to drive the transformation through heritage-innovation spaces. The
article concludes with a discussion and recommendations for future research and the
identification of potential areas for further investigation.

1.1. Participatory Turn in Heritage Management

The pluralisation of heritage discourse has significantly altered the approaches em-
ployed in heritage management. Significant social, economic, and cultural changes in the
late 20th century, including neoliberal policies, sustainability concerns, and climate
change, have shaped the perception, conservation, and management of cultural heritage.
There has been a transition from a ‘material-based approach’ to a ‘value-based approach’
[27]. The former approach treats heritage in a centralised, authoritative manner, guided
by experts. In contrast, the latter adopts a more contemporary people-centric stance, em-
phasising a framework that involves negotiating actors. The term heritage is no longer
used to describe the items that central authorities choose to solidify their legitimacy or
establish a national identity. Rather, it includes components of the past that society has
chosen to incorporate into the present day, whether for economic, cultural, political, or
social reasons [28]. In the heritage field, social, cultural, and economic values significantly
influence the selection of “what to preserve’ and ‘how to preserve’ [29].

Loulanski [30] describes the evolving heritage debate as shifting ”from monuments
to people, from objects to functions, and from preservation to sustainable use and devel-
opment”. Jansenn et al. [31] classify heritage into three approaches: ‘sector, factor, and
vector’. These approaches evolved sequentially but did not replace each other entirely;
instead, they complemented one another. The sector approach, which was dominant until
the late 20th century, treated built environments as museum objects, mainly involving
experts and heritage authorities. The factor approach views built heritage as an economic
resource, engaging stakeholders from the tourism, construction, and real estate sectors.
The current vector approach focuses on intangible heritage such as knowledge, traditions,
and memories linked to artefacts and sites. Moreover, Stanojev and Gustafsson [32] de-
veloped heritage models 1.0-3.0, emphasising stakeholder interactions, value exchange,
and value compromise.

The contemporary heritage management and governance models in the literature
emphasise the democratic nature of heritage. These models draw inspiration from the eco-
museum approach [33], its diverse empirical studies, and concepts such as participatory
heritage [34,35]. Additionally, scholars and the international community, including the
UN, UNESCO, and ICOMOS, incorporate partnership approaches in heritage manage-
ment, which involve collaboration at the public, civil, and private levels [36-38]. Scholars
from various disciplines have independently examined these intricate processes to ad-
dress different aspects. These include studies on austerity urbanism [24,39,40], shared her-
itage ownership [41], and the role of social empowerment and participatory planning [35].
Researchers have also explored social justice and innovation [42], the public sector’s in-
volvement in heritage [43], the private sector’s engagement with heritage [21,44,45], and
public—civil-private engagement in heritage [36,46]. This study integrates these concepts
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to provide a more comprehensive perspective on heritage management and elucidate her-
itage-driven innovations, propelled by processes that transform them through heritage,
utilising a case-based evidence-supported investigation.

1.2. Heritage Within Innovation Ecosystem

An innovation ecosystem primarily reflects the economic dynamics and sustainable
growth inherent in the intricate relationships amongst actors or entities aimed at address-
ing cultural, societal, technological, environmental, and planetary challenges [47,48]. The
widely accepted definition is linked to the level of novelty in knowledge creation pro-
cesses. According to the standardised OECD definition [49], “[a]n innovation is a new or
improved product or process (or combination thereof) that differs significantly from the
unit’s previous products or processes and that has been made available to potential users
(product) or brought into use by the unit (process)” [49] (p. 20). However, this definition
does not encompass the activities, interactions, and locations through which and where
innovation may occur [50,51]. Through collaborations among a variety of stakeholders,
including governmental bodies, cultural organisations, academic institutions, and the pri-
vate sector, innovation ecosystems can enhance the creation and execution of ground-
breaking solutions [51]. These interactions facilitate the exchange of knowledge, re-
sources, and expertise, resulting in the development of innovative projects, products, and
services [50,52]. Despite the increasing attention directed towards the study of innovation
ecosystems [53-55], the phenomenon of their emergence remains largely underexplored.

Innovation in services denotes the application of novel concepts, technologies, or
methodologies to enhance and refine service delivery processes. Cultural service innova-
tion aims to cultivate and enhance human values while improving the quality of life of the
public. Conventional cultural management models and technologies typically disregard
people-centric cultural services ([47] (p. 4) and [54,56]). The Millennium Ecosystem As-
sessment (MA) [56] defines cultural ecosystem services as the “nonmaterial benefits peo-
ple obtain from ecosystems through spiritual enrichment, cognitive development, reflec-
tion, recreation, and aesthetic experiences” [56] (p. 40). Moreover, it classifies ten subcat-
egories of cultural ecosystem services. Cultural heritage and knowledge systems are
among these subcategories. Unlike other ecosystem services, cultural ecosystem services
are arguably more easily perceived and appreciated. Consequently, they play a vital role
in raising public awareness and in promoting sustainable development. However, these
services are amongst the most challenging to quantify, both in monetary and numerical
terms, as well as to qualify in terms of how individuals derive benefits from them. Conse-
quently, the complete integration of cultural ecosystem services within the ecosystem ser-
vices framework and their incorporation into decision-making and management pro-
cesses has proven challenging [56] (p. 212).

The concept of innovation is increasingly recognised for its complexity, involving
multiple stakeholders with both complementary and conflicting interests. Research indi-
cates the growing significance of collaborative endeavours within the realm of innovation
processes. Most studies have concentrated on the factors influencing the efficacy of part-
nerships among various actors [57] (p. 1083). Innovation ecosystems comprise networks
of public and private entities, formal institutions, and other organisations that collaborate
to transform regions, cities, knowledge, culture, or customs into innovation and entrepre-
neurship hubs, thereby fostering valuable new knowledge [58]. The establishment of hor-
izontal and vertical partnerships has been prioritised since the implementation of the net-
working innovation model. These hierarchical systems of governance acknowledge that
innovation is a decentralised function in which all ecosystem stakeholders contribute ra-
ther than the purview of any one sector [59,60]. Understanding the innovation ecosystem
and knowledge-to-innovation process relies on innovation policy analysis in particular
sectors and the triple-helix model, which involves partnerships among governments, in-
dustries, and universities [61-64]. The model extends to the quadruple helix, which in-
cludes society and end users [65], and the quintuple helix, which adds to the environment



Heritage 2024, 7

7146

and sustainability [66]. Scholars have assessed the strengths and weaknesses of these mod-
els, emphasising their potential in various innovation ecosystems [67]. Despite extensive
research on innovation ecosystems, few studies have distinguished between the different
approaches and sectors [68]. In the field of heritage, whilst numerous studies have ex-
plored helix models in relation to specific heritage types [69,70], the connection between
innovation and heritage remains unclear.

Furthermore, heritage is often included in ecosystem studies; however, a consensus
remains elusive regarding the place of cultural heritage within the framework of ecosys-
tem services [56] (p. 219). Heritage ecosystems encompass cultural traditions, historical
sites, legends, institutions, technologies, and infrastructure within varied natural, cultural,
virtual, digital, and geographical contexts [71]. These ecosystems continually evolve
through creative destruction processes, necessitating heritage management as a form of
change management [31,72]. Schumpeter’s concept of creative destruction refers to the
process of dismantling established orders and systems, subsequently leading to the emer-
gence of innovation through the reconstruction of the previous structures [19,73]. This
denotes the process of replacing outdated inventions and technologies with new alterna-
tives [74]. The concept of creative destruction emphasises its twofold impact: while it
brings about challenges such as privatisation, urban regeneration, and societal disparities,
it simultaneously fosters economic development and technological advancement through
reconstruction. This reconstruction process can also stimulate regional and local develop-
ment efforts despite causing community displacement and changes in the use of public
spaces and the collective benefits of cultural ecosystems. Avrami [7] examined how crea-
tive destruction drives innovation within the heritage sector. This transformative process
is apparent in various aspects of the heritage landscape, including the shift in heritage
assets to private ownership, the privatisation of public areas and heritage, the standardi-
sation of urban environments by multinational corporations, the commodification of cul-
tural heritage and practices for tourism, and the neglect of historic buildings due to the
decline in traditional manufacturing industries [11,75,76].

Creative destruction in heritage ecosystems has also led to the creation of diverse co-
innovation networks, forming their own innovation ecosystems. Heritage is integral to the
innovation and development of ecosystems, providing economic, cultural, and intellec-
tual capital. It is marketed in various segmented marketplaces [28,77] and shapes our lives
by defining relationships, policies, projects, and resources [78]. Heritage involves diverse
management processes and knowledge forms that are continuously generated by various
stakeholders [20]. The characteristics of these stakeholders also influence the overall per-
formance and success of innovation [57] (p. 1083). This perspective necessitates re-evalu-
ating heritage-driven innovation ecosystems and governance models, focusing on herit-
age as an ecosystem and its pervasive influence while acknowledging its role in change
management. In heritage ecosystems, generating both implicit and explicit knowledge
challenges the identification of innovative outcomes [71].

2. Materials and Methods

This study adopted a qualitative descriptive—interpretive methodology to investigate
heritage ecosystems through a comparative analysis of heritage transformation projects
in diverse local contexts, focusing on their emergent heritage-led innovation. The research
employs a tripartite approach: first, data collection and processing to establish a concep-
tual framework on heritage management and innovation ecosystems through a literature
review, archival records, and project documentation; second, an in-depth analysis to ex-
amine governance models, stakeholder involvement, and post-intervention heritage out-
comes, focusing on spatial, historical, social, and cultural contexts to identify patterns of
transformation; and third, a synthesis of findings to develop and evaluate ‘heritage helix
models’ that represent archetypes of heritage transformation. Case studies from Germany,
Italy, and Tiirkiye were selected based on criteria such as heritage categories, official con-
servation decisions and challenges, ownership by legally ‘rightful’ stakeholders, and
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multi-actor collaboration. Paired case studies with shared attributes, such as ownership
structures, collaboration levels, and categories of creative destruction as transformation
catalysts, were utilised to validate the applicability of the models across different contexts.
By integrating contentious conservation strategies, this study elucidates three distinct her-
itage management approaches, offering insights into how heritage ecosystems support
sustainable and innovative transformation.

The proposed heritage helix framework employs comparative case analysis to un-
cover the central themes that enable the global replication of heritage-driven innovation
approaches. Three key factors shape the diversity of case pairings. The first centres on
selected forms of creative destruction—privatisation, de-institutionalisation, and com-
modification —which serve as transformative processes, converting heritage locations into
innovation centres, while redefining stakeholder duties. The second factor emphasises col-
laborative schemes in heritage administration, highlighting the importance of multi-sector
partnerships among public, private, and civil entities in driving innovation. The third fac-
tor pertains to common challenges or criticised aspects such as physical, cultural, or social
accessibility barriers.

The initial pair of case studies (See Table 1) examines the transformation of post-in-
dustrial sites through privatisation. Beykoz Kundura' in Istanbul, repurposed as a film
and cultural hub, and Spinnerei in Leipzig, a thriving cultural complex, exemplify collab-
orations between private entities, third-sector organisations and the wider public. While
these initiatives successfully foster cultural and territorial innovation as ‘innovation
zones’, they have been subject to criticism regarding their limited public access, a persis-
tent issue in post-industrial heritage sites. The selected examples present new heritage-
driven innovation spaces for addressing these challenges. The second pair (See Table 2)
examines marginal heritage sites that struggle to gain recognition for their cultural and
historical significance. These locations, transformed via de-institutionalisation, include
the neuropsychiatric hospitals in Arezzo (Pionta) and Florence (San Salvi), which have
been partially converted into university facilities, healthcare centres, and community
spaces. These examples illustrate the challenges of reclaiming such sites as heritage whilst
demonstrating how public—private-civil collaborations can promote civic engagement and
social innovation spaces to reclaim these places. The third pair (See Table 3) addresses
symbolic and disputed heritage sites, many of which remain abandoned because of stake-
holder conflicts or are repurposed for tourism through commodification. The Hanlar? dis-
trict in Ankara and Galataport Istanbul exemplify transformations into cultural and com-
mercial hubs via public—private partnerships, incorporating museums, shopping areas,
and leisure facilities. Whilst these initiatives often face criticism for their neoliberal under-
pinnings and contentious heritage management practices, they nonetheless contribute to
sustainable development. They do so by improving accessibility, incorporating urban her-
itage assets into contemporary life, and nurturing diverse innovation spaces centred
around heritage. Though these paired case studies may not present entirely new methods
of collaboration or heritage intervention, they provide valuable insights into the heritage-
driven innovation spaces that emerge from these transformations in response to particular
challenges. Each pair illustrates how the processes of creative destruction and cooperative
management can inform heritage-led innovation, providing important lessons for balanc-
ing conflicting interests, encouraging public engagement, and promoting sustainable de-
velopment in similar post-intervention contexts.

Table 1. A summary of the pair cases of Model 1.

Privately Owned
.r vately wne Beykoz Kundura Leipzig Spinnerei
Heritage Management
Creative destruction Privatisation Privatisation
Target context Tiirkiye —Istanbul Germany — Leipzig
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- Establishment of non-profit foun-

Establishment of non-profit foun-
dation and research Centre

dation and research centre

- (Kundura Memory)
Establishment of Kundura Ar-

chive open to public

- Establishment of online demo-

Content of collaboration and period

cratic place

- 2005-present

- (Archiv Massiv)
Establishment of Spinnerei Ar-

chive and Library open to public

- Agreement to 40 years of non-

profit activities (HALLE 14 Founda-

tion)

- 2000s—present

- Innovation zone: creative culture

- Innovation zone: creative culture on art production

Post-intervention context as an innova-
tion space

with public

on film production -
- Socio-cultural innovation: rela-
tively democratic platform to engage

Socio-cultural innovation: rela-
tively democratic platform to engage
with public

- Long term sustainability: 40
years of agreement

> Kundura memory foundation >

roject scale
Institutional collaborations at the na- (>p ) )

tional scale
(national scale)

> > government (indirectly) >

Non-profit IKSV cultural hub >

Archiv Massiv/Halle 14 founda-
tion (project scale)

Non-profit ADKV cultural hub
(national scale)

Government (indirectly)

- Cultural activities with admis-

- Cultural activities with admis-

sion to pay (selected end user)
Film productions with rent (se-

Accessibility and engagement levels -
(physical) lected end user)

- Cultural activities free (general

public)

sion to pay (selected end user)

- Artist residencies with rent (se-
lected end user)

- Cultural activities free (general
public)

Table 2. A Summary of the pair cases of Model 2.

Common-Based
Management of
Heritage Sites

Pionta San Salvi

Creative destruction

De-institutionalisation De-institutionalisation

Target context

Italy, Arezzo Italy, Firenze

Content of collaboration
and period

- Establishment of a per- -
manent community hub (mix-manent community hub (The-
associations—Pionta caring atre Collective—Chille de la
community) balanza)

- 2021-present - 1997—present

Establishment of a per-

- Socio-cultural innova- - Socio-cultural innova-

Post-intervention context astion: cultural-educational hub tion: cultural-educational hub

an innovation space

- Innovation zone (physi- -
cal): collective platform

Innovation zone (physi-
cal): collective platform

Institutional collaborations >

at national scale

>  Pionta Caring Commu- >  Chille de la balanza
nity (project scale) (project scale)
Rete della Mente > Rete della Mente

(national scale) (national scale)
> Academy (University of >
Florence)

Academy (University of
Siena)
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> Public (University of =~ >
Siena, ASL, Commune, and Florence, ASL, Commune,
Province) and Province)

> Civil > > Civil

- Grassroots activities led - Grassroots activities led

public (University of

by academy—public-third by academy—public-third

sector—association sector—association
collaborations collaborations
Accessibility and -

engagement levels

Participatory-research - Participatory-research
activities led by Chille de la
balanza, students, citizens,
universities, primary and
secondary schools, and

activities led by Pionta
Community, students,
citizens, primary and
secondary schools, and

migrants. migrants.
Table 3. A summary of the pair cases of Model 3.
lhan M Di Hotel
Public—private partnership Cengelhan Museum, Divan Hote Galataport Istanbul
Cukurhan
Creative destruction Commodification Commodification
Target context Tiirkiye, Ankara Tiirkiye, Istanbul

Partnership typology Allocation to private entity long-term Allocation to private entities long-term

- Establishment of a museum and a - Establishment of a transportation

. . hotel centre with cultural and touristic
Content of collaboration and period
- 2003—present

- 2006—present -

facilities
2013—present

- Innovation zones: creating a -
cultural and touristic hub urban transportation hub

- Socio-cultural innovation: (limited - Socio-cultural innovation: (limited
selected users) opening a privatised selected users) opening a privatised
zone in the city centre zone in the city centre

- Economic innovation: new -

Innovation zones: creating an

Post-intervention context as an L. .
. . Economic innovation: new
innovation space

working opportunities due to tourism
development

- Economic and territorial
innovation: restoration of listed
buildings

working opportunities due to tourism
development

- Economic and territorial
innovation: restoration of listed
buildings

Institutional collaborations at the
national-international scale

Public sector: General Directorate for
Foundations, The Ministry of Culture
and Tourism,

Private sector: Rahmi M. Kog¢
Museology and Culture Foundation

Public sector: General Directorate of
Turkish Maritime Enterprises

Private sector: Galataport Istanbul Port
Operation and Investments Inc. and
Hongkong and Shanghai Hotels
Limited

Accessibility and engagement levels

(physical)

- Varied accessibility options for
diverse visitors and resident groups
(free and with admission to pay)

- Varied accessibility options for
diverse visitors and resident groups
(free and with admission to pay)
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2.1. Pair Cases

2.1.1. Privatisation as Creative Destruction: Management of Privately Owned Industrial
Heritage Sites

Beykoz Kundura stands as a notable cultural icon that has experienced various
phases of industrial, modern, and global development. Initially established as a tannery
in 1810, it was later restructured in 1882 to include shoe-manufacturing facilities. The
complex was influenced by intercultural and technological exchanges from diverse
regions into Istanbul, resulting in a series of ownership changes for those who operated
the site. In the 2000s, Tiirkiye’s post-industrial landscapes transformed with the rise of
new cultural industries in urban settings, as exemplified by Beykoz Kundura’s conversion
into a film plateau. This period was of critical importance for this post-industrial site, as
its privatisation facilitated the establishment of Kundura Memory, a non-profit cultural
organisation formed in response to negative public sentiment regarding privatisation.
Initially, Kundura Memory aimed to emphasise the site’s industrial culture and history
by focusing on the Sumerbank community through social media to enhance public access
and gain trust. Subsequently, it initiated public engagement for heritage conservation and
dissemination. As Beykoz Kundura’s profile increased through films, social media, and
public engagement, Kundura Memory evolved into a research centre, incorporating
curators, industrial heritage experts, sociologists, pedagogues, and artists. This
development led to a new cultural programme transforming social relations, such as the
Vardiya sessions, where artists drew inspiration from Beykoz Kundura’s private archive
to create artworks, and educational sessions for children to explore the historic site. The
programme also includes guided tours conducted by Sumerbank community volunteers,
offering visitors insights into the site’s history through personal narratives [79-81].

Similarly, in the 2000s, Leipzig's administrative actors used post-industrial areas as
political tools to reshape the city’s image and eliminate its ‘industrial dirty past’. The concept
of a creative, knowledge-based city was adopted as part of the national and local cultural
policy, leading to the modernisation of the cultural policy framework. Spinnerei in Leipzig
began transforming into a cultural hub in the early 1990s, housing artists who had been
displaced due to political biases in the late 1980s through informal placemaking. These
artists temporarily repurposed vacant industrial spaces, aiding the site’s transformation and
Leipzig’s heritage. In 2001, Heintz & Co., Tilmann Sauer-Morhard, Bertram Schultze, and
Karsten Schmitz acquired the campus, driving its evolution into an artist community [82,83].
The conversion of Halle 14 into a sustainable heritage venue for non-profit use, with a 40-
year lease to a cultural foundation for exclusive non-profit activities, ensured its public
utility [84]. The establishment of ‘Archiv Massiv’, a non-profit foundation serving as a
museum, exhibition space, and research centre dedicated to preserving the site’s industrial
history, exemplifies Spinnerei’s positive and democratic approach [85].

2.1.2. De-Institutionalisation as Creative Destruction: Common-Based Management of
Former Psychiatric Hospitals

De-institutionalisation, initially linked to mental health and intellectual disability,
gained momentum in the 1960s and the 1970s, originating in the UK, the US, and Italy
before spreading throughout Europe, Scandinavia, and the Antipodes [86]. Policies led to
the downsizing or closure of large psychiatric hospitals, causing their decay and
abandonment in the 1990s [87]. Pionta Park in Arezzo, spanning 12 ha with a medieval
history, became a psychiatric hospital in 1896. It evolved into an isolated area due to the
development of the Psychiatric Hospital of Arezzo, which included buildings for various
mental diagnoses; service areas such as a water reservoir, a kitchen, and an agricultural
space; scientific facilities such as a laboratory, a library, and an archive; administrative
buildings; and therapeutic areas for ergotherapy and socialisation [88-91]. Similarly, San
Salvi in Florence, covering 32 hectares, developed as a psychiatric hospital in 1886,
featuring facilities for internees, a scientific lab, a water reservoir, ergotherapy areas, and
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a cinema. After the 1990s closures prompted by de-institutionalisation and 1978 law no.
180, these sites underwent integrated regeneration, addressing environmental, urban,
social, and cultural dimensions, and have recently become hubs for civil engagement and
social activism. Pionta Park and its facilities are jointly owned by the ASL—Local Health
Authority of Southeast Tuscany, Province of Arezzo, Municipality of Arezzo, and the
University of Siena. The park hosts the Istituto Tecnico Industriale Statale (Galileo Galilei),
primary school Modesta Rossi, and kindergarten Istituto Comprensivo Statale IV
Novembre. It also includes the music school Scuola di Musica—Le 7 Note [89,90].
Similarly, the San Salvi area contains The Local Health Authority (ASL) of the Tuscany
Region (Central Italy) offices and laboratories, the University of Florence facilities, the
scientific high school Antonio Gramsci, the technical school Giuseppe Peano, the tourism
hospitality institute Aurelio Saffi, and the primary and secondary schools of Andrea del
Sarto, all within an urban park [92].

2.1.3. Commodification as Creative Destruction: Public-Private Partnerships in
Heritage Transformations

Since the 2000s, Tiirkiye’s neo-liberal-driven social, political, and economic
transformation has reshaped cultural heritage management, aligning it with city branding
to enhance global competitiveness. Particularly in major urban centres, heritage sites—
commodified since the 1980s—continue to undergo substantial transformations [93-96].
These transformations have been facilitated through public-private collaborations, with
international and local companies assuming a significant role. Their contributions
encompass the establishment of innovation spaces (physically) via museums, cultural
centres, and touristic hubs, as well as the sponsorship of restoration and renovation
initiatives. The Hanlar District in Ankara has undergone revitalisation as a cultural and
tourism centre through public—private partnerships, focusing on the adaptive reuse of
historic inns. The Rahmi M. Ko¢ Museology and Culture Foundation undertook the
restoration of Cengel Han and Cukur Han, transforming them into a museum, boutique
hotel, and restaurant under long-term leases. Limited government funding necessitated
the leasing of state-owned structures to private entities for preservation and sustainable
reuse. Despite initial administrative and financial challenges, Cengel Han reopened as the
Rahmi M. Kog¢ Cengelhan Museum in 2005, followed by Cukur Han as a boutique hotel
in 2010. Before its transformation, Ankara’s Hanlar District was largely abandoned with
only mohair and leather sellers, hardware stores, and coppersmiths. Fires and neglect
severely damaged the inns, and by the late 20th century, they were entirely deserted.
Cukur Han was even listed among the World Monuments Fund’s 100 sites in need of
preservation in 2008. Ko¢ Holding’'s investment revitalised the area by introducing art
workshops, antique shops, cafés, restaurants, and private museums. These changes have
attracted investors, tradesmen, tourists, and students, turning the district into one of
Ankara’s most vibrant cultural and tourism hubs.

Galataport Istanbul, a public-private collaboration, spans 1.2 km on Istanbul’s
European coast, covering 400,000 square metres, with a cruise port, hotel, retail, dining,
offices, and museums. It revitalises the historical pier into a hub for shopping,
gastronomy, culture, and arts, featuring the Peninsula Istanbul Hotel, opened in 2023 at
Karakody Dock, known for converting heritage sites into luxury accommodation. Investors
have had 30-year operational rights in the port area since 2013. The project enhanced
public coastline access with an innovative cruise port and underground passenger
terminal with a unique cover system. This opened up Karakody’s previously inaccessible
coastline for public use amid controversy. This advanced system directs vehicle traffic
underground and preserves the historic port for Galataport customers. Currently, the
coastline hosts cultural and artistic workshops, luxury stores, and restaurants. Until the
2010s, Karakdy was home to small manufacturers and craftspersons. Despite
controversies, the project has created a vibrant tourism and cultural space but accelerated
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gentrification, replacing traditional craftspeople with a global entrepreneurial elite and
reflecting broader neoliberal urban development trends.

3. Findings and Results: Transforming Heritage into Innovation Spaces

This study examines the selected pair cases through a multidisciplinary lens,
drawing on literature that explores heritage transformations in five distinct categories: (i)
territorial dynamics [97] (district, neighbourhood, or regional development); (ii) cultural
and knowledge-based intellectual capital [71] (benefiting from culture and heritage
through abstract and intangible ways); (iii) social heritage [98] (community-driven
initiatives aimed at addressing local needs such as engaging and empowering
beneficiaries, reshaping social relations, and improving access to resources and influence);
(iv) educational frameworks shaped by collaborative policies, agreements, and pacts [41];
and (v) policy frameworks (tourism and cultural development). These categories
represent efficacious responses to specific challenges and limitations pertaining to
physical, cultural, and social accessibility as well as engagement barriers. Rather than
analysing these categories in isolation, this study adopts a holistic approach to elucidate
the emergence and manifestation of these innovation spaces within these cases and
through specific acts. By examining the intersections of these ecosystems, it reveals the
mechanisms driving diversity in adaptive reuse and the creation of cultural, social and
tourist hubs. This approach not only elucidates the roles of various stakeholders, but also
demonstrates how these overlapping domains collectively foster cultural exchange, social
inclusion, and economic vitality, offering heritage-driven solutions to overcome urban
challenges and redefining the urban fabric (See Table 4).

Table 4. Selected pair cases and heritage-driven innovations.

Heritage Categories

Emerging H.erltage-Drlven How and Where Challenges
Innovation Spaces

(1) Normative alignment on
establishment of non-profit

1. Territorial
ertona organisations dedicated to Long-term sustainability of
. L2, Cultural ) .
Transformation of Industrial collective memory and these democratic platforms
. . Knowledge-based Intellectual . ) .
Heritage Sites . heritage (necessitate policy
Capital . . .
) . (2) Establishment of innovations)
3. Social heritage . .
democratic community
platforms
1.  Territorial (1) Normative alignment on
2. Cultural andestablishment of cultural

Transformation of Marginal

Heritage Sites

Long-term sustainability of

these heritage communities

(necessitate social-collective
intelligence and activism

knowledge-based intellectualinitiatives dedicated to
capital collective memory and

3. Social heritage heritage as well as giving a
4.  Educational throughvoice to all

h ith poli
educational collaborative(2)  Establishment of toge’F . Wlt, POlCY
. . . " innovation)
policies, agreements, andheritage communities and self-
pacts governance
1. Territorial Long-term sustainability of
. 2. Cultural and(l) Policy development these tourism communities
Transformation of . . . .
. Knowledge-based Intellectualsurrounding PPP (necessitate social-collective
Contested Public Spaces and | . ; . . . .
Capital (2) Establishment of tourism intelligence and activism
Complexes . . s . .
3. Social heritage communities together with policy

5. Policy frameworks innovation)
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3.1. Model 1: Privately Owned Industrial Heritage Management and
Heritage-Driven Innovations

The regeneration of former industrial complexes such as Beykoz Kundura in Istanbul
and Spinnerei in Leipzig demonstrates the significant role of industrial heritage in
facilitating regional and community development. These sites exemplify the delicate
equilibrium between preserving collective memory and revitalising peripheral urban
areas, typically situated on city outskirts. Through the cultivation of innovative cultural,
creative, and community-oriented initiatives, these rejuvenated locations serve as
catalysts for both territorial and social advancement [97]. The regeneration processes at
Beykoz Kundura and Spinnerei illustrate the development of heritage-driven innovation
ecosystems, shaped by distinct management strategies. Both venues have evolved into
creative centres that sustain cultural production in the aftermath of de-industrialisation.
Beykoz Kundura has redefined its identity through cinematic productions, theatrical
performances, cultural workshops, and events, while Spinnerei has established itself as a
hub for contemporary art, accommodating artists’ studios, galleries, and regular
exhibitions. These endeavours not only preserve the industrial legacy but also engage the
public through various modalities such as art festivals, exhibitions, and community-led
activities, ensuring their continued relevance in contemporary society [81].

Governance at these sites reflects a judicious balance between private ownership and
public interest (See Figure 1). In Beykoz Kundura, private proprietors have integrated
commercial ventures with cultural and non-profit programming, supported by initiatives
such as Kundura Memory, which is dedicated to preserving the site’s industrial and social
heritage. Similarly, Spinnerei operates as a privatised entity that incorporates accessibility
and inclusivity into its model, offering public events and exhibitions alongside its
commercial activities. Both sites adapt to public feedback, expressed through social
media, direct interactions, and participation in cultural programming, to shape their role
within their respective communities. Local authorities also play a significant role in the
governance of Beykoz Kundura and Spinnerei by ensuring compliance with heritage
preservation regulations. This includes maintaining museum sections, facilitating non-
commercial public uses, and conducting regular inspections to uphold the sites’ cultural
significance. Collaborations between site managers, local authorities, and stakeholders
reinforce the alignment of these spaces with public benefit, ensuring their ongoing
contribution to local heritage and identity. Initiatives such as Kundura Memory and
Archiv Massiv address potential conflicts arising from the privatisation of formerly public
spaces. Through the preservation of collective memory and the facilitation of public
participation, these foundations foster a shared sense of ownership over the sites, aligning
their development with the expectations of local communities. The societal responses and
collective memories associated with these locations underscore their significance as
cultural touchstones, influencing their integration into local life. Despite operating within
distinct cultural and national frameworks, the experiences of Beykoz Kundura and
Spinnerei demonstrate a common commitment to innovation, inclusivity, and public
engagement. These localised governance models reflect societal expectations in Turkey
and Germany, illustrating how the adaptive reuse of industrial heritage can generate
sustainable benefits for communities while preserving the cultural and historical
significance of these unique urban landmarks.
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Figure 1. Model 1, Emerging Innovation Spaces in Post-industrial Landscapes (elaborated by the
authors based on Cai’s neo-helix elaboration [63]).

The triple-helix model, frequently used in analysing transformation processes and
multi-sector collaborations, serves as a foundation for understanding these governance
schemes, particularly in industrial heritage sites [99]. This model, alongside other
frameworks focused on sustainability [100], co-creation, and creative industries [101,102],
provides valuable insight into the development of innovative ecosystems in heritage
transformation projects. Our paired case analysis highlights the presence of triple-helix
spheres in heritage management, despite limited public sector involvement. These
spheres include the private sector (legal owners) and public reactions (wider public),
which represent the driving forces behind transformation, creating spaces for knowledge
and innovation. Non-profit organisations function as democratic forums, both online and
in physical spaces, although the degree of democratisation and engagement remains
complex and challenging in these cases. These transformative endeavours, frequently
initiated by legal proprietors to validate their operations, are instrumental in legitimising
controversial changes under the guise of public benefit, as exemplified by the Kundura
Memory and Archiv Massiv foundations. These not-for-profit knowledge hubs serve as
virtual and physical venues for civic engagement, providing various participatory
programmes, or facilitating public input to ensure broader representation. Additionally,
they foster territorial innovation by creating spaces for underrepresented groups or by
offering opportunities for artists to undertake their cultural productions. These instances
facilitate cultural and knowledge-driven innovation by introducing novel cultural
functions aligned with the transformation, including exhibitions, workshops, research
facilities, archives, and established non-profit organisations. Although it is challenging to
define these intangible innovation domains, they are fundamentally connected to the
rejuvenation of these locations, revitalising various cultural forms. End users experience
a range of cultural phenomena that enhance the intellectual capital of culture. These are
also associated with social innovations, as evidenced by activities such as online petitions,
community discussions, and themes centred on local welfare and empowerment, all of
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which are reflected in the quotidian interactions within these heritage environments (See
Table 5).

Table 5. Innovation actions of model 1.

Privately Owned
Heritage Beykoz Kundura Leipzig Spinnerei
Management

(1) Festivals and films as a(l) Art and creative sector,
creative sector —culturalfestivals for cultural development
development and placemaking and placemaking

(2) Museums and Memory(2) Museums and Memory
Events on industrial heritage Events on industrial heritage

(38) Capacity Building through(3) Capacity Building through
establishment of citizen platforms,establishment of citizen platforms,
both digital and physical. both digital and physical

Innovation actions

3.2. Model 2: Common-Based Heritage Management and Heritage-Driven Innovations

Former psychiatric institutions have emerged as significant focal points for fostering
heritage communities, which subsequently facilitates their reclamation as marginal urban
spaces. The transformation of San Salvi in Florence and Pionta Park in Arezzo exemplifies
the potential of marginal heritage sites to become spaces for emancipation, cultural
revitalisation, and community engagement. Both examples highlight how creative and
artistic interventions can drive the reclamation of stigmatised places and reshape their
identities and roles within urban contexts [91]. The cases have evolved into vibrant
community centres driven by artistic efforts and citizen-led urban initiatives and self-
governance. Cultural activities, performances, and workshops have helped these spaces
overcome historical stigma and foster communal identity and ownership. This
collaborative common-based approach [41,103-105] has been key in forming heritage
communities that are actively involved in reclaiming and managing these areas, making
the process more democratic. Creative practices, along with educational and participatory
initiatives, are crucial for reimagining these spaces for community engagement and
shared cultural heritage. Both instances illustrate how art and culture catalyse social
innovation, promoting empowerment, well-being, and place attachment. They highlight
the effectiveness of collective governance and grassroots involvement in transforming
marginalised spaces into inclusive hubs that celebrate creativity and community spirit.
San Salvi and Pionta Park exemplify the transformative potential of integrating cultural
and artistic practices into heritage management, creating dynamic spaces for interaction
and collective meaning making through local people.

At present, the two case studies under examination encompass a diverse array of
cultural and educational organisations and individuals (See Figure 2). Recent spontaneous
activities at San Salvi and Pionta Park have highlighted the necessity for an integrated
production centre, focused on a self-managed community. This collective comprises
professionals from the arts, culture, and entertainment sectors, including creative
practitioners, scholars, and members of the public engaged in cultural pursuits. Its
permanent physical location is in these extensive former psychiatric institutions equipped
with essential facilities for creative output, such as performance spaces, an expansive park,
former therapeutic buildings which are currently utilised as university facilities and for
other purposes, and a structure accessible to all users (social aggregation centres),
facilitating the production of both artistic and cultural works, as well as quotidian
gatherings. In accordance with civic engagement principles, the current inhabitants of San
Salvi and Pionta Park are effectively assuming the role traditionally held by those
responsible for preserving and advancing artistic and cultural heritage. The
administration and event planning for these examples have implemented a participatory
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approach, orchestrated through a public management assembly and specific thematic
working groups accessible to all participants. These groups not only focus on event
scheduling but also aim to facilitate dialogue, collaboration, and exchange amongst them,
fostering an environment conducive to both collective production and community
engagement.
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Figure 2. Model 2, heritage helix ecosystem for shared public ownership (elaborated by the authors
based on Cai’s neo-helix elaboration [63]).

Our research identifies five categories of innovation within the ecosystem of these
initiatives (See Table 6): (i) Territorial innovation: community-driven social activism and
DIY placemaking have enhanced the perception of these stigmatised areas, transforming
them into more accessible and valued spaces. (ii) Intellectual capital development:
participatory activities employing artistic, creative, educational, and playful methods
contribute to intellectual and cultural growth. (iii) User-centric spaces: the end users of
these spaces are organically defined during participatory processes, aligning with
community needs and project objectives. (iv) Third-sector engagement: the involvement
of non-profit organisations and foundations in collaborating with universities has been
crucial for implementing these initiatives, fostering civic engagement, and promoting
empowerment, education, and well-being. (v) Common-based governance models offer
fertile ground for studying social innovation ecosystems, enabling marginal heritage sites
to be transformed into centres for knowledge, innovation, and community well-being.
Unlike the strategies employed for post-industrial landscapes, the reclamation of these
sites relies on grassroots efforts by residents, collaborative governance, and innovative
tools, such as civic crowdfunding. These efforts address the stigma associated with these
spaces while fostering place attachment, empowerment, and social innovation. Through
these approaches, sites such as San Salvi and Pionta exemplify the potential for heritage
communities to reclaim urban spaces, challenge negative perceptions, and revitalise these
areas as dynamic and inclusive hubs of activity.
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Table 6. Innovation spaces of Model 2.

Common-Based

Heritage Pionta San Salvi
Management
(1) Heritage communication/art education— (1) Heritage communication/art education—
cultural development and informal cultural development and informal
placemaking placemaking
(2) Community development through (2) Community development through
establishment of citizen platforms, both digital establishment of citizen platforms, both digital
Innovation actions and physical and physical
(A) Crowdfunding through sub-projects (A) Crowdfunding through sub-projects
(B) Empowerment, co-production, and (B) Empowerment, co-production, and
education education
(C) Well-being (C) Well-being
(D) DIY placemaking (D) DIY placemaking
(E) Spatial planning and co-governance (E) Spatial planning and co-governance.

3.3. Model 3: Public—Private Partnership in Heritage Management and
Heritage-Driven Innovations

The cases of the Hanlar district in Ankara and Galataport Istanbul elucidate the
intricate dynamics of public—private partnerships (PPPs) in the conservation and
transformation of historical sites. While private sector involvement frequently addresses
the financial and operational limitations of the public sector, it concurrently raises
significant concerns regarding the commodification of cultural heritage (See Figure 3).
Through substantial investment, private entities have enhanced the visibility and
accessibility of these sites, thereby drawing attention to their cultural significance.
However, this process often prioritises economic objectives over the intrinsic values of
heritage [106,107]. In both instances, private-sector contributions played a pivotal role in
the reimagination of underutilised historical spaces. By leveraging financial resources,
investors facilitated infrastructural improvements and enhanced public access to sites that
might otherwise have remained neglected. These endeavours not only elevated societal
awareness of Istanbul’s and Ankara’s historical and cultural assets, but also redefined
these sites as integral components of urban life and tourism. Nevertheless, this emphasis
on accessibility and functionality often aligns with commercial interests rather than
holistic heritage preservation or social integration. For instance, the branding of these sites
as luxury destinations—whether as a modernised waterfront site at Galataport or an
upscale hospitality venue at the Hanlar district—reflects the growing trend of heritage
resources being reinterpreted as marketable commodities [108].
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Figure 3. Model 3, heritage helix ecosystem for public-private partnerships (elaborated by the
authors based on Cai’s neo-helix elaboration [63]).

While these initiatives undoubtedly enhance tourism development and foster
community engagement, they also risk reducing heritage to a mechanism for
socioeconomic gain [109-112]. The reputational and economic benefits accrued by private
entities frequently supersede the broader public value of cultural heritage. In the case of
Galataport, the transformation of a historic port into a commercial and cultural hub
exemplifies how private investment can overshadow traditional narratives and the
intrinsic historical significance of such spaces. Similarly, the Hanlar district’s integration
of historical materials into its identity primarily serves to attract a global clientele,
potentially marginalising its original cultural context. Nonetheless, despite these risks of
commodification and overtourism, these transformations may also catalyse alliances
among diverse actors—including residents, public authorities, and private investors—
toward the establishment of tourism communities. Such communities can foster a more
inclusive approach by involving local residents in the decision-making and
transformation processes, thereby balancing economic imperatives with cultural
preservation. For example, in the Hanlar district, local artisans and shopkeepers have been
integrated into the revitalization effort, enabling them to maintain their livelihoods while
contributing to the site’s evolving identity. Similarly, Galataport’s emphasis on creating
open public spaces has reconnected residents with Istanbul's waterfront, offering
opportunities for civic engagement and cultural exchange alongside tourism activities
(See Table 7). PPPs, by involving local communities, mitigate risks by anchoring
development in residents’ lived experiences and cultural memories. As stewards of
heritage sites, residents help preserve authenticity and communal value while benefiting
from tourism’s socioeconomic opportunities. Although PPPs offer financial and
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operational support for conserving historical sites, they also pose challenges. Heritage
commodification in such partnerships may jeopardise authenticity, risking cultural
integrity for economic gain. Yet, collaborative and inclusive approaches can achieve
sustainable conservation, balancing economic development with historical and communal
preservation. Future strategies should prioritise participatory governance, empowering
communities to ensure heritage conservation aligns with both public and private interests
without compromising cultural integrity.

Table 7. Innovation spaces of Model 3.

Public-Private Partnership Cengelhan Museum, Divan

in Heritage Management Hotel Cukurhan Galataport Istanbul
Tourism development Tourism development

Policy development Policy development

Establishing tourism Establishing tourism

Innovation actions ., . o\ .
communities and advancing communities and advancing

community-based tourism  community-based tourism
with a focus on accessibility ~with a focus on accessibility

4. Conclusions, Limitations, and Future Recommendations

Heritage serves as a critical mediator of innovation, playing a transformative role not
only in shaping urban environments, but also in influencing societal, cultural, and
technical structures and governance. Like knowledge and innovation, heritage is a
dynamic force within ecosystems of change, contributing to the redefinition and
enrichment of urban and social landscapes. This article examined three distinct heritage
helix ecosystems, each providing a unique insight into heritage-led transformation and
governance. The initial model spotlights industrial heritage ecosystems where privately
owned locations are transformed into cultural centres, acting as contemporary innovation
hubs. Although these changes show potential, their restricted inclusivity and accessibility
often impede wider societal involvement. Consequently, this model emphasises the
importance of incorporating democratic and participatory frameworks into governance
structures to ensure that heritage serves as a platform for inclusive public engagement.
The second model concentrates on marginalised and stigmatised urban areas,
demonstrating how collaborative and common-based governance mechanisms can foster
genuine innovation and social activism. These instances show the potential for
undesirable urban spaces to be reimagined as dynamic, community-driven environments,
promoting cultural and social rejuvenation through heritage-led initiatives. The third
model investigates heritage ecosystems within the context of public-private partnerships
(PPPs), particularly in globalised and contested urban settings. Case studies from Tiirkiye
illustrate how PPPs utilise cultural heritage resources to establish innovation zones,
tourist hubs, and cultural centres. Despite concerns regarding commodification and
public interest, these partnerships have shown their ability to improve accessibility to
public spaces such as coastlines, encourage urban renewal, and stimulate economic and
cultural vitality.

This research contributes significantly to heritage management within the realm of
innovation ecosystem studies while broadening the existing helix-related innovation
literature in an urban context. Although the analysis is based on paired case studies from
specific contexts, their depth and alignment with the established literature offer crucial
insights into the development and assessment of management frameworks. This study
also addresses various aspects of innovation spaces, such as territorial, social, educational,
and policy-related aspects, highlighting the adaptability of these models. While
recognising certain limitations, such as geographically restricted examples and the
uneven representation of innovation spaces across models, this study establishes a
foundation for further exploration. Future research should aim to expand the scope of this
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topic by including diverse geographical and cultural contexts and enhancing our
understanding of how helix models can reshape heritage management globally. These
findings underscore the transformative potential of heritage-driven innovation,
encouraging scholars and practitioners to reconsider heritage as a dynamic and inclusive
force within modern ecosystems.
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Notes

1
2

Kundura is the Turkish term for “shoe”.
Han is the Turkish term for a traditional “inn structure”. Hanlar is the plural version of the term.
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