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I am pleased to introduce the 'Heritage Houses for Europe. Exchange & Innovate' project, the first pan -

European study on family-owned heritage houses. Historic monuments are a key part of our history and 
culture, they exemplify the notion of European heritage, which is so central to our identity ï and to the 

future we are building with and for our future generations.  

This study ï a Preparatory Action of the European Parliament implemented by the European Commission 
ï helps to address the lack of comprehensive, systemic data on this sector. And it provides practical 

tools for owners of family -owned heritage houses, tools to help them develop innovative business 

models and access EU funding programmes.   

This is how óHeritage Houses for Europe. Exchange & Innovateô contributes to our objective of making 

sure that the 2018 European Year of Cultural Heritage has a lasting impact. The project is just one of 

around 60 initiatives included in the Framework for Actions on Cultural Heritage that will be our guide 

in keeping culture and cultural heritage high on the agenda over the coming years.  

Most importantly, we need to keep reaching out to citizen s ï opening up opportunities for them to 

explore and cherish our roots. Cultural heritage is not for museums, its place is right at the heart of 
peopleôs daily lives. Heritage houses have an important part to play in bringing people together and 

enabling them to learn about others as well as about themselves. And I am confident that the results 

of this project will help owners and relevant stakeholders to fully take on this role.  

I commend the efforts of all involved in this project and look forward to see ing the ideas developed 

here taken further, including at local level. Our diverse cultural heritage is our most precious resource 

ï indispensable for building communities and a better future. Let us work together to ensure that we 

make the most of it.    
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1. Rationale for the study  

 

Cultural heritage plays a great role in Europe and in the everyday-life of its citizens, and so do family -

owned heritage houses, either by participating to Europeôs cultural identity, or by contributing to its 

vivid economic and social life; and the sector is also deeply intertwined with EUôs cultural policies. 

Family-owned heritage houses represent the hidden face of EU cultural heritage. Indeed, their 

contributions have never been valued properly at EU scale with a comprehensive analysis of their 
economic, social, cultural and environmental outputs. The causes are multiple and reside essentially in 

the difficulty to reach the target audience, especially in countries where heritage houses owners are not 

involved with supporting associations.   

Historic buildings in general and family-owned heritage houses are also very fragile. The disappearance 

of many exceptional houses is a reality, here, in the EU. Many of the monuments are falling into ruins 

and even greater numbers are financially unsustainable for their owners.  This study aims to contribute 
to support better the keeping of those exceptional monuments and identify barriers and new 

opportunities for their maintenance and development.  

1.1 Embodying Europeôs cultural diversity and identity 

A large majority of Europeans think the diversity of European cultures sets the continent  apart and gives 

it particular value 1. Europe has seen countless cultural developments that have been inspired by and 

have spread on the territory of several member states, and it is no surprise that some sites, although 

anchored in a specific territory, embody a óEuropean identity', some of them being celebrated by the 

European Heritage Label. 

Family-owned heritage houses exemplify this notion of European heritage as they feature some of the 

transnational developments such as: architectural styles, cultural landscapes created through common 

gardening cultures, and even common traditions such as chamber music, traditional cooking or hunting 

game. Heritage houses have historically attracted the talents of their time, who travelled from house to 

house, from family to family, thus diffusing their creations across Europe. These families are repositories 

of Europeôs memory and intangible heritage. 

Besides in addition to featuring transnational cultural heritage developments, family -owned heritage 

houses display a myriad of heritage types. They are a treasure chest full of European culture, where we 

can find picture galleries in the form of private family collections, c athedrals in the form of private 

chapels, theatres in the form of small private music rooms, libraries in the form of ancient family archives 

and museums in the interior halls, usually boasting extraordinary handcrafted pieces of the time. 

 

1  Special Eurobarometer 466, 2017, ñCultural Heritageò, Survey requested by the European Commission, 

Directorate-General for Education, Youth, Sport and Culture and co-ordinated by the Directorate -General for Communication: 

 

 

Historic houses bring the past back to life and allow us to critically assess how society has 

progressed and changed. In this sense, a first-hand experience of visiting a historic house 

has a strong educational value for young people. Taken out of the classroom, they come 

face to face with their cultural heritage.  Given this immense value of Europe's historic 

houses, we are resolved that they should remain for future generations to enjoy and learn 

from.  

by Themis Christophidou, Director-General, Directorate-General for Education and 

Culture, 2018 EHH Annual Conference  
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Heritage houses, having often been inhabited by the same families across centuries are also a repository 

of Europeôs intangible heritage, and still emanate memories and history of the local territory. 

Living close to places related to Europeôs cultural heritage gives Europeans a sense of belonging to 

Europe2. Moreover, a majority of Europeans think cultural heritage is not only important to them 

personally, but also to the European Union as a whole 3. In this context, family -owned heritage houses 

are unique actors to promote and circulate ideas of Europeôs rich cultural heritage, identity and sense 

of belonging, in communities that can be hard to reach  such as in remote rural areas. 

1.2 Contributing to the economic and social development of Europe 

The contributions that heritage houses make to the economic life of Europe, particularly through the 

tourism industry are often underestimated. Indeed, according to the figures given by the European 

Council in 2010, European cultural heritage is of exceptional economic importance to the tourism 

industry, generating estimated annual revenue of ú335 billion, and many of the 9 million jobs in the 

tourism sector are linked to it directly or indirectly. As a dynamic economic sector, culture provides 

quality jobs and promotes smart, sustainable, and inclusive growth.4 

Cultural heritage, which crystallizes the European identity, inclusiveness, and sense of belonging, also 

accounts for numerous social benefits in the life of its citizens. Those further benefits of heritage to 

European society are clearly outlined in the Study ñCultural Heritage Counts for Europeò5 and should 

also be integrated into an overall sector planning that spurs innovation and maintains, develops and 

provides heightened visibility to heritage and its benefits while strengthening those who steward it.  

Cultural heritage, which attracts tourism in Europe and showcases Europe's core values, also greatly 

contributes to Europe's soft power and cultural diplomacy with third countries, and the European 

Commission has recently highlighted this is its report ñTowards an EU strategy for international cultural 

relationsò.6 

Due to cultural heritage's indisputable contribution to Europe, it is important to improve system atic data 

on its economic and social impacts. The report ñCultural Heritage Counts for Europeò (CHCfE), published 

in 2015, was already an important contribution to start filling this gap. Already, one of the major 

recommendations was to encourage EU institutions to ensure that cultural heritage impact is measured 

in a more systematic and holistic way by all relevant stakeholders and operators. With this project, the 

consortium intends to go further , and to move the magnifying glass on the contribution of family -owned 

heritage houses to these fields. 

The culture and creative sector, present at the intersections between business, culture and technology, 

are at a crossroad to trigger innovation and spill -overs from and to other sectors (European Expert 
Network on Culture, 2015). Innovation within the cultural and cultura l heritage sectors should allow 

them to foster growth and to adjust to a continuously advancing scientific and commercial environment. 
Particularly, heritage professions and heritage sites, such as museums or private historic houses, should 

adapt to the di gital shift and seize the opportunities stemming from it, including by improving visitor 

participation and community engagement with heritage. Innovati on should remain a priority, and a 
continuous endeavour for the entire sector, especially as it will be one of the main pillars of the legacy 

of the 2018 European Year of Cultural Heritage. This study will contribute to this aim by highlighting 
and circulating innovative thinking among private owners of historic houses, but also within the heritage 

sector in general. 

 

2  Special Eurobarometer 466, 2017, ñCultural Heritageò: 70% of respondents to the Eurobarometer survey indicate that 

living close to places related to Europeôs cultural heritage gives people a sense of belonging to Europe. 

3  Special Eurobarometer 466, 2017, ñCultural Heritageò: 80% of respondents to the Eurobarometer survey think cultural 

heritage is important for the European Union.; 84% think it is important for them personally.  

4  http://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=JOIN%3A2016%3A29%3AFIN  

5  Cultural Heritage Counts for Europeò, 2015 by the Cultural Heritage Counts for Europe Consortium (CHCFE), with the 

support of the EU Culture programme, see http://www.europanostra.org/our -work/policy/cultural -heritage-counts-europe/  

6  http://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=JOIN%3A2016%3A29%3AFIN  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=JOIN%3A2016%3A29%3AFIN
http://www.europanostra.org/our-work/policy/cultural-heritage-counts-europe/
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=JOIN%3A2016%3A29%3AFIN
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1.3 Participating to European cultural heritage policies 

From the founding treaties to the European Agenda for Culture of 2007, cultural heritage is at the heart 

of the European project. Although heritage protection is primarily dealt with at national and local level, 

there is no contradiction between national/local responsibility and a s pecific role of the EU. The Bruges 

Declaration of the Belgian Presidency in 2010 already emphasised the need to ñprepare a specific, long-

term plan which searches for possibilities to ensure that the potential of cultural heritage is better 

incorporated in the general policy of the European Union. Interaction with European Union policy -

making level is central.ò 

For some years now, momentum has been building at EU level. During the Greek and Italian 

presidencies of 2014, a series of cornerstone policy documents were adopted: the Conclusions on 

Cultural Heritage as a Strategic Resource for a Sustainable Europe7 and the Conclusions on Participatory 

Governance of Cultural Heritage8 as well as by the Communication Towards an Integrated Approach to 

Cultural Heritage for Europe9 (European Commission, 2014) which calls for an integrated approach to 

fully make use of its potential for economic growth and social cohesion. A further indication of the EUôs 

increasing interest in the wider potential benefits of cultural h eritage is the publication of a report 

produced by the Horizon 2020 Expert Group on Cultural Heritage in April 201010. The report entitled 

ñGetting Cultural Heritage to Work for Europeò, sets out recommendations for an innovative policy 

framework and agenda for cultural heritage -related research and innovation up to 2020. This 

momentum gathered around cultural heritage in Europe has been solidified by the Rome Declaration 

number 8 on March 25, 2017, in which the leaders of  the Member States and  EU institutions pledged 

to work for a 'Union which preserves our cultural heritage and promotes cultural diversity' .11  

Furthermore, in 2018 the European Commission proposed a New European Agenda for Culture which 

once again emphasized cultural heritage as a driver for growth, jobs and a source for social cohesion.12 

In December 2017, the European Year of Cultural Heritage (EYCH) 2018 was officially launched in Milan. 

The Year promoted all types of heritage: tangible, intangible and digital , thus covering monuments to 

natural landscapes or archaeological sites, at every level (European, national, regional, local). On 27 

November 2018, EU Ministers of Culture adopted, among others, conclusions on the Work Plan for 

Culture 2019-2027,13 stressing the importance of sustaining the legacy of the European Year of Cultural 

Heritage 2018. The document, building on the previous multiannual plans of 2011 -2014 and 2015-

 

7  Council conclusions of 21 May 2014 on cultural heritage as a strategic resource for a sustainable Europe, https://eur -

lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52014XG0614%2808%29  

8  Council conclusions on participatory governance of cultural heritage, see https://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52014XG1223%2801%29  

9  COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, THE COUNCIL, THE EUROPEAN 

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMITTEE AND THE COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS, ñTowards an integrated approach to cultural 

heritage for Europeò, COM/2014/0477, see https://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM:2014:477:FIN  

10  ñGetting cultural heritage to work for Europe, 2015, Report of the Horizon 2020 Expert Group on 

Cultural Heritage, See: https:/ /ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/news/getting -cultural-heritage-work-europe  

11  See: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press -releases/2017/03/25/rome -declaration/  

12  See: https://ec.europa.eu/culture/news/new -european-agenda-culture_en  

13  See: http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST -13948-2018-INIT/en/pdf   

 

ñThe Union shall respect its rich cultural and linguistic diversity, and shall ensure that Europe's 

cultural heritage is safeguarded and enhancedò (Article 3 TEU) 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52014XG0614%2808%29
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52014XG0614%2808%29
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52014XG1223%2801%29
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52014XG1223%2801%29
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM:2014:477:FIN
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/news/getting-cultural-heritage-work-europe
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2017/03/25/rome-declaration/
https://ec.europa.eu/culture/news/new-european-agenda-culture_en
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-13948-2018-INIT/en/pdf
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2018,14 defined working methods for policy collaboration on culture in the European Union and listed 

ñSustainability in cultural heritageò among its five priorities. During the 2018 EYCH, over 6.2 million 

people took part in more than 11,700 events organised across 37 countries. To ensure that the European 

Year has a lasting impact beyond 2018, the European Commission presented on 7 December 2018 the 

European Framework for Action on Cultural Heritage15. The Framework consists of 60 actions related to 

the promotion and protection of cultural heritage in the longer term, among which this specific project, 

supporting the cluster of actions to ñFoster social innovation and cultural heritage competencesò. 

With this project, the consortium ensure s the legacy of the EYCH, by creating and strengthening 

synergies between family-owned heritage houses and other stakeholders to safeguard, develop and 

transmit cultural heritage to future generations.  

  

 

14  See: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdat a/en/educ/117795.pdf   and 

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST -16094-2014-INIT/en/pdf      

15  See: https://ec.europa.eu/culture/sites/culture/files/library/documents/staff -working-document-european-agenda-

culture-2018.pdf  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/educ/117795.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-16094-2014-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/culture/sites/culture/files/library/documents/staff-working-document-european-agenda-culture-2018.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/culture/sites/culture/files/library/documents/staff-working-document-european-agenda-culture-2018.pdf
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2. Objectives of the study 

The aim of this project is to gain an improved bottom -up understanding of the socio-economic 

contributions of family-owned heritage houses; and how innovative models can support their sustainable 

preservation. The ultimate goal is to strengthen the positio n of family -owned heritage houses within our 

society, by reinforcing the competencies and capacity of their owners, while raising awareness of their 

value for European citizens and society as a whole. The study formulates policy recommendations for 

the European Commission and other stakeholders on how they can support the sustainability of family-

owned heritage houses in Europe. 

 

Figure 1:  Overview of the objectives of the study  

 

Source: Project Consortium 
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3. Scope of analysis 

As our research focuses on ófamily-owned heritage housesô, it is very important to have a clear 

understanding and scope definition of this topic. This section gives an overview of our understanding of 

cultural heritage and family-owned heritage houses in Europe in the context of this project, based on 

the literature review and insights from expert and stakeholder interviews.   

3.1 Our understanding of cultural heritage 

The notion of cultural heritage as a fluid concept has evolved dramatically over time, from the very 

factual, concrete notion of tangible heritage and inherited goods of previous centuries, towards a sense 

of cultural roots, identity and belonging - or intangible heritage. The Commission provides a focused 

definition considering cultural heritage as ña sign or a symbol created by, or given meaning by human 

activity, that is intentionally protected, conserved or revived, instead of being left to natural decay, 

oblivion, or destruction. The purpose is the transmission to future ge nerations of its values (i.e. cultural, 

historical, aesthetic, archaeological, scientific, ethnological, anthropological value), which are considered 

relevant by a community or group of referenceò.16  

Within the scope of this study, when referring to cultural heritage, we refer primarily to the óbuiltô 

heritage, as the core subject of this analysis are family-owned heritage houses. However, the intangible 

heritage, which derives and is nourished by historic monuments, including customs and family traditions, 

will also be considered as far as it is relevant in the context of this study.  

3.2 What is a family-owned heritage house? 

For the purpose of this study, the following definition of family -owned heritage houses is used (see Box 

1) 

Box 1: Definition of family -owned heritage houses in the context of this study  

The following types of heritage houses are considered as family-owned heritage houses: 

¶ Heritage Houses that are officially protected  as cultural heritage in Europe  (by national, regional 

or local authorities, depending on how competencies are allocated at national level), and th at are 

privately -owned and managed by a family .  

¶ Heritage Houses that are not officially protected but nevertheless possess a major historic value 

and heritage characteristic , and that are privately -owned and managed by a family . 

Heritage Houses are studied in their surroundings, often including land, whether agricultural, 

forestry, gardens or other , which will be taken into account in determining business models and socio-

economic value, as well as ecological and economic sustainability. As such, we will be taking the houses 

into account within their natural and cultural ecosystems . 

Based on the insights from the literature and the first exploratory interviews, we further clarify what we 

understand under different elements that are highlighted in orange  in the definition (see Box 1) and 

are crucial for the scope of the research.  

 

16 See: https://eacea.ec.europa.eu/sites/eacea-site/files/2._call_notice_eacea_35_2017-culture-ce-2018_en_.pdf  

https://eacea.ec.europa.eu/sites/eacea-site/files/2._call_notice_eacea_35_2017-culture-ce-2018_en_.pdf
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 ñHistoric value and heritage characteristicò 

Looking at the different selection criteria that are being used in EU member states to define buildings 

of historic value and heritage characteristic, it is clear that there is not a common definition. 

Nevertheless, one can derive a number of elements that are commonly stressed across member states: 

¶ The buildings have an important historical, artistic, cultural , aesthetic and/or scientific significance. 

They are ñan important record of historical development, way of life and environment of societyò  

¶ The buildings are representative of creative skills and work of humankind (artistic, architectural, 

technical, technological) 

Furthermore, in several member states reference is also made to óauthenticityô and órarityô. Only a few 

member states also include óageô17 as a criteria to define heritage (E.g. Estonia). This is not however a 

common criteria across Europe. 

 

Given the above, this definition doesnôt provide a clear-cut and measurable framework for categorizing 

historic houses. This is problematic for any quantitative analysis, including in the context of this study. 

To circumvent this problem, one has to look for a more pragmatic approach and identify proxies that 

could be used to delineate the research topic (for purposes of quantitative analysis). One proxy could 

be that the house is catalogued in a specific register or inventory (which doesnôt automatically imply 

that they are protected).  Therefore, we have worked with the proxy that the house is included in a 

national register / listing / catalogue /inventory /database /historic document / (cultural) tourism 

website, etc.,  of cultural properties or cultural, imm ovable or architectural heritage (which doesnôt 

automatically imply that they are protected). Family-owned heritage houses that participated in the 

online survey and are not included in such a register/listening etc., were not included in the analysis, 

unless they were built pre-WWII.)   

 ñPrivately -owned by a familyò 

Under the term ñprivately-ownedò, we interpret heritage houses to be either bought by or inherited by 

private family owners. The heritage house can be owned by one or by several family members, where 

different types of ownership structures  are included: individual private ownership as well as ownership 

via family trusts, private foundations, limited compa nies, é as long as the family (one or more family 

members) has controlling interest. Corporate owned heritage houses where the (non-family-owned) 

corporation has controlling interest (e.g. industrial heritage owned by a corporation) as well as publicly 

owned heritage houses are excluded from the analysis.  

ñManaged by a familyò 

When we look at the group of ófamily-owned heritage housesô, we can distinguish roughly two categories 

based on their use:  

1) Family-owned heritage houses that are solely used as a dwelling, and where the house is not actively 

used as a resource for additional value creation (i.e. no activities are developed in the house and/or 

on the grounds).  

2) Family-owned heritage houses that are used as a resource for (economic) value creation ï whether 

or not in combination with the use as a dwelling. In this category of historic houses, activities are 

being developed in the house and/or on the grounds on an irregular or structural basis, with or 

without economic return. Renting (parts of) the house to thi rd parties is included in these activities. 

Often family-owners in this category are óobligedô to manage their heritage house is such manner, 

due to its size and the costs related to maintaining a heritage house.  

Different EU member states and regions show a different landscape and presence of those specific 

family-owned heritage houses where activities are developed in order to finance the maintenance, due 

 

17 i.e. age as a an indicator of the willingness to transmit a value to future generations across time.  
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to, amongst others, the characteristics of the heritage houses on their territory. For example, the 

landscape of family-owned heritage houses in Flanders is characterized by mostly smaller family-owned 

heritage houses and less by larger estates: most family-owned heritage houses in Flanders are thus 

used solely as a dwelling and not as a business resource. On the other hand, the landscape of heritage 

houses in countries such as the UK and France are typified by larger estates and a higher share of 

family-owned heritage houses are used as a business resource.  

For this study, we considered: 

¶ Houses used as a dwelling and/or business resource for the socio-economic analysis of family-

owned heritage houses (see PART 2) 

¶ Houses used as a business resource for the mapping and analysis of business models (see PART 

3). 

For the SWOT analysis and ensuing policy recommendations (see PART 3 and PART 5), we again take 

both types of houses into consideration.  

ñIn Europeò 

For the purpose of this study, we define family -owned heritage houses in Europe as those houses that 

are located in one of the countries participating in the Creative Europe programme i.e. Albania, Austria, 

Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Republic of Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, 

Estonia, Finland, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, 

Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Montenegro, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 

Portugal, Romania, Republic of Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, the UK. For more information,  

please see: https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/creat ive-europe/content/creative -europe-participating-

countries_en.  

 

  

https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/creative-europe/content/creative-europe-participating-countries_en
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/creative-europe/content/creative-europe-participating-countries_en
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4. Structure of the report  

Heritage Houses for Europe is the first pan-European Study on family-owned heritage houses. It aims 

to achieve an improved bottom-up understanding of the socio-economic, cultural and environmental 

contribution of family -owned heritage houses, and how innovative business models can support and 

help their sustainable preservation. The ultimate goal is to strengthen the position of family -owners 

within our society, by re inforcing their skillset and capacity, while raising awareness of their value for 

European citizens and society as a whole. This study formulates policy recommendations towards EU 

institutions and other stakeholders to improve the sustainability of family -owned heritage houses in 

Europe. 

The content and data available in this report comes from a triangulation of research methods i.e. a 

combination of different types of data (quantitative and qualitative), methods (online survey, 

workshops, interviews, etc.)  and sources (existing literature, survey data, etc.).  

The literature review offers a first glimpse and an understanding of the sector. The interviews from the 

stakeholders (owners, policymakers, academics, heritage and cultural innovators) gave a voice to the 

actors and enabled us to understand their perspectives. The online survey, answered by 1,084 

respondents, demonstrated a broader vision on family-owned heritage houses ownersô situation. The 

Business model analysis, case studies and the two workshops, allowed this study to go deeper in the 

concrete reality of the actors. What is their experience  and their needs? What are the opportunities they 

can seize?  

A better understanding of the sector is crucial to unleash its potential. That is why Europeôs cultural 

diversity and identity, its economic and social development, cultural heritage, innovation and business 

model expertise is at the core of this analysis.  

Family-owned heritage houses are unique, authentic and a repository of history and key vectors of 

cultural values. This study strives to give an overview of the very diverse landscape of family -owned 

heritage houses across Europe. This diversity refers not only to their different historical or architectural 

characteristics, but also to the diverse framework conditions across Europe that apply to family -owned 

heritage houses as well as to their location, ownership structure, protection status and further 

development or use as a business resource.  

To analyse the socio-economic contributions of heritage houses, we developed a multi-dimensional 

framework, centred around a set of core values that family -owned heritage houses represent. A SWOT 

analysis synthetises and organises the data and information collected, according to family-owned 

heritage housesô strengths, weaknesses, threats and opportunities.  

Furthermore, the business model methodology was based on four main areas: customers, offer, 

infrastructure, and financial viability. Within the business model canvas those areas are described 

through nine basic building blocks: Customer Segments, Value Propositions, Channels, Customer 

Relationships, Key Resources, Key Activities, Key Partnerships, Cost Structure, Revenue Streams.  

This study and all the related research enabled us to further understand the wide variety of business 

models, implemented in rural as well as in urban areas, covering large and small properties, entirely 

private owned as well as owned by public/private partnerships. A complementary SWOT analysis 

described the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of business models. Innovative business 

models are identified through Illustrative Practices and will help heritage houses owners to sustainably 

preserve their houses in a competitive world. Therefore, it is important to trigger innovation within 

existing business models. This can be done by making use of a number of methods described in this 

report. In order to support owners in this transition, tools and kit are developed in the framework of 

this project and they were tested during the workshops.  

Policy recommendations towards the European Institutions as well as national and regional authorities 

are important to maintain and improve  the future of privately -owned heritage houses. These 

recommendations will address a variety of problematics such as: access to funding, education and 
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trainings, volunteering and community participation, sustainable tourism, regional development, cultural 

and environment conservation.  

The study is a first attempt to improve the understanding of the sector and its impact, to develop 

research and innovation, and to create or improve synergies among stakeholders. It is paving the way 

for future research and new projects to complete the results of this study and continue to participate in 

the preservation and development of European cultural heritage which was brought to the forefront by 

the 2018 European Year of Cultural Heritage.  
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1. Introduction  

Following the definition of the study scope, t his chapter of the study portray s the multi-dimensional 

socio-economic contributions of family-owned heritage houses in Europe.  

We start this chapter by giving an overview  of the different types of research methods and data we 

have used to assess the socio-economic contributions of family-owned heritage houses in Europe.  

In the following section, we then set the scene by giving an overview of the very diverse landscape of 

family-owned heritage houses across Europe. This diversity in family-owned heritage houses refers not 

only to their different historical or architectural characteristics, but also to the diverse framework 

conditions across Europe that apply to family-owned heritage houses as well as to their location, 

ownership structure, protection status and further development or use as a business resource. These 

diverse features are in turn reflected in the diverse socio-economic contributions that heritage houses 

can generate.  

In the fourth  section, we analyse the socio-economic contributions of heritage houses in more detail. 

For this analysis, we developed a multi-dimensional framework, centred around a set of core values 

that family -owned heritage houses represent. In the ensuing paragraphs, we discuss these core values 

of family-owned heritage houses, the different activities that family-owners undertake as well as the 

varied socio-economic contributions that arise from  these core values and activities, by presenting 

evidence from the literature, expert and stakeholder interviews as well as the online survey results. 
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2. Triangulation through a mix of research methods  

For this chapter and the following chapter (SWOT analysis ï see PART 3), we have used a triangulation 

of research methods i.e. a combination of different types of data (q uantitative and qualitative), methods 

(online survey, workshop, interviews, illustrative practices, etc.) and sources (existing literature, survey 

data, etc.). Figure 2 below gives an overview of the main research methods that have been used. In 

the next paragraphs, we describe each of these methods in more detail.  

Figure 2: Overview of research methods used  

 

Source:  IDEA Consult 
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2.1 Literature Review 

For both the assessment of the multidimensional contributions of family -owned heritage houses (this 

PART) as well as the SWOT analysis (see PART 3), the research team made an in-depth mapping and 

analysis of the relevant literature in the field. A full overview of the literature that we have studied in 

the context of this project is given in ANNEXESA.1 /. The documents we have reviewed include the 

following:  

¶ Academic literature; 

¶ Research papers and books; 

¶ Policy documents ïat regional, national and European level; 

¶ Studies and reports commissioned by authorities (such as e.g. the European Commission);  

¶ Briefs issued by relevant sector organisations and federations at regional, national and European 

level;  

¶ Internet sources; 

¶ Public/private databases; 

¶ Etc.   

Figure 3 below gives an overview of the specific objectives of the literature review . 

Figure 3: Objectives of the literature review  

 

Source: IDEA Consult 

Multi-dimensional contributions of family-owned heritage houses in 
European society

Ådelineate the scope of the research topic

Ådevelop the online survey questionnaire

Ådevelop the questionnaire for the exploratory interviews

Åidentify key actors for the expert and stakeholder interviews, workshops and 
illustrative practices

Åidentify illustrative practices 

Ågain an overview of and insight into the diversity of the landscape of family -owned 
heritage houses

Ådevelop a multidimensional framework to conduct the socio-economic analysis of 
family-owned heritage houses

Ådescribe, elaborate and present evidence on the core values and socio-economic 
contributions of family -owned heritage houses 

SWOT analysis 

(see Part 3)

Åidentify strengths and weaknesses

Ådescribe, elaborate and present evidence on strengths and weaknesses

Ågather data and evidence on external opportunities and threats
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2.2 Expert and stakeholder interviews 

From September to December 2018, we conducted 17 expert and stakeholder interviews. An overview 

of the experts and stakeholders that the research team  interviewed, can be found in ANNEXESA.3 /. 

The interview guideline we used for these interviews can be found in ANNEXESA.2 /.  

The objective of th e expert and stakeholder interviews was to feed the assessment of the socio-

economic contributions of family-owned heritage houses (this PART) as well as the SWOT analysis (see 

PART 3 of the study) and to obtain more information on inspiring illustrative practices of socio -economic 

value creation (see illustrative practices report). More specifically, the expert and stakeholder interviews 

complemented the literature review for these different parts of the study, where they provided crucial 

country- and sector-specific insights and information on:  

¶ key characteristics of family-owned heritage houses;  

¶ the different types of val ue family-owned heritage houses create; 

¶ the challenges family-owners face as well as good practices to counter these challenges. 

¶ Together with the literature review, the insights from the interviews also contributed to structuring 

and refining the online survey questionnaire.  

Throughout the study, we have clearly indicated where we have used information or quotes from the 

stakeholder and expert interviews.  

2.3 Online survey 

From 14 December 2018 to 18 February 2019 we ran an EU-wide online survey targeting fa mily-owners 

of heritage houses. The survey was available in three different languages: English, French and German. 

The survey questionnaire (English version) can be found in ANNEXESA.5 /.  

This is the first large -scale survey towards family -owners of heritage houses across Europe.  

Communication with family-owners about the survey occurred through mailings, newsletters, etc., by 

the consortium partners, the national associations that are member of both EHHA and ELO as well as 

other relevant intermediaries.  

2.3.1 Profile characteristics 

The infographic below gives an overview of the key profile characteristics of the respondents to the 

online survey.  Of the 1,084 survey respondents, 82% fully completed the survey, while 18% only 

partially completed the survey. When analysing the online survey results, we took into account all 

available answers for each question, including the answers of respondents that only partially completed 

the survey. In the remainder of the report, we clearly indicate the n -numbers (number of survey 

respondents) for each survey question that we discuss.  

The ensuing figure (Figure 4) gives an overview of the country spread of the online survey  respondents. 

As we can see in that figure, the larg est concentration of survey respondents are situated in France, 

Ita ly as well as in the UK. This reflects the fact that these are also the countries  in Europe with a well-

developed privately-owned heritage house sector, as mirrored in the number of private heritage house 

owners that are members of national associations adherent to the European Historic Houses association 

EHHA18: indeed, the French, Ital ian and UK associations have the largest number of members (in 

comparison to the national associations in other European countries). On the other hand, we see a 

 

18 See also Figure 9 in section 3.3 of this PART, which gives an overview of the number of privately-owned heritage houses that 

are member of these national associations.  
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much smaller concentration of survey respondents in Central and Eastern European countries, which 

corresponds to the fact that the private heritage house sector in these countries is currently less 

developed, as is also reflected in the relatively low number of private heritage house owners being 

members of national associations in these countries.19  

Figure 4: Infographic on online survey response - key profile characteristic 

 

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

 

 

19 See also Figure 9 in section 3.4 of this PART, which gives an overview of the number of privately -owned heritage houses that 

are member of these national associations.  
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Figure 4: Country spread of respondents to the online survey (n=1 ,084) 

 

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

2.4 Illustration via Illustrative Practices  

Based on the expert and stakeholder interviews, the workshop (see below) and the open answers from 

the online survey, the research team identified 15 Illustrative Practices on the socio-economic 

contribution of European family-owned heritage houses that serve as illustration to  this part as 

well as to:  

¶ PART 2: Socio-economic analysis; 

¶ Error! Reference source not found. : Policy recommendations; 

¶ the EU funding guide for family -owners.  
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For this part of the study , the illustrative pra ctices serve to clarify (a) the diversity in the landscape of 

family-owned heritage houses and (b) the different activities as well as socio -economic contributions 

that family -owned heritage houses can generate as well as (c) the challenges family-owners face. For 

PART 5 of the study (Policy recommendations), the illustrative practices highlight good policy practices 

that can be inspirational for policymakers and other  stakeholders. For the EU funding guide, the 

illustrative practice serves as an example of the possibilities of EU funding for family-owners. 

The illustrative practices were developed on the basis of desk research as well as interviews. We have 

included illustrative practices on family-owned heritage houses as well as specific initiatives and policy 

measures in the field.  

The full illustrative practices are described in a separate report . They are also included in a 

more condensed and schematic overview in the before -mentioned parts of the study. Below 

we give a generic example of the condensed illustrative practices as they appear in this report:  the 

headings in bold are the headings that we use in  each condensed illustrative practice. In Figure 5 we 

briefly explain what we understand under each heading.  

Figure 5: Short reading guide to the condensed illustrative practices 

 

  

I llustrative practice : Name and picture 

In case the practice concerns a family-owned heritage house: New owner or Generational 

owner?  

In case the practice concerns an initiative or Policy Measure: Type  of initiative   

Country :  Location or Country Coverage 

Highlights :  

V Key illustrative elements of the practice 

Activities : 

Short overview of the act ivities undertaken, categorised according to the following dimensions (only 

those dimensions that are applicable, are taken up for each illustrative practice): 

V Cult ural  /  Leisure  

V Educational /  Research  

V Community -building  

V Environmental  

V Comme rcial  

V If applicable, also a short descr iption of relevant  partnerships.  

Dimensions of contribution:  

A schematic overview of the socio-economic contributions that are generated, according to the 

following legend: 

      

Economic Social Cultural Environmental Educational/Skills 
Interesting 

partnerships 
 

Referral to the illustrative practices report 
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2.5 Stakeholder Workshop  

Following the first workshop held in November 2018 - which served as input for section 2.5 of the study 

- we organised a second workshop on 29 April 2019 in Brussels, with: 

¶ family-owners from across Europe; 

¶ EU, national and regional policymakers; 

¶ other stakeholders, such as sector federations, cultural heritage associations and initiatives, 

academics and experts in the field, educational/skillsô partners etc., with an EU-wide, national or 

regional perspective. 

The objectives of this workshop were twofold:  

1. to collect feedback and validation on the integrated draft SWOT-analysis the research team had 

developed (see PART 3);  

2. to gather suggestions and feedback on solutions to overcome the main issues that have been 

identified in the draft SWOT-analysis:  

a. from a policy perspective: to collect suggestions for policy recommendations (on 

EU/national/regional/local level) - not only focused on policymakers but also on other 

stakeholders such as intermediary or support organisations (see PART 5); 

b. from a business model perspective: to obtain feedback on the Business Model toolkit 

(see PART 4) and its usefulness to spur innovative business model thinking for heritage 

houses. 

We have included the full programme of the workshop as well as the participantsô list in ANNEXESA.4 / 

below.  
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3. Family-owned heritage houses in Europe: a diverse 

landscape 

The landscape of family-owned heritage houses is very rich in its diversity: heritage houses are the 

witnesses of Europeôs vibrant past and traditions as well as its current variety of policy contexts and 

regulatory frameworks. These diverse influences in past and present have a determining impact on the 

features and characteristics of family-owned heritage houses throughout Europe, not only with regard 

to their historical styles, shapes and sizes but also with regard to their location, ownership structure,  

protection status and further development or use as a business resource.  

In order to understand the working conditions and challenges of family -owned heritage houses in 

Europe, we identify and describe in the next sections their diverse historical backgrounds and 

characteristics as well as the diverse framework conditions the houses face across Europe.  

3.1 Diverse historical backgrounds 

A first important factor explaining the current diversity in the European landscape of family -owned 

heritage houses is the diverse historical background in different regions across Europe over the past 

centuries. Historical evolutions had an important influence on the geographical concentration of family -

owned heritage houses across Europe, as well as on their characteristics20 and their preservation. In 

this context, the experts and stakeholder s we interviewed, emphasized the importance of recent history 

in Central- and Eastern Europe to better understand the landscape of family -owned heritage houses in 

these countries. 

 

Communist rule in Central -  and Eastern Europe (CEE).  The communist rule in CEE countries 

during part of the 20 th century has had a profound impact on the current condition and development of 

family-owned heritage houses in those countries, leading to a very different setting for family -owned 

heritage houses compared to Western Europe. During communist rule, most family-owned heritage 

houses were confiscated, and family owners were expropriated; the heritage houses were subsequently 

often converted into buil dings of public use such as schools or hospitals or abandoned. Following the 

communist rule, a large part of heritage houses in CCE countries were (and in some countries: still are) 

often in state of decay and in urgent 

need of restoration. For example, the 

expert and stakeholder interviews shed 

more light on the very precarious 

situation of heritage houses in Romania, 

illustrated by, amongst others, the fact 

that 2,6% of the non -archeological 

objects on the Romanian List of Historic 

Monuments is in a state of ñpre-decayò 

or decay and the fact that there is no 

information on the physical state of more than 65% of historic objects on the List.  

In the aftermath of the communist era, different CEE countries also handled the communist legacy in 

different ways: i n some countries (e.g. in the Czech Republic), family heritage houses restituted to their 

original family-owners could include all surrounding grounds, in other countries, only the house and part 

 

20 Not only the architectural characteristics, but also in terms of the size of the estates or their location (in the countryside versus 

the city centers,é).  

 

ñIn Latvia, new owners have to start from 

scratch. Most houses only have a garden, 

as new owners do not have the money to 

buy the larger stretches of land 

surrounding the heritage houseò. Expert 
and stakeholder interviews 
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of the surrounding grounds were returned to the owners (e.g. in Romania, where maximum 50 hectares 

were returned).21 From the interviews and literature review 22 , it became clear that in some countries, 

restitution to original owners is a complex and time -consuming process or is highly bureaucratic, often 

resulting in the further delay of necessary restoration works and thus further decay of the heritage 

houses.  

The illustrative practice of Birini castle  in Latvia (see below) shows how historical events and restitution 

procedures can have a strong influence on family-owned heritage houses. The development of Birini 

castle and park was started by count Mellin in the beginning of the 18th century. However, during the 

First Latvian Independence, the castle was given a public function as the Sick-fund of Book publishers 

opened a sanatorium for treatment of respiratory and heart diseases in the castle  (1926). After World 

War II, during Soviet rule, Birini Castle was nationalized, also functioning as a sanatorium, which was 

visited by visitors from all over the Soviet Union. During this period, th e Castle was decorated with 

artwork reflecting Soviet ideology. After the Latvian independency (1991) the estate was rented, and 

later bought by Jƃnis Vimba. As a new owner and businessman, he carefully restored the palace and 

maintains the surrounding landscape.  

 

Illustrative practice : Birini Estate: Thriving on leisure and business 

New owner   

Country:  Latvia (LV) 

Highlights:  

V Evolution of ownership & Soviet Rule 

V Challenges of restitution 

Activities:  

V Commercial:  Birini castle is used as a hospitality and meeting venue: banquets, seminars, 

sightseeing, tours, a restaurant, a hotel and bathhouses. are offered to local and international 

tourists.  

Dimensions of contribution:  

 

Read all details on Birini Estate in the illustrative practices report  

Legend: see Figure 5 on page 28 

 

 

21 See e.g. Rusu, M., Florian, V., Tudor M.,  Chitea M., Chitea., L., and E. Rosu,2011,  ñLAND RELATED DISPUTES AND CONFLICTS 

IN ROMANIAò, Agricultural Economics and Rural Development, New Series, Year VIII, no. 1, p. 127 ï145, 2011 

22 For an overview on property restitution in CEE countries, see e.g. US Department of State, Bureau of European and Eurasian 

Affairs, 2007, ñProperty Restitution in Central and Eastern Europeò  https://2001 -2009.state.gov/p/eur/rls/or/93062.htm   

https://2001-2009.state.gov/p/eur/rls/or/93062.htm
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These historical differences result in quite different working conditions for family-owned heritage houses 

in Central and Eastern Europe versus Western Europe, but also within Central and Eastern European 

countries. 

Evidently, historical evolutions across (Western) Europe have also had a profound influence on the 

characteristics - location, size, architectural features, etc. and preservation of family-owned heritage 

houses in these countries. As such, European family-owned heritage houses are the ambassadors of 

the rich European history they embody. A detailed description of t his intricate intertwining between 

historical developments and family-owned heritage houses can be found in the historical literature ï see 

e.g. Dewald (1996) on the history of European Nobility from 1400-1800.23  

3.2 Diverse framework conditions 

Besides the different historical backgrounds, family-owned heritage houses across Europe are also faced 

with very diverse framework conditions, that co-determine their actual diversity (see Figure 6). We 

discuss each of these aspects in the next paragraphs. 

Figure 6: Diversity in framework conditions for family -owned heritage houses across Europe24 

Source: IDEA Consult  

Protection criteria and their application.  The selection criteria that are being used to define 

buildings of historic value and heritage characteristic are very heterogenous across the different 

countries participating in Creative Europe. ANNEXESA.9 / provides an overview of this heterogeneity. 

Moreover, the actual application of the se criteria is quite different across Europe. This leads to a 

disparate European landscape in terms of the numbers (or shares) of protected heritage houses per 

country (in the total of all heritage houses per country). From the literature and the expert and 

 

23 Dewald, J., 1996, ñNew Approaches to European History: The European Nobility, 1400-1800ò, Cambridge University Press 

24 Within the scope of this study i.e. countries participating in the Creative Europe programme ;  
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stakeholder interviews25 that we conducted, we see large cross-country differences with regard to the 

application of protection criteria, as illustrated in the following examples . I n England, nearly all heritage 

houses are officially listed, in the Netherlands, more than half (58,5%) of the protected national 

monuments are houses where people live in (in total 36 ,268).26 On the other hand, in Portugal only 91 

private heritage houses are officially protected, whereas the national association of heritage houses27 

estimates that a total of 17 ,600 houses would be eligible to receive protection. This is also confirmed in 

the data from the online survey, where we see that more than 70% of the survey respondents for 

Portugal do not have an officially protected house. When it comes to the application of protection rules,  

e.g. Pro Patrimonio28 (2015)  highlights that in Romania listed heritage houses can be too easily de-listed 

ñwhen there is a needò,29 thus stressing an issue with the political handling of protection legislation . 

Also in Poland, Purchla (2011) indicates that ñconservation services gradually lose their influence on the 

definition of monument preservation. Their role, increasingly passive, boils down to providing opinions 

on proposals from monument ownersò.30 

Protection regulations . Once a heritage house is officially protected or listed, its owner has to abide 

by certain regulations, most often implemented by national or regional protection, conservation or 

heritage agencies, in order to preserve the specific heritage characteristics of the house. These 

regulations mostly relate to the (type of) rest oration works (materials, techniques, etc.) that need/can 

be carried out in/around the house and the contractors that are allowed to actually execute the works.  

Furthermore, the application of these regulations is very diverse. From the expert and stakeholder 

interviews, we find that conservation ñagentsò, the persons who inspect the actual compliance with the 

regulations, often have a determining role in this context. For example, in France, the ñConservateur 

r®gional des monuments historiquesò directs all administrative, financial and technical procedures 

associated with the maintenance, safeguard and restoration of protected mo numents, in liaison with 

the main contractors and the project ( i.e. house) owner and ensures scientific and technical 

supervision,31 giving him a powerful role in the whole process of conservation and restoration of a 

heritage house. In Flanders (Belgium), special ñimmovable heritage consultantsò are responsible for 

following up conservation or restoration works to the house, often reflecting a personal view on the 

heritage house and the works needed, and therefore also having a decisive role in the protecti on 

regulatory process. Also, in Austria ñregional decisions are too dependent on individual employeesò 

(Kovar & Partners, 2017).32 On the opposite side of the spectrum of regulation enforcement, we note 

that in e.g. Romania, there is not enough qualified personnel at government level to actually give advice 

on, or to monitor conservation works to heritage houses, resulting in a situatio n where the quality of 

the works to heritage houses are left to the goodwill of building contractors .33  

 

 

25 See ANNEXESA.3 / 

26 Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed, ñDe erfgoedmonitorò  

27 Associaçao Portuguesa das Casas Antigas (APCA) 

28 An international non-profit non -governmental organization whose main mission is the conservation, rescue and reactivation of 

cultural heritage, especially in architecture in Romania. 

29 Pro-Patrimonio, 2015, ñProbl¯mes principaux auxquels est confront® le Patrimoine roumain ñ : ñ [é]. Exemple on déclasse (ou 

on fait déclasser) un monument historique pour le détruire le lendemain quand on a besoin ."   

30 Purchla J., 2011, ñTowards a system of heritage preservation in Polandò 

31 Interview Patrice Besse, Patrice Besse ch©teaux et demeures de France. Besse & La Demeure Historique, ñ10 questions sur les 

monuments historiques accompagn®es de leurs r®ponsesò.  

32 Kovar & Partners, 2017, ñBessere rechtliche Rahmenbedingungen f¿r Baudenkmªler: Im Auftrag der 

Bundesimmobiliengesellschaft, des Instituts für den Wirtschaftsstandort Oberösterreich, des Österreichischen Burgenvereins und 

der Burghauptmannschaft ¥sterreichò 

33 Pro-Patrimonio, 2015, ñProbl¯mes principaux auxquels est confront® le Patrimoine roumainò 
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Financial/fiscal support measures to safeguard heritage.  In most European countries, house 

owners of officially protected and/or listed heritage houses  are subsidised for the extra investments 

needed to abide by the protection regulations. These financial support measures aim to cover the extra 

costs related to the use of special artisan techniques or building materials that are needed to maintain 

the heritage characteristics of the house (and thus to conform to the protection regulations). The 

support ranges from subsidies covering parts of the works to fiscal support measures such as tax 

deductions or exemptions. We refer to ANNEXESA.7 / for an overview.  

In some countries, these financial support measures are dependent on the compliance with certain 

conditions, mostly related to opening up the house and/or grounds to the general public: e.g.  

¶ in the UK, some listed houses can benefit from inheritance and capital gains tax exemptions34, when 

they are made accessible to the public .35  

¶ In the Netherlands, there is a tax exemption for landowners related to the inheritance and transfer 

of the house if the estate remains intact for 25 years and opens its grounds to the public (the so -

called ñNatuurschoonwet NSWò).  

However, in some countries, heritage house owners do not receive any compensation for the 

conservation of their house in order to protect its heritage characteristics, e.g in Poland, ñscarce funds 

for monument renovation are a chronic illness; Poland offers no tax reliefs that might be instrumental 

in actual protection of cultural assetsò (Purchla, 2011). There are also cross-country differences with 

regard to the works for which financial support can be obtained: e.g. in Norway, the focus of the pu blic 

funding for heritage houses is on project funding for the  exterior of the house and not for the interior.  

Finally, there are not only financial or fiscal support measures available for heritage house owners, but 

also non-financial support: in e.g. th e Netherlands, the system of Provincial Monument Watches36 helps 

owners of protected monuments - via a subscription system - in the maintenance of their house by:  

¶ Inspecting the house every one to two years;  

¶ Carrying out small repairs during the inspection; 

¶ Giving an up-to-date and extensive report after each inspection on the state of the monument.  

A similar system exists in e.g. Flanders and was also recently set up in Slovakia.37  

Inheritance legislation and taxes . For family-owners who have been owning the house for more 

than one generation, inheritance laws and taxation form an important aspect of the framework 

surrounding the longer-term management of their house. In this context, we can distinguish two large 

strands of inheritance legislation and regulations in the countries we study:  

¶ In most Western-European countries (e.g. Belgium, France, Italy, etc. ,) succession laws are based 

on the Napoleontic system where the inheritance needs to be split equally between children.  

¶ In countries like Germany, the UK and Denmark however, succession laws allow the endowment of 

the estate to one child.  

The table in ANNEXESA.8 / gives an overview of the death duties that need to be paid in 17 different 

countries participating in the Creative Europe programme (based on data from EHHA member 

organisations, 2016 ï 2017), ranging from no inheritance taxes due in Sweden or Estonia to death 

duties ranging between 7% -36% in Finland. In the context of inheritance taxation, we need to take into 

 

34 ñIt is likely that such buildings will be listed at Grade I or II* or be a scheduled monument.ò For more info, see:  

https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/hpg/assistanceforow ners/taxrelief/      

35 ñThe new owner must undertake that reasonable access will be provided for the public and that reasonable steps will be taken 

for maintenance, preservation and repair.ò For more info, see:  

https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/hpg/assistanceforowners/taxrelief/   or https://www.gov.uk/guidance/tax -relief-for-

national-heritage-assets  

36 See also: https://www.monumenten.nl/onderhoud -en-restauratie/monumentenwacht/wat -doet-de-monumentenwacht   

37 See also: https://europa.eu/regions -and-cities/programme/sessions/73_en ñCultural Ambulances on the moveò. 

https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/hpg/assistanceforowners/taxrelief/
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/hpg/assistanceforowners/taxrelief/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/tax-relief-for-national-heritage-assets
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/tax-relief-for-national-heritage-assets
https://www.monumenten.nl/onderhoud-en-restauratie/monumentenwacht/wat-doet-de-monumentenwacht
https://europa.eu/regions-and-cities/programme/sessions/73_en
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account that in some countries, like e.g. the Netherlands, there is an inheritance tax relief 

(ñNatuurSchoonWetò) for family-owners of protected houses (subject to certain conditions, cf. supra).  

Finally, inheritance taxes can also explain the development of certain types of activities by heritage 

house owners: e.g.  in the UK, the inheritance tax is 40% on everything. However, there is an exemption 

on agricultural land and some family businesses, explaining why owners in the UK develop more 

businesses/agriculture on their property.  

Taxation. Aside from inheritance taxes, family-owners of heritage houses are subject to a number of 

other taxes, such as property taxes, wealth taxes, capital gains taxes, income taxes and potentially VAT 

(when the owners develop a business in their heritage houses). The table in ANNEXESA.10 / gives an 

overview of the different types o f taxes that are applicable to heritage house owners, again showing 

that heritage house owners across Europe are subject to a very different taxation framework depending 

on the country, region or even municipality they live in.  As was the case for inheritance taxes, the 

listing status of a house can also determine the taxes an owner has to pay, e.g. in Italy, the tax 

advantages that come with the label of being listed include a 50% reduction on property taxes and a 

35% exemption on income taxes (see also part on financial support measures for owners above). 

Governance levels. Finally, the governance levels that are responsible for the decision or 

implementation of protection policies, the allocation of financial support to owners or the fiscal treatment 

of owners, differ substantially in the countries we stud ied in this project. For example, we observe the 

following levels of governance for the regulatory and taxation framework that affects family -owned 

heritage houses (see also ANNEXESA.9 / Protection legislation in a selection of countries participating 

in Creative Europe):  

¶ Governance on regional level, where the different regions are responsible for heritage policies, 

property and inheritance taxes such as e.g. in Belgium.  

¶ Mixed governance between national/federal and regional levels e.g. in Austria, where the Agency 

responsible for the ñPreservation of monumentsò (Bundesdenkmalamt, BDA) is a federal agency 
whereas building regulations, protection of nature and land -use-planning are in the hands of so-

called regional ñLandeskonservatorenò.  

¶ Mixed governance between national, regional and communal levels, where heritage can be 
protected at the national level, at the provincial level or at the communal level  such as e.g. in the 

Netherlands.  

3.3 Diverse characteristics of family-owned heritage houses in Europe 

The diversity in historical backgrounds and framework conditions that affect family -owned heritage 

houses, is also translated in the broad range of family-owned heritage houses that you can find across 

Europe. Below, we discuss the following types of characteristics based on the interviews and literature 

review: size; location; ownership structure; protection status and business development.  

3.3.1 Size  

A determining factor for the sustainability of a heritage house is the size of the estate. There are two 

factors that need to be taken into account when looking at the size of the estate: 

¶ The size of the heritage house itself i.e. the floor area of the hou se; 

¶ The presence of grounds/land surrounding the house and if present , the total land area.  

 

Size of the house . The size of the house is an important factor in the sustainability of the house, as 

smaller heritage houses do not encounter the same challenges, related to e.g. energy consumption and 

maintenance costs, as larger heritage houses.  
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Presence of land and land area.  When a heritage house owner also owns surrounding grounds, this 

provides more possibilities to cover the costs of the house itself, through different kinds of exploitation 

of the land, such as agriculture, forestry, fishing , etc., thus facilitating the sustainability of the house.  

In the online survey, 88% of survey respondents indicate to have land surrounding the house, but for 

more than half of the respondents (55%) the grounds do not exceed 50 ha.  

Historical influences. In some countries that underwent the communist rule, the original owners were 

restituted the entire estate , whereas new owners that acquired the heritage ho use on the market, were 

often only able to buy the house and possibly also the garden  (e.g. Czech Republic). This element 

explains (partly) the fact that different types of owners 38 own different size heritage houses/estates, 

which in turn is an important factor for the sustainability and potential impact of the heritage house. In 

other Central- and Eastern-European countries, such as Latvia, heritage houses were mostly acquired 

by new owners, who were often only able to buy the house and garden, but not the larger stretches of 

land that originally were part of the estate surrounding the house. This also has a significant impact on 

the possibilities to generate income from the house/land in order to maintain the house.  

In the online survey, we  find that the family-owned houses that have been owned by a family for less 

than 75 years, have smaller plots of land surrounding their house compared to those houses that have 

been in the family for a longer  period of time: more than half of the houses owned  for less than 75 

years by the family, have land that does not surpass 10 ha - compared to 24% of family -owners who 

have owned the house for more than 75 years.  

3.3.2 Location  

The location of a heritage house is a determining factor for its viabil ity. As the accompanying quote 

from the interviews shows, the challenges faced by houses that are located in more remote areas are 

quite different t o those located in city centres e.g. with regard to attracting visitors to the house or 

developing accommodation in the house.  

The online survey results confirm the differen t characteristics of heritage houses located in the 

countryside or in a village/small town compared to the houses located in a city cent re: 

¶ Presence of land and land area . In line with expectations, 43% of surveyed heritage house 
owners in a city centre indicate that their estate does not include land, compared to only 3% in the 

countryside. Moreover, 77% of heritage houses located in city centres are surrounded by land that  

that does not surpass 10 ha, compared to 48% of the houses in small towns/villages and 21% in 

the countryside. 

¶ Size of the house . As expected, heritage houses located in city centres are somewhat smaller: 

47% of houses in city centres have a floor area of below 500m², compared to 25%  of houses in 

the countryside. 

¶ Use as a business resource.  Heritage houses that are located in city centres, are used somewhat 

more solely as a business resource39: 14% of houses located in city centres are used solely as a 

business resource, compared to 8% of houses in villages and 6% of houses in the countryside.  

 

38 i.e. original owners, for whom the house has been part of their family for more than 75 years and new owners, who have 

bought the house more recently.  

39 as opposed to the houses that are used both as a family-dwelling and as a business resource or solely as a family-dwelling. 

ñBusiness opportunities mainly donôt exist in most locationsé even when you look at tourism. 

Only in a few top locations you have tourism the whole year round. But in most other places 

(and more than 70% of properties are in the country side, not in touris tic hot spots) you might 

be lucky to have tourists a few weeks in summer, but after that youôre in the middle of nowhere 

until next summeréò Expert and Stakeholder Interviews 
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3.3.3 Ownership 

We distinguish two different features regarding the ownership status of family -owned heritage house: 

¶ The type of owners (public, private, public/private,  etc);  

¶ The ownership duration (length of time the house has been owned by the same family ( -owners)).  

The type of owners. In line with the scope of the study , we have distinguished the following types of 

ownership: 

¶ Full private ownership of a private person/family (in private ownership, via a family trust, via a 

limited company where the private person/the family owns the shares , etc.);  

¶ Shared ownership40 between private person/family and other private partners, where the private 

person/family still has a controlling interest;  

¶ Shared ownership41 between private person/family and public partners, where the private 

person/family still has a controlling intere st.  

More than 40% of European heritage houses belong to families .42 Looking at ownership data 

at country level, we note that data availability with regard to privately -owned houses is limited and 

based on different types of definitions of heritage (houses) . For example, in some countries there is 

data available on the ownership status of: 

¶ a broader category of heritage objects rather than heritage houses or even architectural/built 

heritage e.g. Austria has data on private ownership of ñlisted buildings and objectsò; Romania has 

data on the ownership status of the ñhistoric monuments listò. 

¶ officially protected or listed buildings (e.g. Denmark 43 and France44), 

In other countries/regions there is no data (readily) available on the ownership status (e.g. in Fla nders 

(Belgium),45 Sweden).  

Additionally, we observe very large cross-country differences regarding the ownership status of heritage 

houses in countries where data is available: e.g. in Denmark, most listed buildings are privately -owned; 

in France, 35% of classified monuments and 56% of enlisted monuments (ñmonuments incritsò) 46 are 

privately-owned (in total about 22 ,000 buildings), whereas in some Eastern-European countries, private 

ownership of heritage is still quite limited.   

The ownership duration.  The scope of this project includes both heritage houses that have been 

owned by a family for more than one generation and heritage houses that have been bought recently 

by new owners. The online survey results confirm the influence of historical events in Eastern Europe 

on the ownership of heritage houses. The surveyed houses located in Central and Eastern Europe are 

indeed owned more by newer owners in comparison to the rest of Europe: 44% of owners in Central - 

and Eastern Europe own the house for less than 25 years, compared to 19% of owners in the other 

European countries that have participated in the survey.47  

 

40 In private ownership, via a family trust, via a limited company, é 

41 In private ownership, via a family trust, via a limited company, é 

42 Based on EHHA survey among its national member associations.  

43 Interview Birthe Iuel, Historiske Huse Denmark 

44 Martin Malvy, 2016, ñ54 suggestions pour am®liorer la fr®quentation touristique de la France ¨ partir de nos Patrimoinesò  

45 Interview C. Vanhoutte, Flemish Agency of immovable heritage.  

46 Martin Malvy, 2016, ñ54 suggestions pour am®liorer la fr®quentation touristique de la France ¨ partir de nos Patrimoinesò  

47 see PART 2 section 3.3. for an overview of those countries .  
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3.3.4 Protection status 

As described in section 3.2 , the protection criteria for heritage houses is quite diverse across different  

European countries. Also, the application of these protection criteria differs significantly in each country, 

influencing the data on/number of protected heritage houses that we observe at a country-level. Data 

on protected heritage houses is quite hard to come by, as houses often form a subcategory of lists of 

protected:  

¶ Architectural or immovable heritage lists, which can also include bridges, churches, monasteries, 

industrial buildings, etc; this is the case for e.g. Hungary or Cyprus.  

¶ Cultural goods lists, also including movable (and intangible) heritage; this is the case for e.g. 

Lithuania.  

¶ Monumentsô lists, also including archeological sites, artistic monuments, etc; this is the case for e.g. 

Luxembourg, Poland and Serbia.  

Moreover, family-owned properties sometimes include multiple buildings like farmhouses, cottages, etc. 

However, in some countries, protection is at ñbuildingò level (e.g. Denmark and France). Therefore, the 

number of protected buildings  in these countries thus represents an overestimation of the actual number 

of protected properties in their entirety, which we consider as the unit of measurement in this study i.e. 

the heritage house in its surroundings, including land and accompanying buildings such as barns, 

conservatories, etc.  

3.3.5 Business development 

As a final differentiating characteristic of family -owned heritage houses, we also consider the level of 

business development48 that we find in family -owned heritage houses across Europe. Aside from being 

used as a dwelling, family-owned heritage houses can also be used as a business resource. In this 

context, the size of the house (including the size of surrounding grounds) is an important factor to be 

taken into account.  

From the online survey results, we see that new owners49 use the house more often as a business 

resource alone50:  13% of new owners  use the house solely as a business resource, this is the case for 

only 6% of owners owning the house for more than 25 years. We also find that heritage houses that 

have been owned for 26-75 years by the family, seem to be used less as a business resource, whereas 

about  60% of heritage houses are used as a business resource by new owners and longer-time family-

owners51. this is only the case for 49% of the houses that have been owne d for 26-75 years. Finally, 

the location of the house matters in this context (see also above)  as heritage houses that are located 

in city centres, are used somewhat more solely as a business resource.52,53 

From the expert and stakeholder interviews, we obtained the following country -specific information 

regarding the business development of family-owned heritage houses, which we can compare to the 

profile of the heritage hous es in the online survey: 

 

48 These could be activities with or without economic return, in the house and/or on the surrounding grounds. Renting (parts of)  

the house to third parties  is included in these activities.  

49 Owning the house less than 25 years. 

50 As opposed to the houses that are used (a) both as a family-dwelling and as a business resource or (b)  solely as a family-

dwelling. 

51 Owning the house >75 years. 

52 as opposed to the houses that are used both as a family-dwelling and as a business resource or solely as a family-dwelling. 

53 14% of houses located in city centres are used solely as a business resource, compared to 8% of houses in villages and 6% of 

houses in the countryside. 
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¶ In Denmark, the Danish Historic Houses Association Historiske Huse estimates that approximately 
5% of heritage houses (listed and non -listed) develop economic activities (excluding renting out the 

house). These houses are almost exclusively concentrated in the countryside and their activities 

nearly always relate to agriculture (farming, forestry, hunting,  etc.). When taking into account the 
houses that are also rented (partly) to third parties, half of the Danish heritage houses are used as 

a business resource. This corresponds to what we find in the online survey, where 45% of the 
surveyed houses in Denmark were used as a business resource54 (n=49).  Renting out the heritage 

house is typically an activity that is more concentrated in the urban areas in Denm ark.  

¶ In the UK, more than 50% (over 900 houses out of 1.600 houses 55) of the houses that are member 

of ñHistoric Housesò56 are properties that are open to the public, which can be seen as a proxy for 
the business development of the houses. Also, in the online survey, 69% of the houses in the UK 

were used as a business resource (n=77). In the Czech Republic, about half of the members of the 
Czech Association of Castle and Manor House owners (representing 45 houses) is open to the public 

(in the online survey,  the majority of the 18 re sponding owners used the house as a business 
resource). In France, a little less than half (46%) of houses that are member of ñLa Demeure 

Historiqueò57 is open to the public (1 ,400 out of 3 ,000 houses). This corresponds to the online 

survey results, where 40% of French owners uses the house as a business resource.  

¶ In Latvia, most family -owners typically do not use their heritage house as a dwelling, but only as 

an SME/business resource (the use as a dwelling is sporadic/incidental). 58 

¶ In Norway and Flanders, only a very small number of houses actually develop business activities in 

their heritage house or on the surrounding grounds. This is , however, in contrast with the profile of 
the family-owners that we reached in both count ries through the online survey, where 67% of the 

owners that participated in the online survey in Belgium (n=54)  use their house as a business 

resource as well as 48% of owners in Norway (n=21) . This highlights the fact that the sample from 
the survey cannot be considered representative of the total population of heritage house owners in 

Europe, but has an overrepresentation of heritage house owners that use their house (partly) as a 

business resource. 

  

 

54 The definition stipulated in the online survey includes renting out (parts of) the house to third parties.  

55 See https://www.historichou ses.org/resources/all-resources/member-survey.html  

56 The association of independently owned historic houses and gardens in the UK.   

57 La Demeure Historique represents the owner-managers of private historical monuments in France, both officially protected  or 

registered as an historical monument, as well as remarkable homes, parks or gardens that are not officially protected or regi stered. 

58 We have 8 observations for Latvia in the online survey, so we cannot draw any conclusions on a country level from thi s.  

https://www.historichouses.org/resources/all-resources/member-survey.html
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3.4 Challenges in cross-country comparison of data on family-owned 

heritage houses 

When looking for available quantitative data on the number of family -owned heritage houses in Europe, 

we conclude that these data are not sufficiently robust to allow for any cross-country comparison. 

Summing up what we have described above, especially the issues summarized in the figure below 

hamper this cross-country comparison.  

Figure 7:  Challenges in country comparability of quantitative data on the number of family-owned 

heritage houses 

 

Source: IDEA Consult 

Given these data limitations, we can only get an indication of the landscape of family -owned heritage 

houses across Europe by mapping the number of privately-owned59 heritage houses that are members 

of a national association adherent to the European Historic Houses Association (EHHA) ï see Figure 8 

below.  

 

59 Please note that ñprivately-ownedò is defined by each national association independently, but largely corresponds to the 

definition we use in the context of this study.  

Different application of  
protection criteria

Different definitions of 
cultural heritage used for 

data gathering

Limited data availability 
on

ÅHouses as a specific 
subcategory of cultural 

heritage

ÅOwnership of cultural heritage
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Figure 8:  Number of privately-owned heritage houses that are members of national associations 

adherent to the European Historic Houses Association EHHA (2018-2019) 

 

Source:  Membership data of national associations adherent to the European Historic House Association EHHA 
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4. How family-owned heritage houses contribute in European 

society 

4.1 A multidimensional framework for socio-economic analysis 

The mapping of family-owned heritage houses across Europe has demonstrated the rich diversity of 

family-owned heritage houses, which in turn influences the diverse socio-economic contributions that 

they can generate.  

In this section, we describe the multi -dimensional framework that we have developed60 for the socio-

economic analysis of family-owned heritage houses in order to map and structure the values of family -

owned heritage houses as well as their socio-economic contributions. 

The framework distinguishes between the core values of the heritage houses on the one hand and the 

contributions that they make, on the other hand (see Figure 9, p.42).  

Core Values.  The core values of family-owned heritage houses relate to the intrinsic characteristics of 

these houses. In that context, Mason61 (2002) talks about  values stemming from the public -good 

qualities of heritage  i.e. ñthose qualities that are ñnonrivalò (consumption by one person does not 

preclude consumption by someone else) and ñnonexcludableò (once the good/service is provided to 

anyone, others are not excluded from consuming it)ò.  Examples of such core values are e.g. their 

historical value, cultural or aesthetic value. We consider these inherent values as being at the core of 

their socio-economic contribution. As Maeer (2014) describes, we understand them as ñthe intrinsic set 

of values that people attach to heritage and that explains peopleôs love of heritageò. In this set-up, the 

contributions and effects of family -owned heritage houses cannot be realised without these core values.  

When considering these inherent/intrinsic values of family -owned heritage house, we do point out the 

remark by Throsby (2002)62 that ñheritage values are contingent, not objectively given. The values of 

heritage are not simply ñfoundò and fixed and unchanging, (i.e., the notion of heritage values being 

intrinsic). Values are produced out of the interaction of an artifact and its  contexts; they donôt emanate 

from the artifact [in casu: heritage houses]  itself. Values can thus only be understood with reference to 

social, historical, and even spatial contextsð through the lens of who is defining and articulating the 

value, why now, and why hereò?  

 

Contribution of family -owned heritage houses.  Inherent values are at the core of any contribution 

that family -owned heritage houses make in society, but insufficient on their own. To be able to create 

other effects, interventions in fami ly-owned heritage houses are needed, such as conservation activities 

or even the sheer maintenance of the house. These interventions can also involve e.g. the organisation 

 

60 Based on a screening of the literature (see ANNEXESA.1 /) as well as the expert and stakeholder interviews.  

61 Mason, R. (2002), ñAssessing Values in Conservation Planning: Methodological Issues and Choicesò, In: "Assessing the Values 

of Cultural Heritage", Marta de la Torre (ed.), Getty Conservation Institute Research report  

62 Throsby, D., 2002, ñCultural Capital and Sustainability Concepts in the Economics of Cultural Heritageò, In: "Assessing the 

Values of Cultural Heritage", Marta de la Torre (ed.), Gerry Conservation Institute Research report 

ñ[é] But what is important is that they [family-owners of heritage houses] do not choose to 

spend their money óeasilyô, living in a comfortable modern house, playing golf, é They choose 

to invest their money in maintaining heritage which is of value not only for themselves but 

also for the society at large: they contribute to the public space. They are not only privileged, 

but also have a huge responsibility when they decide to safeguard the heritage houseò. Expert 

and Stakeholder Interviews 



 

43 

 

of cultural activities or opening the house and/or surrounding gardens to visitors. The contributions and 

effects that family -owned heritage houses create thanks to these interventions, can be multi -

dimensional. In our model we distinguish five different dimensions of contributions: 

¶ Cultural 

¶ Social 

¶ Educational/Skills 

¶ Environmental 

¶ Economic 

When mapping the contributions of family -owned heritage houses, it is also important to identify the  

main stakeholders /groups that are affected, as well as the intervention logic (included in ANNEXESA.6 

/ ) that helps us to understand how the (long -term) effects are being generated starting from (the 

organisation of) very specific interventions, i.e. concrete actions taken by the heritage houses. When 

we look at the groups and systems that might b e influenced by the presence and contribution of family -

owned heritage houses, we distinguish between individuals, local communities, the economy, the 

broader society or the natural ecological systems at large (ecosystems). For example, whereas the 

effects of family-owned heritage houses on health and wellbeing will be primarily situated at the level 

of the individual , their contribution to local community building will be rather at the community level. 

Some interventions might result in multi -level effects, such as e.g. the direct economic effects, which 

will be important for persons employed at the house (individual level) but also at the level of the 

economy through the procurement expenditures of family -owned heritage houses.  

Visualisation of value and impact framework. The interconnectedness of the core values and the 

contributions of family -owned heritage houses is visualized in Figure 9. We have chosen a flower model 

with overlapping leaves to highlight that the different types of contributions do not exist in isolation 

from one another but  are intertwined. For example, cultural activities can lead to (a) economic effects 

via e.g. visitors participating in cultural events in a heritage house as well as to (b) effects on skills 

development via e.g. education and skills training on architecture or history of the house.  
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Figure 9: Core Value and Contribution framework of family -owned heritage houses (a)  

 

 

Source: IDEA Consult  

(a) Please note that this is a 

streamlined framework, not including e.g. 

the level of contribution (short -term, mid -

term or long -term) or the groups that are 

affected (e.g. individuals, the economy, 

local communities or society at large) 
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4.2 Core values of family-owned heritage houses 

Based on the extensive literature review, we have identified eight inherent values that are at the 

core of family -owned heritage housesô impact creation (see figure below).  

Historical values. As 

formulated in a research 

report by the Getty 

Conservation Institute (2002) 

ñhistorical values are at the 

root of the very notion of 

heritage.ò The capacity of a 

heritage site to express, 

embody, or trigger a relation 

or a reaction to the past form 

the fundamentals of heritage. 

Historical value is derived in 

several manners: ñfrom the 

heritage materialôs age, from 

its association with people or 

events, from its rarity and/or 

uniqueness, from its 

technological qualities, or 

from its 

archival/documentary 

potentialò. (Mason, R. 2002). 

Most family-owned heritage 

houses embody a rich 

European history through 

family connections, art collections, craftsmen and artists involved in building and decoration of the 

houseé resulting in a historical myriad of connections between countries, people, culturesé Historical 

values also contribute to the shaping of identity of a group, providing a link with the past and acting as 

a source in the present (Throsby, 2001). We can find evidence on the importance of these historical 

values of heritage in a study by the Heritage Lottery Fund (2015, UK) which shows that people consider 

heritage to be important because it provides a record of national history, as  well as in Austrian research63 

(2018) which showed that 61% of survey respondents agreed that ñhistoric buildings are a testimony 

of our historyò. Closely related to the historical values of family-owned heritage houses, are the 

educational values of herit age  which embody the potential ñto gain knowledge about the past in 

the future.ò (Mason, R. 2002). A confirmation of these educational values of cultural heritage is shown 

in the Special Eurobarometer on Cultural Heritage (2017), which finds that a large m ajority of 

respondents (88%) agree that Europe's cultural heritage should be taught in schools, ñas it tells us 

about our history and cultureò. 

Cultural and Symbolic values & identity. Mason (2002) understands cultural/symbolic values as 

ñthose shared meanings associated with heritage that are not, strictly speaking, historic (related to the 

chronological aspects and meanings of a site)ò. According to Throsby (2001), identity relates to the 

symbolic value of heritage monument in the sense that a monument po ssesses a certain sense and 

content that helps the community to interpret its identity and define its cultural personality 64. We can 

 

63 Karmasin Behavioural Insights, 2018, óHistorische Gebªude: Eine quantitative Studie.ò 

64 see CHCfE report (ñCultural Heritage Counts for Europeò, 2015), p. 76 
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see evidence of this cultural/symbolic value of heritage in the Special Eurobarometer on Cultural 

Heritage (2017) which shows that more than eight in ten (84%) of the Eurobarometerôs respondents 

agree that culture and cultural exchanges should have a very important place in the EU so that citizens 

from different Member States can learn more from each other and feel more Europea n. A study by 

the UKôs Heritage Lottery Fund (2015) on the heritage sites and projects they have supported65 also 

reveals that 55% of residents agree that their areaôs heritage sites and projects are important for their 

personal sense  of identity.  

Social v alues, sense of place and civic pride. The social values of heritage houses support and 

facilitate social connections, networks and other types of interactions. These values refer to the role of 

family-owned heritage houses in social activities and community building that are more related to the 

public-space, shared-space qualities of the heritage houses rather than to their historical, archaeological 

or architectural qualities (Mason, 2002). Also according to Mason, these social values include the ñplace 

attachmentò aspects of heritage value where ñóplace attachmentò is a term used to describe the ways 

in which people attach meaning and values to specific locations: ñPlace attachmentò refers to the social 

cohesion, community identity, or other feelings of affiliation that social groups [é] derive from the 

specific heritage and environment characteristics of their ñhomeò territoryò.  Historic England (2018) 

uses the term ñsense of placeò and describes this as ña characteristic applied to places where the 

environment evokes positive feelings such as belonging, identity and prideò. Again, the importance of 

heritage in providing a sense of place to Europeans is confirmed in the Special Eurobarometer on Cultural 

Heritage (2017) results, which show that 70% of Euro peans finds that living close to places related to 

Europeôs cultural heritage can give people a sense of belonging to Europe and that more than eight in 

ten Europeans feel pride in a piece of cultural heritage66  from their region or country. 67  

 

Aesthetical values . In general, aesthetic value refers to the visual qualities of heritage (Mason, 2002).  

Aesthetic values of family-owned heritage houses relate to characteristics such as beauty & harmony of 

form, authenticity & integrity and the visual relationship with the surroundings (Throsby et al. 2010) 68. 

The CHCfE69 report (2015), discussing Throsbyôs (2001) interpretation of cultural values, describes the 

aesthetic value of a heritage monument as ña monument possesses and expresses beauty of a certain 

fundamental significanceò.  These aesthetical values have a powerful contribution to peopleôs sense of 

wellbeing and can be considered as the most personal and individualistic of the inherent values (Mason, 

2002).  

 

65 Heritage Lottery Fund, 2015, ñ20 years in 12 placesò. research on the heritage sites and projects HLF has supported over the 

last 20 years. The heritage sites that were studied include mainly built heritage and parks . 

66 i.e a historical monument or site, work of art or tradition from their region or country. (European Commission, Special 

Eurobarometer on Cultural Heritage, 2017). 

67 Proportions range from 96% of respondents in Greece, 93% in Portugal and 92% in Cyprus to 73% in Austria and 75% of 

respondents in both Luxembourg and Germany. (European Commission, Special Eurobarometer on Cultural Heritage, 2017).  

68 Throsby, D., Deodhar, V., Bronwyn H., Bronwyn J., OôConnor, Z. and A. Zednik, 2010, ñMeasuring the economic and cultural 

values of historic heritage places.ò 

69 ñCultural Heritage Counts for Europeò, 2015  

 

ñAwareness about the importance of heritage has increased. Heritage is seen as a 

counterbalance of globalization and uniformization, which has led to a loss of traditions, 

intangible and tangible heritage. [é] Heritage houses give a ósense of prideô to a place, 

which is very important in times of uncertainty,  é - Expert and Stakeholder interviews 
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Natur al  values. This is a value of heritage that we do not find commonly described in the literature 

but for family -owned heritage houses that are surrounded by land (of any type 70 and size), we can 

assume that the environmental/natur al values embodied by the different types of grounds that can 

surround a heritage house also represent an important core value ï even when there are no activities / 

interventions undertaken on the land. As formulated in a report by Ruijgrok (2018) ,71 this concerns the 

benefits of so-called ñgreen heritageò such as ñthe contribution to climate protection through carbon 

sequestration, the contribution to public health through parti culate matter capture, the contribution to 

water safety / nuisance by preventing petrifaction, the contribution to the protection of groundwater 

quality, éò We can also take into account the safeguarding of biodiversity here. These benefits all 

depend on the amount of natural environment available and not on the state of maintenance of this 

environment.  

Family values. For family-owned heritage houses, family values are at the heart of the set of inherent 

values. This is what makes them distinctly different  from other tangible heritage. In the PwC publication 

ñFostering family value(s)ò72 of 2012, family values in family -run businesses are defined as the 

ñunderlying values, beliefs and ambitions of the (individual members of the) family who are involved 

with the business. They determine how things are doneò. According to the PwC study, the family 

companyôs values matrix is a complex aggregation of: 

¶ entrepreneurial values such as trading ethos and common sense, but also the value of working 

hard; 

¶ values specific to the family business such as stewardship, loyalty (to employees), long-term 

thinking and continuity;  

¶ ethical standards such as honest business practices, trust, involvement, social commitment and care 

in the community;  

¶ family/good governance. 

Family-owners do not seek to manage only the assets and performance of the business, but also the 

familyôs most important heritageðthe values that are passed on from generation to generation. Values 

that underpin the sustainability of the family business, and its culture.  

From the interviews, a number of unique characteristics of family -owners of heritage houses came up 

that reveal their particular and dis tinct value added compared to other types of owners of heritage 

houses (public owners, commercial enterprises, é) ( see Figure 10):  

¶ Life & soul . An important aspect of family -owned heritage houses is the feeling that it is lived 

in. Family-owners keep life within the houses, they make a home of it, put a soul into it.   

 

70 Be it a garden/ recreational area, forests, meadows, agricultural land, nature conservation area,..  
71 Ruijgrok, 2018, ñMaatschappelijke baten van instandhouding van complex historische buitenplaatsenò 

72 PwC, 2012,ò Fostering family value(s): Managing culture and behaviour in the family businessò 

ñPrivate owners do not only put money into the building, but also passion, care, é If they 

would not take up this responsibility, who will? Public authorities do not have the means to 

safeguard all this heritage and even if they would, they could never put the soul into the 

heritage house as private owners canò. Expert and Stakeholder Interviews  
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¶ Long -term.  Family-owners take care 

of the long-term perspective in a society 

that is strongly driven by short-term 

goals. Most owners are ñin itò for the long 

run: this long run perspective is also a 

key success factor for the sustainability 

of the heritage house.  

¶ Personal commitment, energy 

and passion . Family-owners do not 

only put money into the building, but 

also passion, care, etc. Through their 

personal involvement and commitment, 

family-owners are willing to take risks 

and invest in the house. Aside from the long-term perspective described above, interviewees 

highlighted that family -ownersô energy and passion are key success factors for the sustainability 

of the house. 

¶ Enrich experience of the house.  Family-owners of heritage houses are sometimes ñiconic 

figures ò within their community: they ñembodyò their heritage house and enrich the experience 

and history of the house. This clearly also deepens the visitorsô experience compared to other 

types of cultural heritage . 

Figure 10: Uniqueness of family-owned heritage houses  

  

Source: IDEA Consult based on expert and stakeholder interviews 
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ñThe added value of private owners is 

their personal involvement and their 

willingness to take risksò. Expert and 

stakeholder interviews   
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Finally, we conclude this section with two illustrations on the overall value  of heritage and heritage 

houses for European citizens, on an individual and community level): 

¶ the data included in the Special Eurobarometer on Cultural Heritage (2017), highlight that more 

than eight in ten Europeans (84%) think cultural heritage is impo rtant to them personally, and the 

same proportion of Europeans find cultural heritage important for their local community.  

¶ a survey conducted by Historic England in 2015, showed that ñcountry houses and castlesò are the 

most commonly valued parts of Englandôs historic environment73 (see figure 12 below). 

Figure 11:  Importance of country houses and castles in Englandôs historic environment 

 

Source: Historic England, 2015, based on a poll of more than 5,000 adults  

4.3 Socio-economic contributions of family-owned heritage houses 

Building on the heritage house and the core values that it encompasses, family-owners develop different 

types of activities. These activities will in turn result in different types of socio -economic contributions. 

Based on the literature review and the interviews, we identified five categories of contributions that 

family-owned heritage houses make thanks to their presence and the activities that are being developed 

in the house/on the grounds, i.e. economic, cultural, social, educational/skillsô and environmental 

contributions. As can be seen in the figure below, we now move from the left -hand side of the figure 

(the core values) to the right -hand side of the figure (the socio-economic contributions). 

In the next sections, we describe the different types of activities  and contributions for each of these 5 

dimensions that we have identified, providing evidence from the online survey results , the expert and 

stakeholder interviews and the literature.  

Figure 12: Situating the socio-economic 

contributions in the core values and 

contributionsô framework for family-

owned heritage houses 

 

Source: IDEA Consult 

 

 

73 See https://historicengland.org.uk/whats -new/news/enthusiasm-for-heritage-surges/    

https://historicengland.org.uk/whats-new/news/enthusiasm-for-heritage-surges/
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4.3.1 Cultural contributions 

 

 

4.3.1.1 Availability of good quality cultural activities & service s. 

Family-owned heritage houses provide cultural (and leisure) activities in their house and /or on their 

grounds. Figure 13 below gives an overview of the cultural and leisure activities that are organised by 

family-owners of heritage houses that took part in the online survey  and that indicated to use their 

house as a business resource (in combination with the use as a family dwelling  or solely as a business 

resource).74 We see that offering group or guided tours in the house is the most frequently 

organised cultural activity  (by 59% of survey respondents) , followed by the hosting of 

concerts/musical performances/festivals/plays/theatre performances /film showings, 

which are organised by nearly half of the family -owned heritage houses  in the survey. In one 

out of  three houses in the survey that are (partly) used as a business resource, family-owners hosted 

either temporary or permanent exhi bitions. For those houses in the survey that are surrounded by 

grounds, organising open-garden days is the most popular cultural/leisure activity, undertaken by 29% 

of family-owners. One in four of the houses with grounds, organise or host hunting activities. In the 

category ñotherò, family-owners indicated to organise other t ypes of (outdoor) sports or leisure activities 

(tennis, paddle, bicycle tours, cooking classes, water sports, marathon, é)  as well as to host or organise 

outdoor fairs (Christmas markets, garden markets, é). Finally, in 15% of the houses in the survey,75 no 

cultural or leisure activities are organised.  

 

74 59% of the online survey respondents use their house as a business resource: 52% of the respondents use the house as a 

family dwelling in combination with the use as a business resource; 7% use the house solely as a business resource. 

75 that are used as a business resource, whether or not in combination with the use as a family dwelling  
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Figure 13: Cultural/leisure activities organised by family -owned heritage houses (a) (b)  

 

(a) Survey question: ñWhich of the following cultural or leisure activities do you organise in the house (on a regular or irregular 

basis)? Multiple answers possibleò.  

(b) Question only asked to family-owners of heritage houses that indicated to use the house as a business resource (in combination 

with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource).  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

When comparing the cultural/leisure activities hosted by those houses that are used solely as a business 

resource (n= 70), versus the houses that are used as a family-dwelling in combination with the use as 

a business resource (n=519) , we observe that relatively more houses  are used solely as a business 

resource, focusing on hosting guided tours, concerts/theatre/playsé  temporary exhibitions  or 

permanent exhibitions  or use it as a cultural centre/library/archive ,  whereas a higher share of houses 

that are also used as a family dwelling, concentrate more on activities th at can be hosted/organised on 

the grounds surrounding the house such as open-garden days  and hunting. However, we also notice 

that the houses that are used solely as a business resource, organise relatively fewer cultural activities 

in the house/on the gr ounds: only 14% of the houses that are also used as a family dwelling do not 

organise any cultural activities; this is the case for 23% of the houses that are used solely as a business 

resource. 

Villa Reale di Marlia  in Italy is a nice illustrative practic e of the exceptional role family -owned 

heritage houses can play in organising unique cultural events (see illustrative practice below and 

illustrative practices report). Moreover, Villa Reale di Marlia has also strongly focussed on 

partnerships  to bring th ese cultural events to life, through collaborations with artists and several 

(local) creative associations as well as the local municipality. Together they organise both bigger and 

smaller events, stimulating and celebrating creativity. One exemplary event is the cultural art festival 

"Le Rinascenze" (2018, 2019, 2020), which is co-organised by Kreativa, an association that promotes 

various artistic disciplines. This event offers theatrical performances, live concerts, photographic 
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exhibitions, art workshops for adults and children, exhibitions , etc. During two days, local and 

international artists and visit ors can interact and dwell freely in the park. Another nice example is the 

organisation of painting classes every Thursday in June and July (2019), in the gardens surrounding the 

house, under the guidance of Federica, a local painter, graduated from the ac ademy of fine arts in 

Florence.  

Illustrative practice: Villa Reale di Marlia, celebration of creativity in a historical 

setting 

 

New Owner  

Country:  Italy  

Highlights:  

V Restoration as a source of knowledge, delivering new insights in the evolution of building and 

decorating over time.  

V Celebrating and stimulating creativity through collaboration in organising events and activities 

on-site.  

V Villa Reale di Marlia collaborates closely with artists and several (local) creative associations and 

the local municipality. 

Activities:  

V Cultural / Leisure:  Art events and a range of activities, such as theatrical performances, live 

concerts, photographic exhibitions, art workshops for adults and children, exhibitions and 

guided tours, are offered to visitors.  

V Commercial:  The estate hosts private and business events. 

V Partnerships : The estate works with creative and cultural associations such as KREATIVA. 

The estate is also an active member of heritage preservation associations, such as Grandi 

Giardini Italiani, Associazione Ville e palazzi Lucchesi and Associazione Dimore Storiche 

Italiane.  

Dimensions of contribution:  

              
Read all details on Villa Reale di Marlia in the illustrative practices report 

Legend: see Figure 5 on page 28 

4.3.1.2 Cultural participation  

Through the organisation of cultural activities family -owners of heritage houses enable European citizens 

to participate in cultural events. Existing statistics on cultural participation of Europeans include the 

Special Eurobarometer on Cultural Heritage (2017), which shows that on average 31% from Europeans 

regularly visits sites or goes to events such as monuments, museums, festivals, concerts, etc.  Moreover, 

respondents to the Eurobarometer survey who say they live close to some form of cultural heritage are 
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much more likely to be involved in cultural heritage, compared to those who say they do not (59% vs. 

29%).  

Figure 14 and Figure 15 give an overview of the participation to cultural (live) events hosted or organised 

at family-owned heritage houses in the online survey, which were (partly)  used as a business resource76. 

As can be seen in these figures, there is a wide diversity in visitor numbers to cultural events in family -

owned heritage houses: more than half (52%) of family -owned heritage houses welcomed between 1 

and 500 visitors to cultural events in 2018, another 2 7% welcomed between 501 and 1,000 visitors, 

whereas 15% welcomed between 2.501 and 10,000 visitors. Only 6% of respondents to our survey 

reported having welcomed more than 10,000 visitors to cultural events last year. This large spread in 

visitor numbers also explains the rather wide gap between the average and median visitor numbers 

displayed in Figure 14.  

Looking in more detail at the differences in cultural participation  between different types of family-

owned heritage houses, we observe the following  ï based on the median results in the online survey: 

¶ Location.  Family-owned heritage houses located in a city centre accommodated relatively more 

visitors to cultural live events than those located in a village/small town or the countryside : houses 
in city centres hosted a median number of 750 visitors to cultural events last year, compared to 300 

visitors for houses located in a village/small town or the countryside.   

¶ Size of the house. Larger family-owned heritage houses accommodated more visitors to cultural 

events last year: whereas houses with floor areas between 201- 2,500 m² hosted 300 visitors last 
year, houses with floor areas ranging between 2.501 -5,000 m² or more than 5,000 m² hosted 

respectively 750 and 1,750 visitors last year (median number of visitors). 

¶ Land area.  Houses with larger grounds also host more visitors to cultural events: whereas houses 
with grounds covering less than 50 ha hosted 300 visitors in the median, heritage houses with 

grounds covering more than 1,000 ha hosted 750 visitors.  

¶ Type of use. Houses which are used solely as a business resource hosted 1,250 visitors (median 

number), compared to 300 visitors for cultural events hosted by  houses that are used both as a 

business resource and as a family-dwelling.  

Figure 14: Cultural participation in family -owned heritage houses (a) (b)  

(a) Survey Question: ñCould 

you estimate how many people attended the cultural (live) events* you hosted at the house and/or g rounds in 2018 (or in 2017 

if data for 2018 is not yet available)?* i.e.concerts/musical performances/festivals/plays/theatre performances/film showings ò. 

(b) Question asked to family-owners who had indicated (1) to use the house as a business resource and (2) to organise these 

cultural (live) events.  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

 

76 i.e. in combination with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource. In the online survey, 59% of the 

respondents use their house as a business resource: 52% of online survey respondents use the house as a family dwelling in 

combination with the use as a business resource; 7% use the house solely as a business resource. 

 

Number of visitors in 2018 to c ultural ( live )  events *  

hosted/organi sed by family -owned heritage houses that 

participated in the online survey (n=264) : 

- Average: 3 ,405 visitors  

- Median: 300 visitors  

*i.e.  concerts  / musical performances  / festivals/ plays  / theatre 

performances  / film showingsò 
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Figure 15: Visitor numbers to cultural (live) events in 2018 hosted by family -owned heritage houses 

(n=264)  (a) (b)  

 

(a) Survey question: ñCould you estimate how many people attended the cultural (live) events* you hosted at the house and/or 

grounds in 2018 (or in 2017 if data for 2018 is not yet available)? *i.e.  concerts/musical performances/festivals/plays/theatre 

performances/film showingsò 

(b) Question only asked to family -owners of heritage houses that indicated to use the house as a business resource (in combination 

with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource) and that indicated to  organise or host cultural (live) events .  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

4.3.1.3 Engaging with arts and heritage  

Engaging with arts and heritage supposes a more intense/deep involvement in these cultural activities 

that goes beyond participation, such as taking a membership, donating to a heritage house. Existing 

evidence regarding the intensity of this engagement is presented in e.g. a survey by Historic England 

in 2015,77 which showed that nearly four out of ten (38%) of respondents have taken action to protect 

a local building or place from damaging change, or from becoming derelict or disused (via petition, 

joining membership group, fundraising/donating,  etc.). 

As conservators of heritage, heritage house owners directly engage with arts and heritage. But 

numerous heritage house owners go beyond their role of heritage conservators and engage with the 

arts also in other ways. The heritage house Zámek Ģdô§r from the Czech Republic  is a nice 

illustrative practice  of how family -owned heritage houses can engage with culture: the house works 

with artists in residence, i.e. young emerging artists, in dance, music, writing, painting and photography. 

The purpose of the residence programme is not to have the artists produce a work of art for Z ámek 

Ģdô§r, but for them to find inspiration and a new energy thanks to the genius of the place and the 

 

77 Historic England, 2015, ñEnthusiasm for heritage surgesò, see:  https://historicengland.org.uk/whats -new/news/enthusiasm-

for-heritage-surges/ . Based on a poll of more than 5.000 adults in England.  

https://historicengland.org.uk/whats-new/news/enthusiasm-for-heritage-surges/
https://historicengland.org.uk/whats-new/news/enthusiasm-for-heritage-surges/
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exchange with other young artists. Around 10 to 20 artists per year reside at Z ámek Ģdô§r. Additionally, 

the estate cooperates with other cultural museums and organisations to offer complete visitor 

experiences and it also exhibits artefacts which come from the Czech national collections and are on 

loan in Ģdô§r. Finally, Zámek Ģdô§r also set up a set of series of social and educational activities through, 

amongst others, the hosting of a school.  

Illustrative practice: Zámek Ģdô§r: A historical place managed in a contemporary 

and interactive way 

Generational Owner (following restitution)  

Country:  Czech Republic  

Highlights:  

V Restitution 

V Cultural and social value creation: artists ï in residence programme & hosting a school 

Activities:  

V Educational and community -building:  Zámek Ģdô§r hosts a school inside its estate buildings 

and hosts numerous school visits. Teachers can also use the on-site museum as a ómotivation 

classô for teaching different subjects. 

V Cultural / Leisure:  Zámek Ģdô§r works with artists in residence and established the ñNew 

Generation Museumò on its premises, which gives exposure to Czech craftsmanship, art and 

architecture by using new technologies and creative digital installations. Diverse visitor 

programs are organised, including expositions, workshops, outdoor trails and events as well as 

monthly events such as open garden days or a circus festival.  

V Commercial:  The estate also hosts business events and seminars. 

V Partnerships:  The estate cooperates with other cultural museums and organisations in order 

to offer comprehensive visitor packages.  

Dimensions of contribution:  

                               
Read all details on Zámek Ģdô§r in the illustrative practices report 

Legend: see Figure 5 on page 28 

4.3.1.4 Preservation of cultural heritage ï local area attractiveness and atmosphere ï 

preservation of (knowledge on) arts and craftmanship 

Finally, family-owned heritage houses are a part of cultural heritage and culture itself, hence, as stated 

in the CHCfE report (2015, p75), ñany intervention in their resources is directly reflected in cultureò. In 

this context, the conservation of family -owned heritage houses, leading to their preservation, 

is already a cultural effect in itself . In turn, the conservation and preservation of family -owned 

heritage houses leads to a local area attractiveness and atmosphere. This is illustrated in the 

literature via, amongst others, a study by the Heritage Lottery Fund (2015, UK) , which shows that  even 

people who have not visited any of the heritage sites that were being surveyed in the study, agreed 
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that their areaôs heritage sites have made it a better place to live, where four types of local benefits 

were identified: heritage (a) supports local economies; (b) makes local areas more attractive; (c) 

encourages local pride and (d) increases social cohesion. Lastly, the engagement with arts and crafts 

which are used in the process of maintenance and conservation of heritage houses, contributes to the 

safeguarding of (the knowledge on) these arts and crafts.  

We illustrate the contribution of family -owned heritage houses to the preservation of cultural heritage  

via the illustrative practice  of Château de Linière s in France (see below), where new family -owners 

have set up an ambitious cultural project with the active engagement of the local community. Through 

crowdfunding campaigns, the new owners managed to raise t he financial means for step by step 

renovations and for setting up cultural initiatives, resulting in the preservation of their heritage house.  

 

Illustrative practice: Château de Linières: An ambitious artistic project 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

New Owner   

Country:  France  

Highlights:  

V Cultural value creation & community building  

V Potential of Crowdfunding 

Activities:  

V Cultural:  Organising cultural events such as operas.  

V Community -building: Organising a ómeet and greetô with local community. 

V Partnerships:  The project is supported by cultural institutions such as: Angers -Nantes Opera, the 

Geneva Opera, the DRAC and La Pays de la Loire region for the renovation works, but also by local 

artists and artisans as well as by the inhabitants who offer ed to host artists.  

Dimensions of contribution:  

       
Read all details on Château de Linières in the illustrative practices report 

Legend: see Figure 5 on page 28 
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4.3.2 Social contributions 

The social impact of family-

owned heritage houses 

reflects their contribution to 

fostering or improving social 

capital. The OECD (2001) 

defines social capital as 

ñnetworks together with 

shared norms, values and 

understandings that facilitate 

cooperation within or among 

groupsò.78 As described in the 

CHCfE report, quoting Nash 

(2002), a community that is 

characterized by strong social 

capital, will have an increased 

sense of social and personal 

responsibility and display the 

tendency to respect social 

values. According to Murzyn-

Kupisz and Dziağek (2013) 

tangible cultural heritage can 

contribute to building and 

enhancing social capital 

through the following 

dynamics, which are also 

applicable to family-owned 

heritage houses that are 

open to the public or that 

organise activities for their 

local communities79:  

¶ Bonding within local community/bridging with others . 

¶ Historic public spaces as spaces of leisure and encounters providing possibilities to meet, socialize 

and spend leisure time. Heritage sites as community hubs providing bonding and bridging 

opportunities between different age groups, long time and new residents, different ethnic and 

religious groups; acting as venues for encounters and discussion of community issues. 

¶ The importance of heritage in attracting new residents who may bring new dynamism to the local 

community. 

¶ Social integration . Heritage sites and heritage-oriented activities communicating important 

messages of social inclusion. 

¶ Common actions . Heritage as the reason for cooperation and integration towards a certain 

common aim: common actions of both informal (protest groups) and formal character, such as 

volunteering at heritage sites.  

 

78 OECD, 2001, ñThe Well-Being of Nations: The Role of Human and Social Capitalò, p.41 

79 Murzyn-Kupisz M. and J. Dziağek; 2013, ñCultural heritage in building and enhancing social capitalò, in Journal of Cultural 

Heritage Management and Sustainable Development, Vol. 3 No. 1, 2013, p.47 
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4.3.2.1 Local community building, social cohesion and integration.  

4.3.2.1.1 Activities by family-owners of heritage houses, driving social effects.  

The social effects from family-owned heritage houses stem mainly from the cultural, leisure, community 

and educational activities they undertake, involving local communities, volunteers, school children, local 

associations, é Even the activities related to the preservation and conservation of the house, result in 

social contributions, in the sense that also volunteers or local communities can be involved in these 

activities. Moreover, family-owners have an important role as a driver of these social effects, linked to 

their position in and interaction with the local community. This also relates to the core family and social 

values (see section 4.2 on core values) that are central  to the potential reali sation of social contribution. 

In what follows, we will focus  on those specific activities that are oriented towards community building , 

such as the collaboration with local associations, the hosting of local community or charity events and 

the organisation of participatory activities with the local community.    

The online survey results indicate that more than 4 out of 10 heritage houses , (partly) used  as 

a business resource 80 , collaborate with local associations or societies  (see Figure 16). This is 

the community building activity that is organi sed by most heritage houses, followed by the hosting of 

local community events by 39% of houses. Finally, the hosting of charity events and the organisation 

of participatory activities with the local community are activities undertaken by respectively 30% and 

22% of family -owned heritage houses, (partly) used as a business resource. 22% of the heritage house  

owners in the survey, that use their house  (partly)  as a business resource, specified that no community  

(or educational or environmental )81 activities were organised in the house and/or on the grounds on a 

regular or irregular basis.82  

 

80 i.e. The use of the house as a business resource; whether or not in combination with the use as a family dwelling. In the onl ine 

survey, 59% of the respondents use the ir house as a business resource: 52% of the respondents use the house as a family 

dwelling and as a business resource; 7% use the house solely as a business resource. Source: Online Survey Family-Owned 

Heritage Houses. 

81 The survey question on community activities was combined with the question on educational/research and environmental 

activities, see ANNEXESA.4 /.  

82 24% of houses only used as a business resource (n=71), does not organise any educational/community/environmental activities 

compared to 21% of houses used as family dwelling and as business resource (n=518).  
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Figure 16: Community building activities organised or hosted by family-owned heritage houses (a) (b)  

 

(a) Survey question: ñWhich of the following community activities do you organise in the house and/or on the grounds (on a 

regular or irregular basis)?ò Multiple answers possible 

(b) Question only asked to family -owners of heritage houses that indicated to use the house as a business resource (in combination 

with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource).  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

Slightly more houses used as a family-dwelling and as a business resource collaborated with local 

associations and societies (44%; n=518) , compared to those houses used solely as a business resource 

(39%; n=71) . On the other hand, relatively more houses used only as a business resource hosted local 

community events (46%) or participatory activities with the local communit y (25%) than houses used 

also as a family dwelling (38% of  those houses hosted local community events, 22% hosted participatory 

activities with local communities).  

Additionally, we also asked survey respondents whether they could give examples of community 

building activities where they engaged successfully with their local community . The most 

cited answer (by 57% of family -owners83) can be grouped under the common denominator ñuse of the 

estate by local communities for events / hosting events for the local communityò such as e.g. 

(Christmas)concerts, exhibitions, fairs, Easter egg hunts, botanical treasure hunts, charity open days 

for local charities, book presentations, choir repetitions, church / religious services  /  festivities, concerts 

by local bands, events for the local music associations, literature lectures/festivals, evening markets, 

guided tours for local communities, pic -nicks for/by the local community, artisanal markets, hosting 

village playground, etc. (see also Figure 17). 

 

83 i.e. by those family -owners that indicated in the online survey to use the house as a business resource (whether or not in 

combination with the use as a family dwelling) and to organise community -building activities in the house and/or on the grounds.  
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Figure 17: Examples of community building activities by family -owned heritage houses 

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

Finally, the Castle of Merode Westerlo  in Belgium offers a good insight into the power organising 

participatory activities with the local community . More specifically, the castle organises 

ñHistoraliaò, historic musicals conceived as magical spectacles in a historic decor, with more than 100 

local volunteers involved in the events. For more info, see the box below and the illustrative practices 

report.  
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Illustrative practice: Castle de Merode Westerlo: Where magic happens (to be a 

revenue) 

 

 

 

Generational owner  

Country:  Belgium 

Highlights:  

V Cultural & economic value creation through the organisation of ñHistoraliaò 

V Importance of community building  

Activities:  

V Cultural and commercial: The organisation of ñHistoraliaò, historical musicals around the Castle 

that are rooted in local history and conceived as magical spectacles in a historic decor. Writers, 

choreographers, composers, dancers, musicians and actors are all involved in the creative and 

production process. The concept is already being extended to other family-owned heritage houses 

in the region.  

V Community -building:  

¶ More than 100 local volunteers are involved in the Historalia.  

¶ The association ófriends of the castleô contributes actively to the maintenance of the 

castle. 

Dimensions of contribution:  

             
Read all details on Castle de Merode Westerlo in the illustrative practices report 

Legend: see Figure 5 on page 28 

 

4.3.2.1.2 Contribution of family -owned heritage in local community building, social cohesion 

and integration.  

Evidence of the positive contribution of heritage on community building and social cohesion can be 

found in several research reports, amongst others, in a report by the Council of Europe,84 which finds 

that in countries with high cultural participation rates ,85 people tend to be more tolerant and show 

higher levels of interpersonal trust among the population. A study by the UK Heritage Lottery Fund 

(2015) further substantiates the positive effects of cultural heritage on local community building: the 

study found that one of the local benefits of heritage is its ability to contribute to local social cohesion 

by fostering understanding between different groups of residents and unifying them around a shared 

history. Indeed, family -owned heritage houses, especially those situated in the countryside, can be a 

 

84 Council of Europe, 2016, ñCULTURAL PARTICIPATION AND INCLUSIVE SOCIETIES: A thematic report based on the Indicator 

Framework on Culture and Democracyò  

85 Including volunteering but also visiting a historical site.  
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unique location for the local community to meet (see also abov e); even more, local communities often 

have a sense of ownership of the heritage houses: they feel the houseôs history is their history too.  

4.3.2.2 Engaging with heritage through volunteering  

Existing data from the Special Eurobarometer on Cultural Heritage (2017) documents the engagement 

of Europeans with cultural heritage and the heterogeneity of this engagement across Europe: on 

average, 5% of Europeans does voluntary work for an organi sation active in the field of Cultural 

Heritage. The literature further describes and substantiates the positive effects of volunteering in 

heritage on wellbeing.  A recent reference in this field can be found in a UK study by the What Works 

Centre for Wellbeing (2017)86 which shows that undertaking heritage -related activities,87 such as 

volunteering to help care for the environment or visiting heritage sites, is associated with a lower 

wellbeing inequality; implying that engaging with heritage can contribute t o reducing the wellbeing gap 

between people.  

 

As we can see in Figure 18, the results from the online survey  show that one in three of family -

owned heritage houses in the survey , that are (partly) used as a business resourc e,88 works 

with volunteers in the house and/or on the grounds . Relatively more houses located in the 

countryside and a village / small town work with volunteers  compared to houses located in city centres.89 

The share of new owners (owning the house less than 25 years) indicating to work with volunteers, is 

also higher in comparison to family-owners owning the house for more than 25 years .90 Finally, the type 

of use91 of the house also affects the involvement of volunteers: whereas 35% of heritage houses that 

are used as a family dwelling (and as a business resource) involve volunteers, this is the case for 23% 

of the houses that are used solely as a business resource. Crosstabulation of the online survey data did 

not reveal a link between t he size of the house or the area of the land surrounding the house and the 

involvement of volunteers in the house or on the grounds.  

 

86 What Works Centre for Wellbeing, 2017, ñDrivers of wellbeing inequality: Inequality in Life Satisfaction across Local Authorities 

in Great Britainò. 

87 The heritage indices that are used are the ñRSA/HLF Heritage indices, which are defined as:  Assets Index (including listed 

buildings, monuments, museums, canals, parks and local nature reserves) and Activities Index (including rates of volunteering to 

help care for the environment, community groups and visits by the public to heritage) separately .  

88 i.e. owners use the house (1) as a business resource in combination with the use as a family dwelling or (2) solely as a busi ness 

resource. In the online survey, 59% of the respondents use their house as a business resource: 52% of the respondents use the 

house as a family dwelling and as a business resource; 7% use the house solely as a business resource. 

89 Share of family-owned heritage houses, used as a business resource, working with volunteers in the house and/or on the 

grounds: 34% of houses located in the countryside (n=298), 36% of houses located in village/small town (n=195), 26% of 

houses located in a city center (n=65). Source: Onl ine Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses.  

90 Share of family-owned heritage houses, used as a business resource, working with volunteers in the house and/or on the 

grounds: 40% of houses owned for less than 25 years by the family (n=124); 33% of houses owne d between 26-75 years by the 

family(n=80); 32% of houses owned for more than 75 years by the family (n=354). Source: Online Survey Family -Owned Heritage 

Houses.  

91 Type of use of the house: (a) a s a family dwelling and business resource versus (b) solely as a business resource.  
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Figure 18: Volunteering in family -owned heritage houses (a) (b) (c)  
 

 

 

 

(a) Survey question: ñDo you have any volunteers working in the house and/or on the grounds?ò ñCould you estimate how many 

volunteer days* (i.e. the tota l number of days from all volunteers together) you had in 2018 (or in 2017 if data for 2018 is not 

yet available)?* whole numberò 

(b) Question only asked to family -owners of heritage houses that indicated to use the house as a business resource (in combination 

with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource)  

(c) (partly) used as a business resource means: (1) used as a business resource in combination with the use as a family dwelling 

or (2) solely as a business resource.  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

The median number of volunt eer days in 2018 in a European family -owned heritage house , 

that took part in the online survey ,92 was 40  volunteer days , the average number of days in 2018 

was 114 days. This shows that there is wide variety in the number of days reported in the online survey, 

as can also be seen in Figure 19:  

¶ on the one hand, more than 6 out of 10 heritage house owners reported to have involved 
volunteers for less than 50 days last yearï this accounted for 11% of all volunteer days reported 

in the survey;  

¶ on the other hand, only 12% of heritage house owners had volunteers working in the house or 

on the grounds for  more than 250 days last year ï however, this accounted for more than half 

of all the volunteer days reported by the survey respondents.  

The online survey results also show that family-owners owning the house for more than 25 years 

reported a higher (median) number of volunteer days last year in comparison to new family -owners:  

25+  year-owners worked with volunteers for  40 to 5093 days last year compared to 30 days for new94 

family-owners. Thus, whereas a higher share of new owners in the online survey work with volunteers, 

they involve them for fewer days per year (in 2018)  in comparison to 25+ year owners. Larger houses 

(with floor areas up till 5 ,000 m² ) also worked more days with volunteers than smaller houses, though 

this statement does not hold true for the largest houses (floor area >  5,000 m²) 95. Finally, 

crosstabulation of the land area of the grounds surrounding the house  with the number of volunteer 

days does not show a link between these two variables.96  

 

92 i.e. in those family -owned heritage houses that took part in the online survey, that are used as a business resource (in 

combination with the use as a family -dwelling or solely as a business resource) and where volunteers are working in the house 

and/or on the grounds.  
93 Median number. Houses owned for 26-75 years by the family reported 50 volunteer days in 2018 in the median (n=25); houses 

owned for more than 75 years by the family reported 40 volunteer days in 2018 in the median  (n=112).  
94 i.e. owning the house for less than 25 years (n=48).  
95 Online survey data on the number of volunteer day for houses with floor areas : 

¶ 201 ï 500 m²: 33 (n=32)  
¶ 500 ï 2 500 m² : 30 (n =88)  
¶ 2500 ï 5000 m²: 100 (n=31)  
¶ > 5000 m²: 48 (n=29).  

96  Lastly, we also cross-tabulated: (a) the type of use of the house (family -dwelling + business resource vs. only business 

resource), but the number of respondents in the subgroup that only uses the house as a business resource is t oo small (n=15) 

 

ü 34% of family -owned heritage houses , (partly) used as a 

business resource, has volunteers working in the house and/or 

on the grounds (n=558)  

ü Number of volunteer days per family -owned heritage house , in 

2018 (total number of days from all volunteers together) 

(n=185):  

o Average: 114 volunteer days  

o Median: 40 volunteer days  
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Figure 19:  Volunteering days in 2018 in family-owned heritage houses (a) (b)  

 

(a) Survey question: ñCould you estimate how many volunteer days* (i.e. the total number of days from all volunteers together) 

you had in 2018 (or in 2017 if data for 2018 is not yet available)?* whole numberò 

(b) Question only asked to family -owners of heritage houses that indicated (1) to use the house as a business resource (in 

combination with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource) and (2) to have volunteers working in the house 

and/or on the grounds  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

 

An illustration of the power of volunteering can be found in the Château de Sept ème  in France, a 

castle that has been owned by the same family for 250 years  (see illustrative practice below and 

illustrative practices report).  As many other family-owners, the castle owners face the challenge of self-

financing the maintenance of the house while also investing in new activities to ensure its sustainability. 

The local community support the owners in their endeavours through ñThe Friends of the Castle 

Associationò, which was formed in 2018. The association contributes to the realisation of conservation 

and renovation works as well as the protection and accessibility of the castle garden and ramparts. The 

association unites 80 local volunteers, involved in maintenance projects and public activities on-site. 

Members of the association also contribute to the estate through financial donations.  

 

 

to draw conclusions on this; (b) the location of the house (city centre, village/small town, countryside) but the number of 

respondents in the subgroup located in a city centre (n=16) is too small to draw conclusions on this. The comparison  between 

houses located in villages / small towns (n=68) versus those located in the countryside (n=101) shows that house -owners in the 

countryside reported more volunteer days last year (48 days in the median) than house -owners in a village/small town (36  days).  
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Illustrative practice: Château de Septème ï a project supported by the local 

community 

 

Generational Owner  

Country:  France 

Highlights:  

V The power of community building  

V The challenges of maintaining and investing in the heritage house 

V Partnerships and diverse communication channels as valuable tools to reach the market 

Activities:  

V Community -building:   Locals are involved in maintenance projects and public activities on-

site, through the Friends of the Castle Association (2018).  

V Cultural / Leisure:  guided tours and family events on-site, such as a large fireworks, 

medieval meals, medieval weekends, theatrical visits and other workshops. 

V Commercial:  The estate also hosts private and business events. 

V Partnerships : partnerships with the Vienne Tourist Board and the Departmental Tourism 

Committee to reach the market.  

Dimensions of contribution:  

                    
Read all details on Château de Septème in the illustrative practices report 

Legend: see Figure 5 on page 28 

4.3.2.3 Contribution of family -owned heritage to health and wellbeing  

Finally, there is a body of evidence in the literature on the health - and wellbeing effects of cultural 

heritage, amongst others:  

¶ The Special Eurobarometer on Cultural Heritage (2017) concluded that more than seven in ten 
agree that living close to places related to Europe's cultural heritage can improve people's quality 

of life. Similarly, a report by the  UK Heritage Lottery Fund (2015)97 shows that 93% of residents 

say that local heritage has an impact on their quality of life.  

 

97 Heritage Lottery Fund, 2015, ñ20 years in 12 placesò. Research on the heritage sites and projects HLF has supported over the 

last 20 years. The heritage sites that were studied include mainly built heritage and parks  
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¶ A UK survey by the DCMS (2015)98 finds that visits to heritage sites are a predictor of higher life 
satisfaction and happiness and lower anxiety. Another UK survey, by NatCen99 (2018), shows that 

people who hadnôt visited a heritage site100 in the previous year reported poorer physical, mental 

and general health as well as lower life satisfaction and lower self-efficacy. Similar research based 
on a survey of young people (10-15-year-old) (NatCen, 2018)101 confirms that young visitors to 

heritage sites were more likely to report high levels of happiness and self-esteem. 

¶ With family-owned heritage houses constituting an important component of the European cultural 
heritage landscape researched in the above-mentioned surveys and reports, these studies indicate 

that the described health and wellbeing effects can also be attributed to family-owned heritage 

houses.  

4.3.3 Educational contributions and contributions with regard to skills 

development 

 

 

98 DCMS, 2015, ñTaking part 2015/2015, Focus On: Wellbeing - Statistical releaseò, The survey provides a repeated cross-sectional 

dataset from 2005/06 to 2012/13 with a current sample size of roughly 10,000 adults per year   

99 NatCen, 2018, ñCulture, sport and wellbeing. Findings from the Understanding Society adult Survey 

100  Heritage sites are defined as: A city or town with historic character ; A historic building open to the public (non -religious); A 

historic park or garden open to the public ; A place connected with industrial history (e.g. factory, dockyard or mine) ; A historic 

place of worship attended as a visitor (not to worship) ; A monument such as a castle, fort or ruin ; A site of archaeological interest 

(e.g. Roman villa, ancient burial site) ; A site connected with sports heritage (e.g. Wimbledon). 

101 NatCen, 2018, ñCulture, sport and wellbeing. Findings from the Understanding Society Youth Survey.ò 
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4.3.3.1 Awareness raising and education w.r.t. arts and crafts, architecture, cultural heritage , 

history 

As Maeer (2008, p.10)102 states ñthere is widespread agreement that the strongest evidence of impact 

of heritage on individuals is found in what might be called ópersonal developmentô e.g. new skills, new 

experience, improved confidence, changed attitudes; education supportò.103 Also the ChCfE report 

(2015) summarizes that ñgetting to know cultural heritage not only builds up knowledge and skills in 

the field of heritage itself, but also broadens horizons and contributes to the development of skills from 

literacy to creativityò. However, the report also notes that the current literature lacks the hard data to 

confirm these statements. Reason why we choose to limit the effects in this study to awareness raising 

and education resulting from the educational activities that family -owned heritage houses organise. 

Figure 20 gives an overview of the educational activities organised by family-owners that participated 

in the online survey: 4 out of 10 family -owners , that (partly) use their house as a business 

resource ,104 host school visits  while  more than 1 in 5  family -owners , (partly) using their 

house as a business resource, organise s educational events or collaborate s with  (a)  

research institutes  for research on different topics related to the house (architecture, 

heritage, history, é.) or  (b) (local) schools or professional arts -  and craftsmen  to support 

skills development.   

A higher share of family-owners that uses the house as a dwelling in combination with the use as a 

business resource, organises educational activities in comparison to family-owners using the house only 

as a business resource105. For example, 40% of family -owners that combines the use of the house 106 

hosts school visits in comparison to 35% of owners using the house only as a business resource. Also, 

23% of owners with combined use of the house collaborates with local schools/professional arts - and 

craftsmen compared to 17% of owners who use the house only as a business resource.107 24% of 

houses used only as a business resource, does not organise any educational (or community or 

environmental)108 activities compared to 21% of houses that are also used by the family as a house to 

live in. 

 

102 Maeer, G. (2008). ñValues and benefits of heritage: a research reviewò.  

103 Referring to Burns Owens Partnership, 2005, ñNew Dimensions in Social Policy: Cultural Diversity for museums, libraries and 

archives.ò Report by the Burns Owen Partnership for Museums, Libraries and Archives. London: MLA.  

104 i.e. (1) used as a business resource in combination with the use as a family dwelling or (2) solely as a business resource. I n 

the online survey, 59% of the respondents use their house as a business resource: 52% of the respondents use the house as a 

family dwelling and as a business resource; 7% use the house solely as a business resource. 

105 Except for the organisation of educational events  and the opening of the house/grounds for the testing of new technologies : 

(a) 22% of houses used as family-dwelling and business resource organise educational events compared to 25%of houses used 

solely as a business resource; (b) 8% of houses used as dwelling and business resource open the house/grounds for the testing 

of new technologies compared to 10% of houses used solely as a business resource.  

106 As a dwelling and business resource 

107 n=518 for houses used as a family dwelling and business resource; n=71 for houses used only as a business resource. Also, 

22% of houses with combined use, collaborates with research institutes in comparison to 20% of houses solely used as a business 

resource. The share of houses hosting or running a school equals 3% for both groups.  

108 The survey question on community activities was combined with the question on educational/research and environmental 

activities, see ANNEXESA.4 /.  
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Figure 20: Educational activities organised or hosted by family-owned heritage houses (a) (b)  

 

 (a) Survey question: ñWhich of the following educational activities do you organise in the house (on a regular or irregular basis)? 

Multiple answers possibleò.  

(b) Question only asked to family -owners of heritage houses that indicated to  use the house as a business resource (in combination 

with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource)  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

Despite the high share of family -owners engaged in welcoming school visitors, school visitors do make 

up only a small part of the total number of visitors in most of the heritage houses, as   

Figure 21 illustrates. In 2018, school children constituted only 2,5% of all yearly visitors to the 

houses/grounds (median number) ; on average, this was 8%.   

Figure 21: Share of school visitors in total number of visitors to the house/grounds in 2018 (a) (b)  

(a) Survey question: ñCould you estimate the shares of the following types of visitors* (school visitors) in the total number of 

visitors in 2018 (or in 2017 if data for 2018 is not yet available)? * excl. visitors attending (live) events such as musical 

performances, festivals,...  ). 

(b) Question only asked to family -owners of heritage houses that indicated (a) to use the house as a business resource (in 

combination with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource) and (b) to admit visitors to the house and/or  

surrounding grounds (i.e. both paid and free admissions, incl. admissions for cultural/educational activities e.g. for exhibitions, 

open-garden days, guided tours, school visits,...)  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

Share of school children in total number of visitors to the house and/or 

grounds (n=297):  

- Average share: 8%  

- Median share: 2,5%  
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4.3.3.2 The training and development of technical (crafts/architecture /horticultural ) skills 

Some heritage house owners collaborate with schools or professional arts- and craftsmen to support 

skills development via e.g. apprenticeships, field studies, etc.  An example of this can be found in Italy, 

where the Italian Association of Historic Houses ñADSIò supports craftsô skills and other skillsô (such as 

marketing & communication skills) development through a pilot programme (ñARSlab: Progetto 

alternanza scuola/lavoroò) that is supported by the Italian Ministry of Education, where university 

students can do internships in privately-owned heritage houses as part of their curriculum. 109 The mutual 

dependence between family-owned heritage and arts & crafts organisations/companies is also described 

in Greffe et. al. (2015),110 where it is noted that partnerships need to be set up bet ween private heritage 

and ñcentres de formationò in order to have a mutual reinforcement of both. In this context, the authors 

refer to a project in Auvergne (France) where students in cabinetmaking can work directly on furniture 

of a castle belonging to t he centre of national monuments (castle of Aulteribe).  Finally, also in Belgium, 

in 2019, the Belgian Association of Private Historic Houses111 and the Union of Heritage Crafspeople 

(UAP)112 set up a collaboration113 where craftspeople114 offer up to 40 hours of pro -bono restoration 

works to private owners of heritage houses that are member of the Belgian Association of Private Historic 

Houses.  

The EU-wide initiative ñMadôin Europeò (see illustrative practice below)  aims to promote and 

support the European arts-crafts community. It is a European network which selects highly  qualified 

professional makers all over Europe and gathers them on an online portal. The initiative promotes th e 

transmission of know-how proposed by craftsmen through internships and classes. It collaborates with 

regional, national & international institutions, such as Associazione Italiana Città della Ceramica, Swiss 

Arts Crafts Association, Fundesarte and Repreneurs dôEntreprises aux Savoir-Faire dôExcellence. Madôin 

Europe actively works on education, skills training and enhancement of technical arts skills as the 

initiative organises workshops and trainings for professionals as well as starters throughout Europe. For 

family-owners of heritage houses, the Madôin Europe initiative is especially relevant, as it can connect 

them to skilled craftsmen that they need for the conservation or restoration works on their house.  

 

 

109 http://www.adsi.it/arslab -progetto-alternanza-scuolalavoro/  

110 Greffe, X. and S. Pflieger. 2015. ñLôempreinte ®cononomique des monuments priv®s prot®g®s: prospective r®gionale ï 2030.ò 

111 Historische Woonsteden & Tuinen van België, see: https://www.demeures -historiques.be/nl/   

112 See: http://www.uniondesartisansdupatrimoine.be/en/accueil  . The aim of the Union is to protect the knowledge accumulated 

over generations and defend and promote the status of Craftsperson. 

113 For more info on the collaboration, see: https://www.demeures -historiques.be/nl/1120-2/   

114 For 2019, the focus will be on upholsterers, decoration painters and parqueteurs.  

http://www.adsi.it/arslab-progetto-alternanza-scuolalavoro/
https://www.demeures-historiques.be/nl/
http://www.uniondesartisansdupatrimoine.be/en/accueil
https://www.demeures-historiques.be/nl/1120-2/
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Illustrative practice: Mad'in Europe: Connecting know-how to people 

 

 

 

 

Initiative on arts & crafts  

Country:  EU-wide 

Highlights:  

V EU-wide Crafts-community 
 
Activities  

V Educational: Madôin Europe is a European network which selects highly-qualified professional makers 

all over Europe and gathers them on an online portal (www.madineurope.eu). The initiative promotes 

the transmission of know-how proposed by craftsmen through internships and classes. 

V Partnerships: The initiative collaborates with regional, national & international institutions, such as 

Associazione Italiana Città della Ceramica, Swiss Arts Crafts Association, Fundesarte and Repreneurs 

dôEntreprises aux Savoir-Faire dôExcellence. 

V Cultural: Madôin Europe organises awareness-raising activities through edi torials, interviews and 

events. 

V Commercial:  The initiative supports sales through the online portal and initiatives such as organising 

a collective stand at fairs (e.g. Mansion dôObjects, Salon du Patrimoine). It also disseminates good 

practices and aims to create career opportunities within the sector by posting vacancies and calls for 

collaboration. 

Dimensions of contribution:  

             

Read all details on Madôin Europe in the illustrative practices report 

Legend: see Figure 5 on page 28 
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Figure 22: Partners of family -owned heritage houses in education, research and skills development 

In the online survey, we also 

asked respondents whether they 

could give examples of successful 

collaborations with research 

institutes, schools or professional 

arts- and craftsmen (see specific 

examples in Figure 23 below)  to 

support:  

¶ research  on a diversity of 

topics linked to the house 

(architecture, history,é). 
Examples given by owners of 

activities that lead to successful 
collaborations in this domain 

were: setting up joint exhibitions, 

research on (family-) archives /  
house library /  garden, organising 

conferences on the history of the 
house, renovations of art 

collections in the house, thesis 
students writing a thesis on the 

house, etc. 

¶ the development of skills  in 

the domains of arts, crafts and 
architecture but also in the 

domains of accommodation or 
tourism. Examples include (a) collaborations with schools to develop pupilsô skills w.r.t.  restoration 

techniques (on house furniture, paintin gs, house exterior, etc.), tourism (improving e.g. guided 

tours), technical model building, etc; (b)  teaching courses on specific arts- and crafts techniques; 

(c) collaborations with local craftsmen.  

¶ the testing of new technologies . Examples given by owners refer to the digit isation of art 

collections and archives as well as the testing of specific restoration techniques.  
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Figure 23: Examples given by family-owners of heritage houses on collaborations with schools, 

professional arts- and craftsmen and research institutes (a)  (b)  

 

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

(a) Survey question: ñDuring the survey, you have indicated that you collaborate with schools, professional arts- and craftsmen 

or research institutes: could you give examples of activities where you have successfully engaged with these partners?ò 

(b) Question only asked to family -owners of heritage houses that indicated (a) to use the house as a business resource (in 

combination with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource) and (b) to collaborate with schools, professional 

arts- and craftsmen or research institutes or to open their house for the testing of new technologies.  
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Petre P. Carp Manor in Romania  (see illustrative practice  below) illustrates the potential of 

family-owned heritage houses in the domains of education and skills development. The manor, dating 

back to 1646, underwent the historical turbulences of the last century in Eastern Europe, as it was 

nationalized but then returned to the family in 2005 in a state of decay, merely a ruin without doors 

and windows. The family-owners started implementing a large long -term restoration project in 

collaboration with local, national and international organi sations. Starting from a ruin, the estate is 

turned into a school of crafts and heritage promotion. Within this initiative, renovations at the site and 

the surrounding area take place in co-creation with locals, craftsmen, (international) organi sations and 

students. 

The school of crafts in the Petre P. Carp Manor is dedicated to techniques of traditional construction 

and crafts. The school is open to the local community, bu t also attracts students from across Romania 

and from abroad. It offers free educational programme s as an alternative for local young people who 

dropped out of school. Also, since 2006, a cultural workshop programme entitled Batem fierul la conac! 

(Hitting  the iron at the manor!) is running which has resulted in e.g. the organi sation of workshops 

designed to save heritage, with different themes: forged ornamental iron, frescos, bread ovens, 

traditional plasters and pottery.  
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Illustrative practice: Petre P. Carp Manor: Saved from ruin by a project dedicated 

to crafts & heritage  

 

 

 

 

Generational owner (following restitution)  

Country:  Romania  

Highlights:  

V Challenges of restitution 

V Educational effects of family-owned heritage & community building  

Activities:  

V Educational:  Located in a deserted area, the estate was turned into a school of crafts and 

heritage promotion. Within this initiative, renovations at the site and the surrounding area, take 

place in co-creation with locals, craftsmen, (intern ational) organisations and students. Since 

2006, a cultural workshop program entitled Batem fierul la conac! (Hitting the iron at the manor!) 

has been taking place. 

V Community -building: The local community is involved in these initiatives: giving ideas, 

working as volunteers or participating as students.  

V Partnerships: The family-owners collaborate with a local, national and international network of 

partners.  

Dimensions of contribution:  

             

Read all details on Petre P. Carp Manor in the illustrative practices report  

Legend: see Figure 5 on page 28 
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4.3.4 Environmental contributions 

 

4.3.4.1 Reducing urban sprawl, prolonging the physical service-life of buildings, supporting 

waste-avoidance  

These effects are described in the CHCfE report (2015)115 as well as in a report by the  National Trust 

for Historic Preservationôs Research & Policy Lab116 which finds that (for the US) ñthe renovation and 

reuse of existing buildings of comparable functionality and size,117 and equivalent energy efficiency 

levels, consistently yield fewer environmental impacts118 than demolition and new construction over a 

75-year periodò.  Even when it is taken into account that newly constructed buildings are performing at 

a 30 percent improvement in energy, ñrehabilitation and retrofit still outperform new construction, 

yielding fewer impacts over a 75-year lifespanò. According to this study, it takes between 38 and 50 

years for a new single-family home, that is 30 percent more efficient than an average -performing 

existing building, to overcome, through efficient operations, the negative climate change impacts related 

to construction. Moreover, f rom the online survey , we find that 55 % of the houses have made 

investments in the house in the last three years to meet energy or thermal efficiency 

requirements . 119 

 

115 Based on, amongst others, Thomsen and van der Flier (2009) - Thomsen A. and K. van der Flier, 2009, ñReplacement or 

renovation of dwellings: the relevance of a more sustainable approach.ò, Building Research & Information, 37 (5-6), pp. 649 -659. 

116 National Trust for Historic Preservationôs Research & Policy Lab, ñThe Greenest Building: Quantifying the Environmental Value 

of Building Reuse.ò  

117 With the case of a single-family home also included in the researched cases.  

118 Environmental impacts are defined as impacts on climate change, resource depletion, human health and ecosystem quality. 

119 The floor area of the house does not affect these energy or thermal efficiency investments in the last three years , neither does 

the location of the house (countryside, village/small town or city centre). Source: Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses. 
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4.3.4.2 Preservation and conservation of the natural environment  

Heritage houses are quite often embodied in natural landscapes which possess a high natural value. 

The link between cultural and natural heritage is particularly true in Natura 2000 areas .120 Considering 

that a large proportion of those areas are in private hands, the interconnection between heritage houses 

and their direct environm ent is of particular importance. This effect is primarily relevant for family -

owned heritage houses that have grounds surrounding their house. As the accompanying quote shows, 

family-owned heritage houses play an important role in preserving the natural en vironment  

even  when they do not open up their grounds to visitors but  by only maintaining  their 

grounds , as other types of owners (public owners, enterprises,..)  often have incentives to 

develop the grounds for other types of use.   

 

The online survey results additionally show that more than 1 in 4 family -owned heritage houses 

that are  (partly)  used  as a business resource 121 (also houses that are not surrounded by 

grounds ) 122  under t ake activities  aimed at enhancing biodiversity  through, for example, the 

installation of bee hives, bat or bird boxes, wild flower meadows, historic moats, green/living roofs , etc. 

A little less than 1 in 5 family -owned heritage houses used as a business resource (only those surrounded 

by grounds) conduct wildlife conservation activities. Environmental activities are organised by relatively 

more family-owners also using the house as a dwelling in comparison to family-owners using the house 

only as a business resource.123 See Figure 24 below. 

 

120 Europeôs cultural and natural heritage in Natura 2000: 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/management/pdf/Nature -and-Culture-leaflet-web.pdf [Last consultation: 

2019.01.04] 

121 i.e. (1) used as a business resource in combination with the use as a family dwelling or (2) solely as a business resource. I n 

the online survey, 59% of the respondents use their house as a business resource: 52% of the respondents use the house as a 

family dwelling and as a business resource; 7% use the house solely as a business resource. 

122 n=59 for those houses that are not surrounded by grounds.  

123 n=518 for houses used as a family-dwelling and business resource; n=71 for houses used solely as a business resource. 27% 

of houses also used as a dwelling, conduct activities aimed at enhancing biodiversity, in comparison to 15% of houses used solely 

as a business resource; 20% of houses also used as a dwelling conduct activities aimed at wildlife conservation compared to 7% 

of houses used solely as a business resource.  

ñIn order to pay inheritance taxes, the owner of a Castle in Flanders had to sell part of his 

grounds. He sold these grounds to the municipality, which provided building permits for these 

grounds. The result is that the grounds that were sold are now fully developed, while  the 

grounds that the owner still has in private ownership form a fully natural landscapeò. Expert 

and Stakeholder Interviews 
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Figure 24: Environmental activities by family -owned heritage houses in Europe (a) (b)  

 

(a) Survey question: ñWhich of the following environmental activities do you organise in the house and/or on the grounds (on a 

regular or irregular basis)? Multiple answers possibleò 

(b) Question only asked to family -owners of heritage houses that indicated they use the house as a business resource (in 

combination with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource)  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

4.3.4.3 Access to and enjoyment of the natural environment   

Through the opening of their grounds and gardens to the public, family -owned heritage houses can 

contribute to access and enjoyment of the natural environment for visitors. The online survey results 

show that more than half  of family -owned heritage houses that are (partly) used as a 

business resource and  include land 124  are open ed to visitors  (both paid and free 

admissions) .  

Figure 25: Admission of visitors to the house and/or surrounding grounds  (a) (b)  (c) 

 

(a) Survey question: ñWhich of the following commercial activities do you organise in the house (on a regular or irregular basis)? 

General admission of visitors to the house and/or surrounding grounds (i.e. both paid and free admissions)ò.  

(b) Question only asked to family -owners of heritage houses that indicated they use the house as a business resource (in 

combination with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource).  

(c) (partly) used as a business resource means: (1) used as a business resource in combination with the use as a family dwelling 

or (2) solely as a business resource.  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

Knepp Castle & Park  (see illustrative practice  below) is an excellent illustration of the 

environmental contributions that family -owned heritage houses in Europe can offer. Before the turn of 

the century, most of the land surrounding Knepp Castle was devoted to traditional arable and dairy 

farming. But in 2001, a m ajor shift was made: the driving principle was to establish a functioning 

 

124 n=545 

55% of family -owners, (partly) using their house as a business 

resource, open their heritage house and/or surrounding grounds, to 

visitors  -  both paid and free admissions (n= 545; only heritage houses 

surrounded by land )   
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ecosystem where nature was given as much freedom as possible. With regeneration and restoration 

projects aimed at nature conservation, the rewilding of land started to take off . Using grazing animals 

as the drivers of habitat creation, and with the restoration of natural water courses of the nearby river 

and of the Knepp lake, the project has seen extraordinary increases in wildlife. The estate has therefore 

been able to shift towards  nature-based tourism, opening up the estate  ñwildernessò to visitors by 

offering a safari campsite with lodges and spaces for tents as well as a vehicle-based safari or guided 

walking safari tours in the ówildernessô of Sussex.  

Illustrative practice: Knepp Castle & Park: Rewilding 3,500 acres in the heart of 

the Sussex Weald 

Generational owner  

Country:  United Kingdom  

Highlights:  

V Transition to ecological business model & resulting economic value creation 

Activities:  

V Environmental: With regeneration and restoration projects aimed at nature conservation, a 

rewilding of the land surrounding the house was initiated, resulting in extraordinary increases in 

wildlife.  

V Commercial:   

¶ Livestock production and alternative food production business, selling pasture-fed beef, 

venison and pork through local channels; 

¶ The hosting of guided safaris and camping; 

¶ Renting out from a p ortfolio of 150 properties with a variety of cottages, houses, offices 

and light industrial units.  

V Educational and community -building: Involvement of the local community includes volunteer 

days and school visits. Volunteer days engage the local community and other interested parties 

in data collection and recording of species. 

V Partnerships: The family-owners of Knepp Castle collaborate with a large network of nature 

preservation organisations and research institutions. Around 2,500 people are Friends of the 

Knepp Wildland project. 

Dimensions of contribution:  

                   
Read all details on Knepp Castle & Park in the illustrative practices report 

Legend: see Figure 5 on page 28 

4.3.4.4 Health and wellbeing (mental and physical)  

As shown above, more than half of the family-owned heritage houses in the online survey, surrounded 

by grounds and (partly) used as a business resource, are open to visitors: th e access to and the 

enjoyment of th e natural environment  offered by family -owned heritage houses, in turn  generate health 
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and wellbeing effects for visitors. A report by the UK Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) (2015) can serve as 

an illustration of these effects; the report assessed the benefits of heritage  in which the HLF had invested 

over the last 20 years,125 and found that parks especially had the greatest impact on residentsô quality 

of life with 69% of local residents , aware of the parks selected for the study, believe their personal 

quality of life to be a little better or much better as a result of having them in the area .126 We further 

refer to example Maeer (2008),127  who provides an overview of the literature on the health effects of 

green spaces (p.12-13), citing different studies for the UK that offer  evidence on, amongst others, t he 

connection between nature and mental health/social development  as well as the link between green 

space/biodiversity and increased levels of physical activity.  

4.3.5 Economic contributions 

 

4.3.5.1 Direct economic contribution 

Whenever business activities take place on the grounds of family-owned heritage houses, heritage 

house owners create employment and generate turnover similar to other businesses. But also without 

any business exploitation, heritage house owners can employ people e.g. to support in the maintenance 

 

125 The study covered 12 locations in the UK, with the selected sites for the st udy including major attractions/museums; parks; 

historic buildings; nature reserves/landscapes; archives/libraries, local collections; townscapes; and activity projects.  For more 

information on the research, see Heritage Lottery Fund, 2015, 20 Years in 12 Places: 20 years of Lottery funding for Heritageò. 

See: ñhttps://www.heritagefund.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/attachments/20_y ears_in_12_places_main_report.pdf   

126 Heritage Lottery Fund, 2015, 20 Years in 12 Places: 20 years of Lottery funding for Heritageò, p.53.  

127 Maeer, G. (2008). ñValues and benefits of heritage: a research reviewò.  

https://www.heritagefund.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/attachments/20_years_in_12_places_main_report.pdf
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of the house and grounds. Below we discuss in more detail the direct economic contributions of family -

owned heritage houses.  

4.3.5.1.1 Economic activities 

From the profile characteristics, we find that nearly 6 out of 10 private heritage owners (59%) in the 

survey use (part of) their heritage house as a business resource as they organise different types of 

activities that may or may not generate an economic return  (see also): 

¶ cultural and leisure activities; see section 4.3.1 above; 

¶ community building activities; see section 4.3.2 above;  

¶ educational activities; see section 4.3.3 above; 

¶ environmental activities; see section 4.3.4 above. 

On top of these activities, family -owners also organise more commercial activities.  

Figure 26: Activities by family -owners of heritage houses 

 

Source: IDEA Consult 

Figure 27 gives an overview of the commercial activities organised by family-owners that participated 

in the online survey and use their house as a business resource (in combination with the use as a family 

dwelling or solely as a business resource):  

¶ Opening the house : more than half of the owners that participated in the survey, open up their 

house and/or grounds128 to visitors. 

¶ Commercial activities related to hospitality : more than 4 out of 10 family -owners also 

organise commercial activities related to hospitality , such as hosting weddings and/or conferences 

or providing accommodation. Approximately a quarter (24%) of the houses also prov ide catering. 

¶ The use of the houses by other creative sectors , such as the film industry, is also important: 

39% of the houses in the online survey were used as a location for a film or TV programme, another 

35% was used as a location for commercial photography.  

 

128 If we only look at  those houses that are surrounded by grounds, this is 55% (see also Figure 25).  

Activities by/in family -owned

heritage houses

Cultural/leisure

Community-building

Educational/research

Environmental

Commercial
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¶ Renting:  27% of the family -owners in the survey rented out  parts of the house (or other buildings 

on the grounds) to a third party . Only 6% rented the whole house to a third party.  

¶ Running a shop in the house or actively producing products is an activity that is only undertaken by 

a little more than 10% of the family -owners.  

¶ When we only look at the houses that are surrounded by grounds , we see that 45% of the 

family -owners  conduct agricultural activities . A smaller share of the houses (36%) performs 

activities related to forestry , whereas 6% runs a vineyard or orchard.  

Figure 27: Commercial activities organised by family-owned heritage houses (a) (b)  

 

(a) Survey question: ñWhich of the following commercial activities do you organise in the house (on a regular or irregular basis)? 

Multiple answers possible.ò  

(b) Question only asked to family -owners of heritage houses that indicated to use the house as a business resource (in combination 

with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource).  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 
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When comparing houses that are solely used as a business resource with houses that are also used as 

a dwelling, we see that a relatively larger share of the houses that are exclusively used as a business 

resource are oriented towards the hospitality business. For example, more than half of the houses used 

exclusively as a business resource host weddings or conferences,129 compared to 4 out of 10 houses 

that are also used as a dwelling.130 Also, the provision of catering is done by 46% of the houses used 

only as a business resource, compared to 21% of the houses also used as a dwelling. Likewise, the use 

of the house for film/TV programmes or commercial photography, is done in relatively more hou ses that 

are used exclusively as a business resource131 compared to the houses where owners also live in the 

house.132 Finally, if we only look at the houses that are surrounded by grounds, we see that a relatively 

larger share of the houses that are also used as a dwelling are orientated towards more traditional 

activities such as agriculture and forestry.133  

In the context of the above -mentioned importance of activities related to hospitality , the uniqueness 

and authenticity  that characterises family-owned heritage houses (stemming from their core values 

ï see section 4.2), are important assets that distinguish them from other types of locations and venues. 

The next two illustrative practices  showcase how this uniqueness and authenticity can be used to 

develop commercial activities through, amongst others, storytelling.   

The first illustrative p ractice is ñLas Casas de la Judería ò in Spain  - a beautiful illustration of th e 

power of storytelling and the potential of commercial activities in family-owned heritage houses ï even 

when the houses are not surrounded by grounds. La Casas de la Judería is a unique estate because it 

consists of 27 houses and 4 Palacios that are linked to each other. The houses were carefully restored, 

based on research on the original inhabitants, their houses and their individual stories  - as such, each 

house is a ñstorytellerò, which also enrich es the experience of visitors to the houses . Las 

Casas offers 134 different rooms which are linked through 40 patios, gardens and a labyrinth of small 

passageways. As a touristic residence with top ranked boutique hotel rooms, a rooftop swimming pool 

and spa, a meeting venue for family and business events, but also a cultural attraction in itself, las 

Casas de la Judería contributes to the economic life of Sevilla. For more info: see the illustrative practice 

below and the illustrative practices report.  

 

129 58% of the houses used exclusively as a business resource hosts weddings/civil partnerships; 57% hosts conferences or 

business meetings. (n=72) 

130 43% of the houses used as a business resource and as a dwelling hosts weddings/civil partnerships; 40% hosts conferences 

or business meetings. (n=534)  

131 50% of the houses used exclusively as a business resource is used as a location for film/TV programme; 46% is used as a 

location for commercial photography (n=72).  

132 38% of the houses used as a business resource and as a dwelling is used as a location for film/TV programme; 34% is used 

as a location for commercial photography (n=534).  

133 47%/37% of the houses used as a business resource and as a dwelling (n=489) conducts farming/forestry on the grounds 

compared to 29%/25% of the houses used solely as a business resource (n=56).  



 

83 

 

Illustrative practice:  Las casas de la Judería, Sevilla 

 

Generational Owner  

Country:  Spain 

Highlights:  

V 27 historic houses and 4 palacioôs with their own unique stories are interlinked through 40 

patios, gardens and a labyrinth of small passageways. 

V The estate serves as a distinct attraction in Sevilla, offering a history -based leisure and cultural 

experience.  

V Contributing to the economic life of Sevilla through hospitality services.  

Activities:  

V Educational / research:  The houses were carefully restored, based on research on the 

original inhabitants, their houses and their individual stories. Every house is, therefore, a 

storyteller.  

V Cultural / Leisure: The complex of houses is a cultural attraction in itself, telling t he story of 

many remarkable figures that lived or stayed here.  

V Commercial:  The estate offers 134 top ranked boutique hotel rooms, a rooftop swimming 

pool and spa. It serves also as a meeting venue for family and business events.  

Dimensions of contributi on:  

              
Read all details on Las casas de la Judería in the illustrative practices report 

Legend: see Figure 5 on page 28 

The second illustrative practice regards ñAntiga Biblioteca Almirallò in Spain, where the authenticity 

of the house (in this case, library) is used to create a unique visitor experience by developing the former 

library as a ñconcept house ò (see illustrative practice below and the illustrative practices report). In 

1999, a Colombian-Norwegian family living in Barcelona became the owner of the house. They 

renovated the former library and its garden and live there together with their four children. Meanwhile, 

they also developed their residence as a venue for special events and inspirational experiences. During 

the period 2007ï2016, the Antiga Biblioteca Almirall was gradually tested as a venue for business 

meetings, small concerts, family celebrations, anniversaries and celebrations of academic graduations. 

The idea of the library as a venue was further developed in the direction of a ñconcept houseò with 

emphasis on enriching the experience of the visitor. The content of key activities is also outsourced to 

local partners, such as a young chef, florists and a photographer.  
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Illustrative practice: Antiga Biblioteca Almirall, transition from library to an 

inspirational boutique residence 

 

New Owner  

Country:  Spain  

Highlights:  

V Reconversion of a library  

V Active business modelling and exclusivity  

V Enriching guest experiences 

Activities:  

V Cultural / Leisure:  Chamber music concerts, gathering of yogis, gastronomy, etc. 

V Commercial:  The estate hosts small-scale, elegant private and business events. 

V Partnerships : Careful selection of (global) network partners. Close cooperation with local 

suppliers: chef, photographer, designer and farmers.  

Dimensions of contribution:  

            
Read all details on Antiga Biblioteca Almirall in the illustrative practices report 

Legend: see Figure 5 on page 28 

 

4.3.5.1.2 Turnover 

When asking about the average turnover  that family-owners generate with these activities, we find 

that this amounts to approximately ú200 ,000 on average 134  and ú62 ,500 in the median . This 

spread between average and median turnover points to a wide diversity across the survey sample: 39% 

of the heritage house owners that generate turnover from their house indicate that this turnover is very 

limited, in the range of 1 to ú25,000. Another 27% of the respondents indicate that they have a turnover 

between ú25,000 and ú100,000. Only 8% of the respondents generate a turnov er above ú1 million (see 

also Figure 28 below).  

 

134 Based on turnover data from 587 respondents. 

1 /   
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Figure 28: Distribution ï Turnover by family-owned heritage houses in Europe in 2018 (a) (b)  

 

(a) Survey question: ñCould you estimate the total turnover you realised for the house and/or grounds from these activities in 

2018 (or in 2017 if data for 2018 is not yet available)ò 

(b) Question only asked to family -owners of heritage houses that indicated to use the house as a business resource (in combination 

with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource).  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

When we extrapolate  these turnover numbers  to the total membership of private heritage house 

owners to EHHA member associations135 ï representing a total of 19 ,516 house-owners136 - a total 

turnover of ú2.2 billion  is reali sed by privately -owned heritage houses across Europe . This 

extrapolation is done under the assumption that the profile of the houses which are members of the 

national associations adherent to EHHA is similar the profile of family-owned heritage houses that took 

part in the online survey ;137 however, we can assume that the online survey has reached the more 

economically active family-owned heritage houses in the EHHA membership. Thus, this extrapolation 

should instead be interpreted as an indication of the turnover  potential  of family-owned heritage 

houses in Europe rather than as an absolute number. Also, given the distribution as displayed in Figure 

28, it is important to note that only 8% of the houses generate 43% (or nearly ú1 billion) of 

this total extrapolated turnover, whereas 66% of the houses together reali se 11% (or 

about ú250 million) of this total extrapolated turnover. This is again evidence of the very 

diverse landscape  of family-owned heritage houses across Europe.  

 

 

135 In those countries participating in the Creative Europe programme.  

136 See also Figure 9 in Part 3.4 

137 I.e. based on the assumption that, similar to the online survey results, 59% of the heritage houses uses the house as a 

business resource.  



 

86 

 

Figure 29: Turnover in 2018 of family -owned heritage houses participating in the online survey (a) (b)  

(c) 

 

 

(a) Survey question: ñCould you estimate the total turnover you reali sed for the house and/or grounds from these activities in 

2018 (or in 2017 if data for 2018 is not yet available )?ò 

(b) Question only asked to family -owners of heritage houses that indicated they use the house as a business resource (in 

combination with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource).  

(c) (partly) used as a business resource means: (1) used as a business resource in combination with the use as a family dwelling 

or (2) solely as a business resource.  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

Looking at the characteristics of the house, size has a clear influence on the median turnover figures:  

¶ Whereas the median turnover in houses with a floor area below 500m² amounts to ú12,500, this 

amount raises to more than ú62,500 for houses with a floor area between 50 1-2,500 m² and to  

ú175,000 for houses with a floor area above 2,500 m² ( see Figure 30 below).  

¶ Heritage houses with land below 2 50 ha realised a median turnover of ú62.500 in 2018 whereas 

houses with more than 250 ha of surrounding land generated a median turnover of ú175,000.  

¶ The type of use of the house (solely as a business resource versus as a business resource and as a 
dwelling) does not affect the median turnover  in the house. In addition,  the location of the house 

(city centre, village/small town or the countryside) does not have an influence on the median 
turnover.138 Finally, houses that are owned by new owners (for less than 25 years) generated a 

lower median turnover than houses owned by the same family for more than 25 years. 139 

Evidently, the turnover generated by a family -owned heritage house largely depends on its business 

model. PART 4 of the study analyses in detail the relation between the chosen business model and the 

realised turnover.   

 

138 For all locations, median turnover is ú62,500.  

139 Median turnover=12,500 for houses owned between 0 -25 years (n=12 7). Median turnover = ú62,500 for houses owned for 

more than 25 years (n=460).  

Average turnover by a family -owned heritage house , (partly) used 

as a business resource, in Europe  (n=587) : ú195 ,63 5 

Median turnover realised by a family -owned heritage house , 

(partly) used as a business resource,  in Europe (n=587) : ú62 ,500  
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Figure 30: Median turnover in 2018 in relation to the floor area of family-owned heritage houses (n=587)  

(a) (b)  

 

(a) Survey question: ñCould you estimate the total turnover you realised for the house and/or grounds from these activities in 

2018 (or in 2017 if data for 2018 is not yet avai lable)?ò 

(b) Question only asked to family -owners of heritage houses that indicated they use the house as a business resource (in 

combination with the use as a family dwelling or solely as a business resource).  

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

4.3.5.1.3 Employment 

More than 2 out of 3 family -owned  heritage house owners in the survey (68%) indicate 

that they employ people.  The employment of people is not only restricted to heritage 

houses that are (partly) used as a business resource; from the survey we find that also 59% 

of the respondents that use their heritage house only as a family dwelling, create 

employment related to the house.   

Like the turnover, employment creation appears to be strongly linked to the size o f the property:  

¶ Whereas only 29% of the owners of heritage houses in the survey with less than 200 m² floor area 

employ people, this percentage increases to more than 85% for heritage houses with a floor area 

above 2,500 m².  

¶ In properties with less than 1 0 ha of surrounding land, almost 40% of the respondents indicate they 

do not employ people. In family-owned heritage properties with more than 1 ,000 ha of surrounding 

land, this is the case for only 6% of the respondents.  
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Figure 31: Share of family-owned heritage houses with employees in the house/on the grounds (a) (b)   

 

 

(a) Survey question: ñDo you have employees* working in the house and/or on the grounds?* i.e. persons who are on the payroll 

of the house (i.e. have an employment contract and receive compensation in the form of wages, salaries, fees, gratuities, 

piecework pay or remuneration in kind). The following are included: part-time workers, seasonal workers, persons on short-term 

leave. The following are excluded: volunteers or workers on long-term leave.)ò 

(b) Question asked to all family-owners of heritage houses that participated in the survey   

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

Looking at the number of employees working at family -owned heritage houses,140 the median heritage 

house owner employs 1 full - time employee  and  1 part - time employee . However, the average 

employment lies at 8.4 employees in 2018 (see Figure 32), pointing to a wide spread across the survey 

sample. The majority of family-owned heritage houses (84%)  employ 1 to 5 people. In 1 6% of the 

heritage houses in the survey, 6 or more people are employed on a full -time basis. For part-time and 

seasonal work, 93% of the respondents employs between 0 and 5 people. Only less than 8% of the 

respondents employ 6 or more part -time or seasonal workers.  

When we extrapolate  the employment numbers  of the online survey to all privately -owned houses 

that are member of EHHA national member associations, 141 privately -owned heritage houses in 

Europe employ  a total of 111 ,023 persons  i.e. 48 ,555 full - time employees (44% of total), 

29 ,004 part - time employe es (26% of total) and 33 ,464 seasonal employees (30% of total). 

This extrapolation is done under the assumption that the profile of the houses which are members of 

the national associations adherent to EHHA is similar the profile of family-owned heritage houses that 

took part in the online survey .142 However, we can assume that the online survey has reached the more 

active family-owned heritage houses in the EHHA membership ï thus, this extrapolation should instead 

be interpreted as an indication of the employment  potential of family-owned heritage houses in 

Europe rather than as an absolute number. Also, a small proportion of the houses are responsible 

for a large share of this total extrapolated employment :  

¶ For the full-time employment, only 1 .9% of the houses is responsible for 34% of the total full -time 

extrapolated employment (i.e. 16 ,486 full-time employees of the total 48 ,555 full-time employees); 

¶ For the part-time employment, only 3 .7% of the houses accounts for 32% of the total part -time 

extrapolated employment (i.e. 9 ,177 part-time employees of the total 29 ,004 part-time employees); 

¶ For the seasonal employment, only 2.2% of the houses employ 39% of the total  seasonal 

extrapolated employment (i.e. about 13 ,000 employees of the total 33 ,464 seasonal employees). 

 

140 i.e. those houses that indicate they employ people at the house and/or on the grounds.  

141 In those countries participating in the Creative Europe programme; representing a total of 19,516 house-owners.  

142 For this extrapolation specifically, we assume that 68% of privately -owned heritage houses employ people at their house 

and/or on their groun ds.  

ü Share of family -owned heritage  houses with employees 

working in the house/on the grounds = 68% (n=1 ,005)  

ü Share of family -owned heritage houses with employees 

working in the house/on the grounds, that are used:  

o only as a dwelling: 59% (n=443)  

o as a dwelling and a business resource: 74% (n=497)  

o only as a business resource: 75% (n=65)  
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Figure 32: Median and average employment in family-owned heritage houses in 2018 (a) (b)  

 

 

 

 

 

(a) Survey question: 

ñCould you estimate the total number of employees* directly employed at the house and/or on the grounds in 2018 (or in 2017 

if data for 2018 is not yet available)?* whole number  ñ 

(b) Question asked to the family-owners of heritage houses that indicated to have employment at the house/on the grounds.   

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

Again, the size of the house and surrounding grounds has an impact on the median number of 

employees: 

¶ Whereas a median heritage house with floor area below 500 m² do es not have employment at the 

house/on the grounds, a house with floor area  between 501 ï 2,500 m² ha s 2 employees working 

on the property ( 1 full -time employee and 1 part -time employee) and a house with a floor area of 
more than 2,501 m² ha s 5 employees working in the house/on the grounds (2 full-time employees, 

2 part-time employees and 1 seasonal employee).  

¶ A median heritage house with land below 50 ha does not have employment in the house/on the 

grounds. On the other side of the spectrum, a median heritage house with surrounding grounds of 
more than 1,000 ha has 11 employees working at the property: 5 full-time employees, 5 part-time 

employees and 1 seasonal employee. In between those two , a median property with land between 
51-250 ha has two employees (1 full-time and 1 part-time employee) and properties with land 

between 250 ï 1,000 ha have a median employment of 5 people (2 full-time, 2 part-time and 1 

seasonal employee).  

The illustrative practice  of the Heerlijkheid Mariënwaerdt  in the Netherlands (see below and also 

the separate illustrative practices report), is a good illustration of  the economic value that family-owned 

heritage houses can create through a future-oriented vision rooted in sustainability, corporate social 

responsibility and biological farming as well as a very good diversification of activities that they organise 

ï ranging from organic farming to organising estate fairs, running hospitality services, renting out 

buildings on the property , producing food products, etc. Today, Heerlijkheid Mariënwaerdt employs 150 

people at the estate, of which 80% are full-time employees and on-call staff.  

ü Average direct employment at a family -owned heritage house in 

Europe in 2018 (n=672): 8.4 employees of which  

o 3.7 Full-Time Employees  

o 2.2 Part-Time Employees 

o 2.5 Seasonal Employees 

ü Median direct employment at a family -owned heritage house in 
Europe in 2018 (n=672): 2 employees of which:  

o 1 Full-Time Employee  

o 1 Part-Time Employee 
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Illustrative Practice: Heerlijkheid Mariënwaerdt: Food and agriculture of the 

21st century 

 

Generational Owner  

Country:  The Netherlands 

Highlights:  

V Ecological, economic & social value creation 

V Entrepreneurship with future oriented vision  

Activities:  

V Commercial and environmental:  Organic farming and cattle breeding, the organisation of 

fairs, offering catering, hosting meetings, parties and weddings, renting out other buildings on 

the property, agricultural lease, running a B&B, renting out 2 holiday homes, producing delicacies, 

jams, chutneys and cheese.   

V Community -building:  

o Cooperation with 2 health care institutions to manage the production of low fruit;  

o ñFriends of Mari±nwaerdtò count 600 volunteers who take care of renovations, guided 

tours, workshops, forest management and other chores. 

V Educational:  Mariënwaerdt is a recognised apprenticeship and internship company.  

Dimensions of contribution:  

             
Read all details on Heerlijkheid Mariënwaerdt in the illustrative practices report 

Legend: see Figure 5 on page 28 

 

4.3.5.2 Indirect economic (supply chain) effect and induced effect  

To both maintain the house an d/or develop (business) activities on the grounds, heritage house owners 

make purchases of goods and services. These purchases generate turnover and employment on the 

side of suppliers. In what follows, we describe the procurement by family -owned heritage houses that 

participated in the online survey and give an overview of the sectors in which their suppliers are active 

as well as the location (local versus other) of these suppliers. It is important to note that not only 

heritage houses which are used as a business resource purchase  goods and services, but 

houses that are only used as a family -dwelling  do as well , as they also conduct 

maintenance, conservation and preservation activities  in the house.  
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The online survey results indicate that the average yearly procurement 143  of the  family -owned 

heritage houses which participated in  the online survey 144 , amounts to ú175 ,000; the 

median yearly procurement by the houses amounts to ú50 ,000. As was the case for the other 

(economic) indicators from the online survey, this difference between average and median procurement 

indicates that there is a wide spread in the survey procurement data: 36% of family -owners in the 

survey purchases for less than ú25,000 with suppliers on a yearly basis; another 38% of owners 

procures between ú25,001 - ú100,000 on a yearly basis. Only 14% of family -owners spends more than 

ú250,000 on procurement annually, with 2% spending more than ú1 million on a yearly basis (see also 

Figure 33). 

Figure 33: Distribution - Average yearly procurement by family-owned heritage houses (a) (b)  

 

(a) Survey question: ñCould you estimate the average yearly total costs* (excl. employment costs) over the last three years (in 

euros)? *i.e. expenditures on procurement/supplies/services incl. one -off investment costs (before depreciation); whole number.  

(b) Question asked to all family-owners of heritage houses that participated in the online survey.   

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

When we extrapolate  this average yearly procurement spending  to all privately -owned heritage 

houses that are member of EHHA national member associations,145,146 a total of ú3,4 billion is 

procured by privately -owned heritage houses across Europe . This extrapolation is done under 

the assumption that the profile of the houses which are members of the national associations adherent 

to EHHA is similar the profile of family-owned heritage houses that took part in the online survey; 

however, we can assume that the online survey has reached the most active/developed family -owned 

heritage houses in the EHHA membership ï thus, this extrapolation should instead be interpreted as an 

 

143 Based on an average over the last three years; where procurement is defined as ñexpenditures on 

procurement/supplies/services incl. one-off investment costs (before depreciation).ò 

144 Based on 901 answers; question asked to all survey respondents.  

145 Representing a total of 19.516 house-owners in the countries participating in the Creative Europe programme.  

146 See also Figure 8 in section 3.4 
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indication of the procurement potential of family-owned heritage houses in Europe rather than as 

an absolute number. It is important to note that  only 2% of the houses is responsible for over 

ú1.1 billion (or 34%) of this total extrapolated procurement compared to 56% of the 

houses which are responsible for ú231 million (or 7%) of this total extrapolated 

procurement . Again, this shows the very large diversity  among family-owned heritage houses 

regarding these economic indicators.  

Figure 34: Procurement by family-owned heritage houses in 2018 (a) (b)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(a) Survey questions: 

ñCould you estimate the average yearly total costs* (excl. employment costs) over the last three years (in euros)?*  i.e. 

expenditures on procurement/supplies/services incl. one-off investment costs (before depreciation); whole number.ñ ï ñCould you 

estimate the share* of construction sector/ local suppliers in these average yearly costs?* i.e. the average share over the last 3 

years.ò 

(b) Question asked to all family-owners of heritage houses that participated in the online survey.   

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

 

More than 4 out of 10 (46%) family -owners (n= 874) spends more than half of these 

average yearly procureme nt expenditures in the construction sector, 23% of the owners even 

highlighted they purchase more than three quarters in the construction secto r. Only 2% of surveyed 

family-owners did not purchase goods or services from the construction sector in the last three years. 

Not only the construction sector is an important sector in which family -owned heritage houses procure 

goods and services. The arts and crafts sector also finds an essential target / sales market in 

family -owned heritage houses . Research by Haspel for Germany (2011)147 shows that built heritage 

conservation is an important source of orders for many craft trade businesses. Haspel highlights that 

more than 60% of the master craftsmen who have been trained as restorer craftsmen in Germany 

(ñRestaurator im Handwerkò) have worked on heritage conservation contracts on the basis of this 

supplementary qualification and that probably more than 90% of restorers in a narrower sense 148 are 

employed almost exclusively on contracts in the built or cultural heritage conservation sector. Haspel 

further describes the evidence from empirical studies which show that orders involving heritage 

 

147 Haspel, J., 2011, ñBUILT HERITAGE AS A POSITIVE LOCATION FACTOR ï ECONOMIC POTENTIALS OF LISTED PROPERTIESò, 

p. 909; See: http://openarchive.icomos.org/1304/1/IV -3-Article3_Haspel.pdf  

148 who are members of professional associations, or who have received special qualifications from a university of applied sciences. 

See Haspel, 2011, p.909  

ü Yearly procurement* of a family -owned heritage house in 

Europe** (n=901):  

o Average: ú175 ,000   

o Median: ú50,000  

ü More than 4 out of 10 (46%) family -owners (n=874) spends 
more than half of the average yearly procurement 

expenditures in the construction sector  

ü More than 6 out of 10 (62%) family -owners (n=876) procures 

more than half of the average yearly expenditures with l ocal 
suppliers  

*:  Average procurement over the last three years; defined as expenditures 
on procurement/supplies/services incl. one-off investment costs (before 
depreciation); 

**: Also includes family -owned heritage houses that are not used as 
business resource  

http://openarchive.icomos.org/1304/1/IV-3-Article3_Haspel.pdf
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conservation are particularly labour - intensive . The relevant reports assume that between 70% 

and 80% of rest oration work costs are labour costs, while on average material costs make up no more 

than 30% of the total. In comparison, the  German building industry is characterised by 50% labour 

costs and 50% material costs for general building work, and in the case of new buildings, an even 

higher percentage for materials (Haspel, 2011, p. 909).  

Another important facet of the procurement by family -owned heritage houses is the local character of 

these expenditures. The results from the online survey show that  more than 6 out of 10 (62%) 

family -owners indicated they procure more than h alf of their expenditures with local 

suppliers; 41% of these family -owners even purchased more than three quarters of their 

expenditures with local suppliers .149 Also Haspel (2011, p. 909) refers to this important aspect of 

local arts and crafts in this context. He states that: ñThe sensitive refurbishment of historic building 

following local traditions gives local craftsmen and small- or medium-sized firms an important location 

advantage when competing with supraregional suppliers in a globalised worldò. 

Finally, these purchases by family-owned heritage houses lead to wider effects in the economy as the 

procurement by the houses also contributes to the generation of turnover  and employment at the side 

of the suppliers. These are the so-called supplier linkage effects or indirect effects : in literature for 

the UK (DC Research, 2015150 on the basis of Oxford Economics, 2013151) it is estimated that the indirect  

multiplier152 is 2.0, which means that the combination of direct and indirect effects is estimate d to be 

2.0 times the direct effects. Additionally, there are also induced or income multiplier effects , 

resulting from the fact  that the people employed through both the direct and indirect effect s also spend 

part of their income in the wider economy,  generating additional turnover  and employment. Estimates 

in the literatur e for the UK,153 point to a multiplier of 2 .5 to estimate the indirect and induced effects 

together.154 

4.3.5.3 Impact on the visitor economy  

Family-owned heritage houses also make an indisputable contribution to the visitor economy in Europe :  

¶ By opening the houses and grounds to the public, they are a direct contributor to Europeôs touristic 

offer. They welcome tourists that not only spend money on-site, but that also make additional 

purchases in the (local) economy e.g. on transport, food, etc .  

¶ Also the many family-owned houses that are closed for the public but are an integral part of a place 
or landscape, make an important contribution to the visitor economy in Europe. The widespread 

presence of heritage and historic places is a major asset for tourism in Europe.  

Regarding the first point,  family -owned heritage houses that participated in  the online survey  

and indicated they admit visitors to their house and/or grounds (paid or free admissions) 

hosted  on average 8 ,300 visitors in 2018 to thei r house and/or grounds; the median 

number of visitors was 1 ,750 155  (see also Figure 36).  

The wide gap between average and median visitor numbers indicates a broad diversity in the survey 

sample: 1 in 3 (29%) family -owners who took the survey,156 hosted less than 500 visitors in 2018, 

 

149 Based on n=876 observations. Question asked to all family-owners, also those owners that only used the house as a family-

dwelling and not as a business resource.  

150 DC Research, 2015, ñThe economic and social contribution of independently-owned historic houses and gardensò. 

151 Oxford Economics, 2013, ñThe economic impact of the UK Heritage Tourism Economyò. 

152 or ñType Iò multiplier 

153 Oxford Economics, 2013, ñThe economic impact of the UK Heritage Tourism Economyò. 

154 i.e. a ñType IIò multiplier of 2.5 to estimate the indirect and induced effects together.  

155 Based on n=298 observations.  

156 Those family-owners of heritage houses that indicated (a) to use the house as a business resource (with or without the use 

as a dwelling) and (b) to admit visitors to the house ï both paid and free admissions.   
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another 30% received between 501-2,500 visitors to their h ouse and/or grounds.  20% of family -owners 

hosted between 2,501 and 5,000 visitors, while only 6% of the owners received more than 50 ,000 

visitors last year (see also Figure 35).  

Figure 35: Visitor numbers in 2018 to family -owned heritage houses in Europe (a) (b)  

 

(a) Survey question: ñCould you estimate the total number of visitors* to the house and/or grounds in 2018 (or in 2017 if data 

for 2018 is not yet available)?ò *excl. visitors attending (live) events such as musical performances, festivals,... ñ 

 (b) Question asked to those family-owners of heritage houses that indicated (a) they use the house as a business resource (with 

or without the use as a dwelling) and (b) to admit visitors to the house ï both paid and free admissions.   

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

 

When we extrapolate  these numbers to the total membership of private heritage house owners to 

EHHA member associations157 ï representing a total of 19 ,516 house-owners158 - a total number of 

51 .9 million visitors are hosted by privately -owned heritage houses across Europe . This 

extrapolation is done under the assumption that the profile of the houses that are member s of the 

national associations adherent to EHHA is similar the profile of family-owned heritage houses that took 

part in the online survey .159 However, we can assume that the online survey has reached the more 

active family-owned heritage houses in the EHHA membership ï thus, this extrapolation should instead 

be interpreted as an indication  of the visitor  potential of family-owned heritage houses in Europe 

rather than as an absolute number.  Given the distribution as displayed in Figure 35, it is important to 

note that only 13% of the houses host over 33 million (or 65%) of this total of 51 .9 million 

extrapolated visitors, whereas 44% of the houses together host 1 .1 million visi tors (or 2%) 

of this total extrapolated number of visitors.  

In the online survey, the size of the house as well as the area of the land surrounding the house, 

affected the number of visitors. Based on median visitor numbers, we observed from the survey data 

that:  

 

157 In those countries participating in the Creative Europe programme.  

158 See also Figure 8 in section 3.4.  

159 I.e. based on the assumption that, similar to the online survey results:  

¶ 59% of the heritage houses uses the house as a business resource; 

o 54% of the houses that uses the house as a business resource, also admits visitors to the house and/or 

grounds (paid or free admissions).  
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¶ Larger heritage houses hosted more visitors than smaller houses . The median number of 

visitors to houses with a floor area between 201-500 m² was 300 in 2018, for houses with a floor 

area between 501-2,500 m² this was 750 and for houses w ith floor areas surpassing 2,500 m², this 

was 3,750 visitors. 

¶ Houses which are surrounded by larger stretches of land, received more visitors . The 
median number of visitors to houses with grounds below 10 ha, was 750 in 2018; for grounds 

between 11-50 ha this was 1,750 visitors and for houses with grounds exceeding 50 ha, this was 

3,750 visitors. 

Figure 36: Visitor numbers to family -owned heritage houses in 2018 and their spending on-site (a) (b)  

 

 

 

 

(a) Survey questions:  

ñCould you estimate the total number of visitors* to the house and/or grounds in 2018 (or in 2017 if data for 2018 is not yet 

available)?ò *excl. visitors attending (live) events such as musical performances, festivals,... ñ 

ñWhat is the average spending of your visitors (incl. the entry fee)?ò 

(b) Question asked to those family-owners of heritage houses that indicated (a) they use the house as a business resource (with 

or without the use as a dwelling) and (b) to admit visitors to the house ï both paid and free admissions.   

Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 

We also asked family-owners that participated in the online survey about the profile of the visitors that 

they hosted to their house or on their grounds. More specifically, we inquired about the shares of the 

following visitors in th e total number of visitors last year:  

¶ Local visitors: visitors from the local area, where the visit lasts less than 3 hours, including 

travel; 

¶ Day visitors: visitors from further away, where the visit lasts more than 3 hours, including travel ; 

¶ Overnight visitors: national or international visitors whose visit includes at least one overnight 

stay; 

¶ School visitors: see  

¶ Figure 21 above in section 4.3.3.1.  

The family-owners in the survey mostly received local visitors: for 1 in 3 of the houses  (33%) , local 

visitors made up more than half of all  their visitors. This is followed by day visitors : for 16% of the 

houses in the survey, day visitors constituted more than half of their total number of visitors, for 30% 

of the houses, day visitors made up between a quarter and half of the number of visitors. Overnight 

visitors constituted the smallest segment in the visitor profile , with more than half (55%) of family -

owners indicating that overnight visitors represented less than 6% of the total number of visitors they 

hosted.  

Finally, we also investigated the spending of visitors on-site (including the possible entrance fee to the 

house/grounds) in the online survey . On av erage,  visitors to family -owned heritage houses 

ü Number of visitors* to the house and/or grounds of a family -

owned heritage house in Europe* (n=298); both free and paid 
admissions:  

o Average: 8,300 visitors  

o Median: 1.750 visitors  

*: excluding visitors to live events such as musical performances, festivals, etc. 

ü Visitor spending on -site  of a family -owned heritage house in 

Europe* (n=295); including the entrance fee:  

o Average: ú29 .20  

o Median: ú5.0  
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spent ú29 .20 on -site ; the median spending was ú5. Indeed, for more than half (56%) of family-

owners that took the survey , visitors spent less than ú10 on-site (including the possible entrance fee); 

in 1 in 3 (34%) of the houses, visitors spent between ú11 and ú50. Only 1% of the family -owned houses 

in the survey had visitors spending more than ú250 on-site. PART 4  of the study analyses in more 

detail the link between the business model of the house and the visitor spending on -site .  

Apart from the direct and indirect economic effects as a consequence of activities on the grounds of the 

heritage houses, heritage visits also generate wider economic effect s for the ( local )  economy  

as visitors often combine a heritage visit with other spending  in restaurants o r cafés, hotels , 

retail , etc . Although we have no data from our survey on visitor spending off-site, a study into heritage 

and the UK tourism economy (HLF 2010)160 estimated that for every £1 spent as part of a heritage visit, 

£.32 is spent on-site and the remaining £.68 is spent in local businesses including restaurants, cafes, 

hotels and shops.  

Although we cannot attribute the full 100% of this spending to the heritage houses (the visitors might 

have spent (part of) it without the heritage house as well), we can say that 4 out of 10 tourists in Europe 

do choose their destination based on its cultural offering ,161 including family-owned heritage houses. As 

such, at least part of this off-site spending by visitors can be attributed to heritage houses. 

4.3.5.4 Impact on prices (premium mark -up) 

4.3.5.4.1 Higher estate prices 

Heritage also has an estate value. Several studies point out the positive impact that heritage has on 

real estate prices, both of the heritage houses themselves and the property in the proximity of heritage. 

An important aspect influencing this premium pricing is not only the presence of th e built heritage, but 

also its conservation status.162  

Studies covering different European countries find that real estate prices are 0% to 20% higher for 

preservation-worthy homes:  

¶ In a recent study in Denmark, Realdania (2015) 163 finds that family houses with a high 

preservation value are sold at square-metre prices that are on average 30% higher than for 

other family houses within the same municipality. For listed homes, the price difference is even 

higher. For flats with a high preservation value the price is on average 18% higher.  

¶ A study by ELTINGA (2015)164 on the Hungarian real estate market finds that listed historic 

buildings have a 1.9% price premium (in Budapest the price premium increases to 2.1%).  

¶ In Flanders (Belgium), Damen et al. (2017) 165 found that built heritage that is listed in the 

heritage inventory show a real estate price premium of 6%. Protected monuments even show 

a real estate price premium of 12%.   

 

160 HLF & Visit Britain, 2010, ñInvesting in success: Heritage and the UK tourism economyò 

161 http://ec.europa.eu/growth/sectors/tourism/offer/cultural_en   

162 See e.g. Haspel (2011), Witteveen+Bos (2018) 

163 Realdania, 2015, ñThe value of the built heritageò! 

164 ELTINGA, 2015, ñImpacts of Cultural Heritage on the Real Estate Marketò, REVEAL Research paper 

165 DAMEN S., VANDESANDE A., BOMANS K., STEENBERGHEN T., BALEN K.V., JAEGER S.D., ROUSSEAU S., VRANKEN L., HEYLEN 

O. & DUGERNIER M. , 2017, ñOnderzoek naar de effecten van de erfgoedkarakteristieken en de erfgoedwaarde van woningen en 

hun omgeving op de marktprijzen van woningen in Vlaanderenò, Research reports Agentschap Onroerend Erfgoed 83 

 

http://ec.europa.eu/growth/sectors/tourism/offer/cultural_en
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¶ Some studies (see e.g. Noonan et al. (2011)166) point to negat ive rather than positive effects 

on real estate prices of especially listed buildings as the listing entails limitations on use, and 

because of extra maintenance. 

Also, estate prices of property in the vicinity of heritage are positively affected:  

¶ A recent Create Streetsô study (2017) finds that proximity to a listed building increased property 

price by between 4.4% and 10.3%. 167  

¶ Research analysing over 1 million house sales in the period 1995-2010 showed that properties 

in conservation areas sell for 23% more on average than other houses. Even when location, 

property features and other factors affecting house prices are adjusted for, a premium of around 

9% was still found (Ahlfeldt et al., 2012).  

¶ This positive impact is also confirmed by Realdania in Denmark, where they found that if there 

are more than 15% preservation -worthy buildings in a local area, prices of no n-preservation-

worthy homes are 13% higher on average.  

¶ Also, ELTINGA (2015) finds similar results for Hungary: properties located in historic 

environments have a 8.2% price premium and in Budapest even a 19.8% price premium. 

Properties located in historic centres, such as the Buda castle or the historic town of Eger even 

have a 30-40% price premium.  

¶ In Flanders (Belgium), Damen et al. (2017) fin d that estate prices are 3% higher when located 

in a protected historical environment. Each additional protected monument in a vicinity of 50m 

increases the price by 1.8 to 2.2%. Buyers thus seem to value especially historical environments 

with a high concentration of built heritage.  

¶ In the Netherlands, Van Duijn en Rouwendaal (2012)168 found that average real estate prices 

in Almere would be 4% lower if there would be no built heritage in the city, 11% lower in 

Utrecht and even 22% lower in Amsterdam.  

4.3.5.5 Magnetic effect  

Heritage houses contribute to the viability and branding of local areas through the quality of the built 

and green environment that they represent. As such, the presence of heritage and heritage houses is 

also an important factor in location marketing, as the quality of built heritage is considered a soft location 

factor in the location decision of individuals and businesses. Heritage houses do not only provide 

exclusive business offices, they are also attractive private dwellings for (often highly -qualified) staff to 

live in the vicinity of their company. Quality of life factors, including built heritage, become increasingly 

more important in the competitive positioning of knowledge hubs.  Similar to the price premium effect, 

the conservation status of the built heritage is an important element influencing its magnetic effect.  For 

example, Haspel (2011) points to regional studies for Germany by chambers of trade and commerce 

ñwhich show that it is particularly among businesses with hig hly-qualified staff  and future-oriented 

industries that decisions on location involve image quality in addition to conventional criteria  (availability 

of labour, transport links, local taxes, etc.) .ò169 This does not only hold for heritage in urban areas; al so 

in rural areas heritage houses can contribute to the economic (re -)development of the area.   

 

 

166 Noonan DS & DJ. Krupka, 2011, ñMakingðor pickingðwinners: evidence of internal and external price effects in historic 

preservation policiesò Real Estate Economics, vol. 39 

167 Create Streets, 2017, ñBeyond Location ï a study into the links between specific components of the built environment and 

valueò 

168 Van Duijn, M. and J. Rouwendal, 2012, ñCultural heritage and the location choice of Dutch households in a residential sorting 

modelò, Journal of Economic Geography 

169 Haspel, 2011, p. 906.  
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1. SWOT of family-owned heritage houses 

In the previous chapter, we have presented the evidence from triangulated data and research on: 

¶ the set of values that is at the core of what character ises family-owned heritage houses and what 

sets them apart from other heritage/houses ; 

¶ the multidimensional contributions that family -owned heritage houses make in society: cultural, 

social, educational/skills, environmental and economics. 

In view of further optimi sing these contributions and strengthening the position of family -owned 

heritage houses, we have made a SWOT-analysis for the sector: what are the strengths on which the 

sector of family-owned heritage houses can build for the future? What challenges does the sector face 

ï from an internal and external perspective? And what societal trends entail opportunities for the sector 

so that it can  further grow? In the SWOT analysis these different elements are clustered according to 

the following logic: the Strengths and Weaknesses reflect the internal factors that characterize the 

sector of family-owned heritage houses whereas the Opportunities and Threats signify the external 

factors that affect family -owned heritage houses in Europe (see also figure 38 below).  

Figure 37: Set-up of SWOT-analysis 

 

Source: IDEA Consult 

Based on the results from the literature review, the stakeholder and expert interviews, illustrative 

practices on innovative business model cases as well as the online survey, the research team prepared 

the SWOT analysis of family-owned heritage houses. This SWOT-analysis was then presented at the 

end of April 2019 at a stakeholder workshop with family -owners and researchers in the field, as well as 

sector representative organisations, policymakers and other support organisations at national and EU 

level (see ANNEXESA.4 / for the list of participants). Based on the feedback on and validation of the 

SWOT analysis by the workshop participants, the research team finalised the analysis, resulting in the 

SWOT-analysis presented on the next page. We describe the SWOT in more detail in the following 

paragraphs.  
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1.1 Strengths 

 

 

The strengths of family -owned heritage houses lie in their core values as well as in the socio-economic 

value they create. Moreover, in the stakeholder workshop, the diversity in family -owned heritage houses 

was highlighted as an important asset. Finally, the open and entrepreneurial attitude of younger owners 

offers a positive outlook for the future of family -owned heritage houses.  

The first three strengths are extensively described in  PART 2 of the study: we give a brief 

recapitulation here ï for a full description we refer to PART 2 of the study .  

The core values as well as the socio-economic value that family-owned houses in Europe create, are 

visualised in Figure 38 below.  

Core Values.  The strengths of family -owned heritage houses lie in the core values that they embody 

(see PART 2/section 4.2 on core values of family-owned heritage houses for an elaborate description of 

these values). They are visualised at the core of the flower in Figure 38 below:  

¶ Family Values, which are central to these strengths. Under these family values, we understand 

a number of unique characteristics of family -owners of heritage houses that reveal their particular 

and distinct value added compared to other types of owners of heritage houses (public owners, 

commercial enterprises, é) 

¶ The combination of a unique property with the fact that family -owners give the house a life & 
sou l: Family-owners bring life within the houses, they make a home of it, put their soul into it. Also, 

they are sometimes ñiconic figuresò within their community: they ñembodyò their heritage house 
and enrich the experience and history of the house . This clearly also deepens the visitorsô 

experience compared to other types of cultural he ritage. 

¶ Long -term thinking and strategic planning : family -owners take care of the long-term 
perspective in a society that is strongly driven by short -term goals. Most owners are ñin itò for the 

long run: this long run perspective is also a key success factor for the sustainability of the heritage 

house.  
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¶ Personal involvement & commitment of family -owners : family -owners do not only put 

money into the building, but also passion  and care. Through their personal involvement and 

commitment, family -owners are willing to take risks and invest in the house.  

¶ Historical Values : family -owned heritage houses embody a rich European history and are 

ambassadors thereof. 

¶ Cultural Values:  family-owned heritage houses contribute to the preservation of cultural heritage. 
The cultural and symbolic values of family-owned heritage houses are important in defining a 

European as well as personal identity. 

¶ Social values:  family-owned heritage houses support and facilitate social connections and 
networks (linked to the public -space/shared-space qualities of family-owned heritage houses). The 

houses evoke positive feelings such as belonging, identity and (civic) pride. 

¶ Aesthetical values:  family-owned heritage houses possess and express beauty of fundamental 

significance. 

¶ Natur al  valu es: family-owned heritage houses that are surrounded by land, contribute to the 

conservation and preservation of the natural  environment. 

Based on these values, family-owned heritage houses also have a strong brand value , distinguishing 

them from other typ es of cultural heritage.  

Finally, in the stakeholder workshop it was stressed that these values are also fundamental for the 

generational transmission of the houses, especially the family values: the next generation of owners will 

be more inclined to take over the house if they have a sentimental connection to the property.  

Socio -economic value creation.  Building on the core values that family -owned heritage houses 

encompass, owners develop different types of activities, from conservation activities to the organi sation 

of cultural activities or opening the house and/or surrounding gardens to visitors. These activities in 

turn result in different types of socio -econom ic contributions: cultural, educational, social, 

environmental and economic  ï these are elaborately described in PART 2/section 4.3 of the study 

and are visualised as the different leaves of the flower in Figure 38. Especially those houses that are 

not solely used as a family-dwelling but are also used as a business resource, will be able to generate 

these socio-economic contributions.  Figure 39  gives an overview of key results from the online 

survey towards heritage house owners 170  to illustrate the different types of socio -economic 

value that family -owned heritage houses  across Europe  generate.  Each of the building blocks 

in Figure 39 corresponds to a leaf in the flower of Figure 38 (indicated by using the same colours as in 

the flower ).  

 

170 That was conducted in the context of this study and that reached more than 1,000 famil y-owners across Europe.  
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Figure 38: Core Value and Contribution framework of family -owned heritage houses (a)  

 

Source: IDEA Consult  

(a) Please note that this is a streamlined framework, not 

including e.g. the level of contribution (short -term, mid -

term or long -term) or the groups that are affected (e.g. 

individuals, the economy, local communities or society at 

large)
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Figure 39: Key results from the online survey towards family -owners of heritage houses in Europe (a) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ü Half (49%) of family -owned heritage houses in Europe, (partly) used as a business 
resource, hosts concerts / musical performances / festivals / plays  / theatre 
performances / film showings 

ü Number of visitors in 2018 to cultural (live) events hosted/organi sed by family-owned 
heritage houses: 

o Average: 3,405 visitors 
o Median: 300 visitors  

ü More than 4 out of 10 heritage houses, (partly) used as a business resource, 
collaborates with local associations or societies (44%) 

ü 1 in 3 (34%) family -owned heritage houses, (partly) used as a business resource, has 
volunteers working in the house and/or on the grounds 

ü Number of volunteer days per family-owned heritage house in 2018:  

o Average: 114 volunteer days 
o Median: 40 volunteer days 

ü 4 out of 10 family -owners, (partly) using their house as a business resource, hosts 
school visits 

ü More than 1 in 5 family-owners, (partly) using their house as a business resource, 
organises educational events (23%) 

ü 22% of family -owners, (partly) using their house as a business resource, collaborates 
with 

o research institutes for research on different topics related to the house 
(architecture, heritage, history, é.) or 

o (local) schools or professional arts- and craftsmen to support skills 
development.  

ü More than 1 in 4 (26%) family -owned heritage houses, (partly) used as a business 

resource (also houses that are not surrounded by grounds), undertake activities aimed 
at enhancing biodiversity  

ü 55% of family -owners, (partly) using their house as a business resource, open their 
heritage house and/or surrounding grounds to visitors - both paid and free admissions  

ü Turnover by a family-owned heritage house ((partly) used as a business resource) in 
Europe in 2018: 

o Average turnover: ú195,635  
o Median turnover: ú62,500  

ü 68% of family -owned heritage houses has employees working in the house/on the 
grounds (including those houses not used as a business resource but only as a 
dwelling) 

o Average direct employment at a family-owned heritage house in Europe in 
2018: 8.4 employees (3.7 full-time; 2 .2 part-time; 2 .5 seasonal employees) 

o Median direct employment at a family-owned heritage house in Europe in 
2018: 2 employees (1 full -time, 1 part -time) 

ü Yearly procurement of a family-owned heritage house in Europe (including those 
houses not used as a business resource but only as a dwelling):  

o Average:  ú175,000   
o Median: ú50,000  

ü Yearly number of visitors hosted by a family-owned heritage house: 
o Average: 8,300 visitors 
o Median: 1,750 visitors 

 
(a) heritage house (partly) used as a business resource means (1) house used as a family-dwelling in combination with the use as a business resource 
or (2) house solely used as a business resource.   
Source: IDEA Consult based on Online Survey Family-Owned Heritage Houses 
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Diversity family -owned herit age houses across Europe.  The landscape of family-owned heritage 

houses is very rich in its diversity: heritage houses are the witnesses of Europeôs vibrant past and 

traditions as well as of their family -owners. These diverse influences in past and present have a 

determining impact on the features and characteristics of family -owned heritage houses throughout 

Europe: there isnôt one historic house, they are all unique and special in a way. This diversity is a key 

strength of family -owned heritage houses given the increasing societal focus on authenticity and 

uniqueness and the shift  away from mass consumption (see also section 1.3 on Opportunities below).   

More open and  entrepreneurial younger generations of family -owners.  The expert and 

stakeholder interviews highlighted that younger / new generations of owners : 

¶ often create a new openness towards their local communities or the general public at large;  

¶ are building up adequate entrepreneurial competences and skills before taking over the house.  

In turn, th ese qualities allow them to have an open and innovative mindset regarding the potential 

opportunities of the house (business or other).  Nowadays, younger generations are also looking for a 

sense of meaning in their life ï (the ownership of) a heritage house can present this additional 

significance or value in their life. 
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1.2 Weaknesses 

 

Despite the different strengths that private heritage houses in Europe possess, the literature review, 

interviews and survey results revealed that they also face a number of internal difficulties  (Weaknesses). 

Broadly speaking, these difficulties relate to:  

¶ Pressures regarding the sustainability of the house ï high maintenance costs and the 

dependence on the presence of land to finance the upkeep of the house;  

¶ Inadequate skillsets and the lack of an entrepreneurial attitude;  

¶ A loss of connection with the local communities;  

¶ The limited visibility of (mostly remotely located) heritage houses, also related to their limited 

networking;  

¶ The family-dynamics among owners of the house: across generations (generational gap) or 

between owners (in case of multiple family -owners of the house). 

Below, we discuss each of these weaknesses in more detail. 

High maintenance costs  & Dependence of current business models of family -owned 

heritage houses on the presence of land surro unding the house (and the land area)  

Respondents to our online survey 

ranked the financial sustainability as 

the main challenge faced by family-

owners.171 This was also confirmed in 

the expert and stakeholder 

interviews and workshops. 

 

171 Based on weighted scores, this challenge was ranked 1st (out of a total of 11 challenges) (n=907) .  See Annex A.11 / for an 

overview of the online survey results regarding the challenges family-owners face in the management of their house and/or 

grounds.  

ñFor most family-owners, their heritage house 

is no longer an asset but rather a liabilityò. 

Stakeholder Workshop 



 

107 

 

Firstly, heritage houses have maintenance costs that often exceed the income generated by the business 

model deployed by the family-owner of the heritage house.  Clearly, the maintenance costs are heavily 

determined by the size and location of the heritage house: smaller heritage houses do not face the 

same financial pressures related to the upkeep of the house (e.g. energy costs, restoration/conservation 

works, maintenance of the house, é) as larger houses.  

Secondly, current business models of family-owned heritage houses depend to a large extent on the 

presence of land surrounding the house (and the land area). In comparison to a heritage house that 

has no surrounding grounds, an estate with land can provide heritage house owners more possibilities 

to cover the costs of the house itself, through different kinds of exploitation of the land, such as 

agriculture, forestry, fishing,é (see also below), thus facilitating the (financial) sustainability of the 

house. However, from the expert and stakeholder interviews it became clear that (a) financial pressures 

and/or (b)  (inheritance) taxation regulations often lead to the sale or fragmentation of  the grounds 

surrounding the heritage houses.  

Recent evidence from research in the UK172 gives a clear signal on the severity of the financial pressures 

that family -owners face: for houses that are member of the UK association of independently -owned 

heritage houses ñHistoric Housesò (in total 1,600 houses), the annual shortfall between (a) the value of 

urgent repairs and (b) the actual expenditures on repairs and maintenance, is estimated to be about 

£11 million. Similarly, a survey among private owners of heritage houses that are members of the 

ADSI173 (Italian Association of Historic Houses) revealed that respondents forecast a decrease of 37% 

in spending (on maintenance and protection measures) over the period 2018-2022, due to ña 

widespread and growing lack of confidence on the part of the owners in the possibility of facilitating 

interventions by the legislatorò. Somewhat older research from 2003 for Ireland 174 including 31 privately-

owned houses (on a total of 50 houses researched) concludes that ñThe vast majority of own ers claimed 

their houses presently require complex and extensive restoration and/or conservation work. The high 

cost of maintenance, in many instances, prevents it being properly carried out. Major restoration and 

conservation works are frequently beyond reach unless capital is raised through the sale of contents or 

of land. When the latter is resorted to it often compromises the cultural heritage value of the house 

and/or estateò.  Finally, research from the Netherlands (2015)175 shows that the costs for pri vate owners 

of larger estates amount to ú70,449 on average per year (with subsidies and financial support measures 

of the government already deducted) whereas the benefits for these owners only amount to on average 

ú12,118 per year (these benefits are the profits from recreational activities they organise and other 

commercial activities), resulting in an average deficit 

of more than ú58,000 per year.  

In general, these financial pressures often result in 

the sale of land, leading to a (further) decrease  in 

the size of the grounds/estate, meaning that the 

income from the grounds (from agriculture, forestry, 

é.) further diminishes, resulting in less funding to 

finance the upkeep of the house.  

 

 

172 DC Research, 2015, ñThe economic and social contribution of independently owned historic houses and gardensò.  

173 Monti, L and R. Cerroni, 2018, ñIl potenziale socioeconomico del patrimonio immobiliare storico privato in Italiaò 

174 Dooley, T. 2003, ñA future for Irish historic houses; a study of fifty housesò.  

175 Ruijgrok, E.C.M., 2018, ñParticuliere Instandhouding van Historische Buitenplaatsenò. 

 

ñAs a heritage house owner, try to create 

a connection with your local community, 

involve volunteers, é It is key success 

factor for the sustainability of the heritage 

house that owners and citizens reach out 

to each other and that owners generate 

public support for their houseò. Expert and 
Stakeholder Interviews 
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Limited visibility & networking  

Private heritage houses ï especially those located in more remote rural areas ï often have a limited 

visibility. This is also linked to the fact that not all family -owners possess adequate communication or 

marketing skills to promote their house  and reach the intended audience, whether these are visitors, 

decision-makers, craftsmen, local authorities, clients for by -products etc. 

Houses located in tourist areas or city centres do not encounter the same challenges as houses situated 

in more remote rural areas with regard to e.g. attracting visitors to the house or developing 

accommodation in the house. According to the Special Eurobarometer on Cultural Heritage (2017), 176 

the remoteness or the difficulty to access a cultural heritage site, is indeed a barrier to visit a site for 

more than 12% of European respondents to the survey. Another confirmation of this challenge can be 

found in the ñreport Malvyò (2016), 177 where the French association of private heritage house owners, 

La Demeure Historique,178 observed that the visits to the monuments in their network only constitute 

20% of total tourist visits in France. In the interviews, the attention was drawn to the fact  that 

national/international tourists often do not know where to find heritage houses in rural locations. This 

also presents a barrier to the possibilities of boosting the impact of these heritage houses.  

Also, it was pointed out in different interviews an d the workshop that family-owners of heritage houses 

currently are insufficiently present in relevant networks.  

In order to overcome this issue, some national organisations and associations are (in the process of) 

setting up online information hubs in order to group and visual ise the offer of private heritage houses 

in their country. Examples of this can be found, amongst others, in:  

¶ Italy, where the national association of Historic Houses ADSI has set up an online information hub 

and network of histori c buildings that are open to the public for visits, stays or private events. The 
network is called ñDimore Storiche Italianeò and can be accessed via 

https://www.dimorestoricheitaliane.it/en/ . Additionally, the online (privately -run) platform ñBeyond 
the gatesò (https://www.beyondthegates.it ) offers an online booking platform for tailor -made tours, 

accommodation, private and business events, film locations, cars rentals, n Italian historic houses.  

¶ France, where the real estate agency Patrice Besse has made an overview of heritage houses in 

France that provide accommodation, organise cultural events, provide business accommodation, 
host weddings, offer opportunities for commercial photography or film shootings,.éThis website 

can be accessed via: https://www.patrice -besse.com/sejourner/    

¶ Belgium and France, where the privately-run initiative Patrivia  gathers more than 350 monuments 
and cultural sites (both publicly and privately -owned) which are open to the public on a n online 

platform ( https://patrivia.net/home ), allowing visitors to book tickets to visit e.g . historic houses in 

advance via the platform as well as enabling house owners to showcase their heritage house.  

¶ Denmark, where the Danish Historic Houses Association Historiske Huse has recently developed a 

special website ñThe Danish Clubò https://danishclub.dk/  (see below Box 2) 

¶ The UK, where the national association Historic Houses179 offers an overview of all its member -

houses including the facilities they offer, their opening dates, the characteristics of their prop erty, 

on their website https://www.historichouses.org/house -listing.html .  

 

176 Respondents in Romania, Estonia (both 20%), Finland and Bulgaria (both 19%) are the most likely to  say cultural heritage 

sites or activities are too remote or difficult for them to access, while those in Malta (5%), the United Kingdom (7%) and 

Luxembourg (8%) are the least likely to say this. (European Commission, 2017, ñSpecial Eurobarometer on Cultural Heritage.ò) 

177 Martin Malvy, 2016, ñ54 suggestions pour am®liorer la fr®quentation touristique de la France ¨ partir de nos Patrimoinesò 

178 La Demeure Historique represents the owner-managers of private historical monuments in France, both officially protected or 

registered as an historical monument, as well as remarkable homes, parks or gardens that are not officially protected or registe red. 

179 Historic Houses represents more than 1.600 independently-owned historic houses and gardens in the UK.  

https://www.dimorestoricheitaliane.it/en/
https://www.beyondthegates.it/
https://www.patrice-besse.com/sejourner/
https://patrivia.net/home
https://danishclub.dk/
https://www.historichouses.org/house-listing.html
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Box 2: Good practice - The Danish Club 

The Danish Club https://danishclub.dk/  is an information hub showing historic houses across Denmark, 
together with the activities and the events they organi se. Website visitors can consult the houses on a 
map or in a list and filter on:  

- the types of activities they are looking for (overnight stays, parks and gardens, childrenôs activities, é),  
- the location of the house,  
- the type of house (ranging from townhouse, lighthouse and museum to castle/country house, é). 

Membership of the Danish Club  

Members of the Danish Club are owners or managers of a historic house, with one or more commercial activities. 
The house does not have to be open all year. Examples of houses that may be included: manor houses, farm 
buildings, mills, industrial build ings, country houses, gardens, inns, hotels, B & B, restaurants, museums, 
warehouses, townhouses, lighthouses, pastors, forest gardens, dairies and monasteries. Before April 2019, 
membership was free.  

Showcasing successful heritage house management and bu siness models  

Besides its role as an information hub, the aim of the Danish Club is also to showcase successful heritage house 
management and business models. Through the website, these good cases get exposure and other owners can 

become inspired. 

Sources:  
- Interview Birthe Iuel, Danish Historic Houses Association Historiske Huse, 5 October 2018 
- www.danishclub.dk  

 

Changing contexts: inadequate skills -set and lack of innovation & entrepreneurship  

Whereas for most family-owners there was previously no need to develop activities in the house in order 

to finance its upkeep (e.g. the size of the grounds surrounding the house or the family capital was 

sufficiently large enough to finance the maintenance of the house), today entrepreneurship, innovation 

as well as skills related to e.g. community building, communication,é are nearly indispensable in order 

to successfully manage a heritage house in a sustainable way. The lack of specific trainings for family-

owners as well as the changing context in which family -owners operate, has resulted, for some owners, 

in a skills-set that is not adequate enough today to viably run a heritage house. For example, today 

private owners have to manage several communication channels in order to put their house to the 

foreground: the expert and stakeholder interviews indicated that not all owners are capable of setting 

up a good website or using social media to communicate about (activities in) their house, resulting in 

very little visibility of their heritage house. Younger generations of owners often are more prepared in 

this sense, building up sufficient entrepreneurial competences and e.g. communication skills before 

taking over the house.  

Family dynamics , the familial b urden of inheritance and the g eneration gap  

During the stakeholder workshop it was highlighted that the family -values that are listed as strength for 

the sector, can also turn out to be a weakness. This weakness can relate to:  

¶ the joint ownership of the h ouse across different family -members , which can hamper the 
development of a common vision and way-forward for the house. This aspect was also underlined 

in the stakeholder workshop, where it was stated that in case of joint ownership, the decision-

making regarding the house can be a difficult process due to the family dynamics.  

¶ the familial burden of inheritance and the generation gap between older and younger 

generations of owners  (only applicable to privately-owned heritage houses that have been in the 

family for more than one generation ): 

https://danishclub.dk/
http://www.danishclub.dk/
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o Familial burden of inheritance.  Managing a heritage house is a life-time job. 

Understandably, younger generations are sometimes reluctant to make this sacrifice while still 

wanting to ensure the continuity of the heritage house. 
The interviews and stakeholder workshop indicated that 

changing family patterns and (international) career paths 
can be an additional barrier for younger generations to 

take over the family -owned heritage house: their 

personal/career perspectives are not always in line with 
the needs of the house. This is also confirmed in a study 

by DC Research (2015) which surveyed private owners 

of historic houses in the UK. 

 

o Generation gap.  The interviews and 

stakeholder workshop also indicated that óolderô 

generations of family-owners often have a more closed-
minded attitude than younger generations, which can 

also present a barrier to their thinking about potential 
opportunities for the ho use (business or other). As it was 

stated in the stakeholder workshop ñFinancial decisions 
are in the hand of the older generation. They take the 
decision but are not always able to promote their 
houses, innovate, change.ò  

The Next Generation Framework of the European 

Historic Houses Association (see Box 3 below) aims to make the issues and concerns related to inheriting 

a heritage house more debatable, by giving next generation owners who face the inheritance of a family 

heritage house, the opportunity to share their experiences with each other, providing trainings to help 

them prepare for the management of the house while also opening up the d iscussion with the older 

generation regarding the transmission and future of the house.  

ñThe younger generation wants to 

travel, move and does not want to stay 

every summer in the same place, so they 

slowly disconnect from the house. They 

donôt want to invest themselves in that 

adventure of ñmaintaining the houseò. 

Stakeholder Workshop 

ñThere is a need to reconcile the views 

from the previous & new generation to 

complete the circle.ò Stakeholder 

Workshop 
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Box 3: Good Practice: The Next Generation (NextGen) Group of the European Historic Houses 

Association (EHHA)  

The Next Generation (NextGen) group of the European Historic Houses Association (EHHA) was developed in 
2014, with a view to support National Member Associations of EHHA more actively in widening the participation 
of young and future members. National NextGen groups organise events and create partnerships which support 
young and future owners on matters relating to the management of heritage property and inter -generational 
transmission. Thanks to NextGen framework, there is a forum to discuss the preparation of taking over a heritage 
house. During the NextGen assemblies, people can ólook into a mirror through the stories and problems of other 
owners that are similar to theirs and share experiences,éò (William Cartwright-Hignett, Next Generation 
coordinator of EHHA).  

This sharing of experiences  opens up opportunities for dialogue between the older and younger generations, 
leading to an increased ñintra -family understanding ò with regard to the importance of the family heritage 
property. Once the intra -family conversation has started, both the younger and older generation can also start 
to see opportunities of the heritage house in the future, leading to mutual trust between the different 
generations. NextGen especially emphasises this importance of planning  in order to have a future for the 
house. At the moment, NextGen has 9 national groups, with approximately 450 members in the UK, 800 in Italy, 
300 in Spain, 50 in Switzerland and 150 in France. It works with  a range of partners for different types of 

trainings related to the transmission of a heritage house such as EY, Deutsche Bank, Bonhams. 

Sources:  
- Interview William Cartwright -Hignett, Next Generation coordinator of the European Historic Houses 

Association (EHHA) on 17 October 2018;  
- http://www.europeanhistorichouses.eu/activiti es/nextgen/  

 

Disassociation of family -owners from local ecosystems  

The connection of family-owners with their local community very much depends on the openness of the 

owners. The interviews indicated that in some countries, heritage house owners are rather closed 

towards their community but, as discussed above, that young er generations of owners often create a 

new openness towards their local communities or the general public at large. In the online survey, this 

weakness was ranked in the bottom half of the list of challenges that family -owners themselves indicated 

to face.  

  

http://www.europeanhistorichouses.eu/activities/nextgen/
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1.3 Opportunities 

 

Finally, we end the SWOT analysis with a discussion on a number of promising societal evolutions 

(Opportunities) that can provide future avenues for family -owned heritage houses to build on their 

strengths. We discuss each of these evolutions below in more detail. 

Positive evolution in the public & policy min dset regarding the importance of Cultural 

Heritage  

Recent evolutions in the public and policy mindset regarding the positive contribution of 

cultural heritage within society provide an important positive setting/framework for 

family -owners to develop thei r heritage house . 

Illustrative of this increased attention towards cultural heritage by policymakers is e.g. The European 

Year of Cultural Heritage in 2018,180 the European Framework for Action on Cultural Heritage181 and the 

New European agenda for Culture.182 Evidence for the increased public awareness regarding the 

importance of cultural heritage can be found in The Eurobarometer of Cultural Heritage where at least 

8 in 10 respondents highlighted that cultural heritage is important for them personally, for the ir local 

community, for their region, for their country and for the EU. Almost 7 in 10 respondents also stated 

that they wanted to know more about Europeôs cultural heritage.  

Rising importance of the purpose economy  

The purpose economy was first depicted by Aaron Hurst (2014),183 describing a shift towards a more 

localised economy and a change from ñconsumptionò to ñcreation and experiencesò. The purpose 

economy entails an increased societal focus on values and impact as a driver for action and with  an 

emphasis on authenticity. This shift toward a purpose economy has also been identified in a recent 

 

180 See: https://europa.eu/cultural -heritage/european-year-cultural-heritage_en  

181 See: https://ec.europa.eu/culture/content/european -framework-action-cultural-heritage_en  

182 See: https://ec.europa.eu/culture/policy/strategic -framework_en  

183 Hurst, A., 2014, ñThe purpose economy: how your desire for impact, personal growth and community is changing the world.ò 

Elevate 

 

https://europa.eu/cultural-heritage/european-year-cultural-heritage_en
https://ec.europa.eu/culture/content/european-framework-action-cultural-heritage_en
https://ec.europa.eu/culture/policy/strategic-framework_en









































































































































































































































































































