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Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to discuss the role of revitalized historic urban 

waterfronts as potential creative milieus attracting creative tourists. Waterfront redevelopment 

raises issues concerning an extensive range of urban planning and management perspectives, 

extending from space design to economic, environmental, cultural, and tourism 

considerations. The paper first reviews the ways in which the relationship between 

waterfronts and urban functions of port-cities has evolved over time, before turning to the 

examination of historic waterfronts’ redevelopment as creative milieus to host creative 

industries. The agglomeration of creative industries, cultural organizations and venues, and 

recreational facilities in urban spaces is widely recognized to generate a dynamic urban 

culture attracting a new wave of ―creative tourists‖, which do not fit to the mainstream 

cultural tourism behavior, and prefer to visit lively creative spaces based, not only on 

heritage, but also on contemporary culture. In this paper, the analysis focuses on how 

historic revitalized waterfronts can act as creative milieus, based on port-cities’ genius loci as 

cosmopolitan places of intercultural communication, offering a new alternative approach to 

urban cultural tourism and hopefully functioning as a spin wheel for the regeneration of the 

urban economy. 
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1. Introduction 

During the past decades, port cities all over the world, following the broad changes within the  

post-industrial economic regime, restructured themselves to meet the new challenges and needs that 

arise. Among the many changes that have gained attention, was the transformation of waterfront 

derelict land areas to new uses, in many cases to the so-called emerging landscapes of consumption, 
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such as commercial and entertainment complexes. Widespread desindustrialization, the expansion of 

service economy and the perspective that tourism development would result in the regeneration of 

urban cores, have driven different port-cities to progressively incorporate tourism activities into urban 

waterfront redevelopment projects [1,2]. 

Following the decline of old harbor sites and industrial areas in many port cities all over the world, 

in the second half of the 20th century there has been an intense effort to redesign abandoned 

waterfronts. Starting in North America, in the 1970s, with the success example of Baltimore’s Inner 

Harbor project, urban waterfront revitalization has been steadily extending in many cities worldwide. 

In Europe, since the 80s numerous examples on different scales have been produced, ranging from the 

larger at London’s Docklands, to smaller projects such as Canute Wharf, Southampton, to include port 

cities as diverse as Liverpool, Geneva, and Barcelona. Urban waterfront redevelopment projects, 

aiming at reintegrating abandoned harbor areas into the urban fabric, thus became an international 

phenomenon of urban renewal. This is reflected in a rich literature starting in the early 1980s that seeks 

to explain these processes from an economic, geographical, or spatial planning perspective [3–20]. 

Nowadays, waterfront redevelopment is a global trend and thousands of schemes are being carried 

out in large metropoles, medium-sized cities, and even small towns all over the world. Due to their 

advantageous location at the interface between built environment and water, near the city centers, 

waterfronts provide highly exploitable urban spaces for new uses like large-scale office, leisure and 

residential projects [21–23]. Whereas the early examples of historic waterfront redevelopment focused 

mainly on leisure and retail uses, contemporary schemes have to face complex urban development 

problems [14,24,25]. The transformation from production to service-economy, and the increased 

demand for cultural facilities in post-industrial cities, gradually led culture to become an increasingly 

important tool for waterfront regeneration. As a result, vacant warehouses and port factories have 

being widely used to host cultural events and amenities, making historic waterfronts more attractive for 

tourism and enhancing local vitality [15,20,26]. 

However, the role that the historic built environment can play in the process of waterfront 

redevelopment, and how this should be integrated in urban planning, are still challenging questions for 

local governments in the world’s numerous port cities of distinctive identity and immense diversity. 

How to avoid the risk of replicating spatial planning clichés [27] in search for authenticity and integrity 

in historic waterfront redevelopment and for the conservation of the genius loci or the ―spirit of place‖? 

How to create attractive urban waterfront environments to support ―an image of a thriving city‖ [14] 

that would persuade people to work there, live there or visit the place, hopefully generating positive 

spin-off effects for the local economy? 

Success stories of postindustrial urban economic development are in many cases based on 

innovative business services, creative industries, and consumption of in situ produced cultural products 

and intangible experiences that gradually become an important component of contemporary urban 

culture and production [25]. For historic port cities that have to stay competitive in a constantly 

evolving urban world, revitalized waterfront areas provide challenging arenas for the location of 

creative industries, art pioneers and cultural organizations. Even though ―city branding‖ waterfronts [28] 

with mixed uses of working, living, shopping, and recreation are quite well documented in the 

international literature, the perspective of historic waterfronts to function as creative milieu to host 
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creative industries and their potential to attract the new generation of creative tourists, while promising, 

are still rather underexplored. 

The purpose of this paper is to examine the potential of historic revitalized waterfronts to become 

urban creative hubs and creative tourism attractions. The analysis will begin with a brief overview of 

the historical evolution of waterfronts and their changing role for the port-city. In the next section the 

notions of creative milieu and creative industries will be presented and their role in the regeneration of 

historic waterfront areas will be analyzed. The new wave of creative tourism and the potential of 

historic revitalized waterfronts to attract creative tourists are then explored. Finally, certain concluding 

remarks and issues for future research are made about the perspective of waterfront creative milieus to 

act as potential catalyst for the development of urban creative industries and creative tourism. 

2. Waterfronts: A Fascinating History 

Urban waterfronts, generally referred as the part of a town or city that abuts water, especially a 

district of wharves where ships dock, have always been places full of locational advantages, due to the 

concentration of interactive land and water activities [9,29–34]. Water, as a primary human resource 

for nourishment, irrigation, and transportation, was the raison d’être for man’s earliest settlements and 

hence, a vital part of civilization involves events and development that have occurred along the world’s 

coasts, rivers, bays, and lakes. Historically, port development has dominated local communities, bringing 

economic well-being and a cosmopolitan dimension to urban life. Ports became significant settlements 

based on a range of productive sectors, both within manufacturing and today’s ―product services‖,  

and also through the growth of a prosperous urbanist culture and society [35]. From the early fishing 

village, developing from a settlement close to water, to the busy transshipment stations serving the 

rapidly growing world transportation, up to the modern expanding logistics hubs, this development 

process of value-added labor, value-added production, and value-added service [29] epitomizes the 

diversity of ports and their significance to life, industry, and commerce [36]. 

The functional relationship between ports and cities, deteriorated during the 20th century, due mainly 

to the evolution of maritime technology and the evolving multifunctional character of post-industrial 

cities that gradually lessened their dependence on port activities. The changeover in international 

shipping practices led to the use of ever-larger ships, containerization, and more extensive stocking 

areas that forced ports to slowly move away from central city locations. Port closure was followed by 

the decline of traditional harbor and manufacturing industries that abandoned their water bound sites 

and moved to suburbs. The traditional harbor economy gradually lost its function as the core economic 

base of the urban development, involving a sharp reduction in number of local workforce, 

depopulation and urban dereliction. Dock areas in historic waterfronts gradually degenerated from 

symbols of prosperity into symbols of economic and social decay [33,37,38]. 

However, as Ashworth [7] points out, the discard of the waterfront by port and associated activities, 

together with the area’s previous likely historical significance, resulted in the survival of architectural 

relics and historic associations. The resulting ―zone of discard‖ [39] located at or adjacent to the city 

center and involving the land/water interface, endowed urban waterfronts with potentially high quality 

natural and built environments from which stem inherent virtues exploitable as resources of urban tourism. 

As a consequence of the maritime economy changes, formerly busy, but then under-used, physically 
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deteriorated port areas, had to re-adjust their uses so as to regain their economic and social links with 

the city and reinforce urban economic growth [3] (Figure 1). Within the context of sustainable urban 

development policy, waterfront restructuring, or otherwise called in the literature waterfront 

―redevelopment‖, ―regeneration‖, ―revitalization‖, or ―rehabilitation‖ [32,40–42], became the focus of 

urban planning projects. 

Figure 1. The historical model for port-city development. 

 
Source: adapted from Hoyle et al. (1988) [3]. 

All over the world, abandoned waterfronts have been redeveloped using a mixed-use model 

typically dependent on leisure activities, exclusive housing, office development and retailing. 

Restaurants, pubs, aquariums, leisure, retailing, festival markets, historic ships, hotels, and many 

related facilities have become inseparably associated with the revitalized waterfront in cities worldwide.  

The example of Baltimore’s Inner Harbor project in the early 70s, commonly coupled with Quincy 

Market in Boston, as the outstanding case study of waterfront revitalisation in the United States [10], 

provided a successful model that has become the classic tale of modern times [13]. The so-called 

―Baltimore syndrome‖ [34] has been spreading among the world’s coastal cities concerned to varying 

degrees with waterfront revitalisation plans. False Creek in Vancouver, Fisherman’s Wharf in  

San Francisco, Darling Harbor in Sydney, Victoria and Alfred Harbor in Capetown, Docklands in 

London, and Kop van Zuid in Rotterdam are some of the international examples, within which new 

retailing, office, and tourism developments were combined with the reuse of historic port related 

buildings and the historic atmosphere of the harbor [3,8,11–13,16,39,43,44]. 

Baltimore’s Inner Harbor project is considered to be a unique success story of business and political 

leadership coming together, since redevelopment was helped by a strong mayor system [10]. 

Historically, Baltimore has been a major U.S. seaport since the 18th century. The Inner Harbor 

continued to be an important manufacturing and shipping hub until 1904, when the Great Baltimore 

Fire destroyed the downtown and dock areas. Without the necessary improvements required to 

modernize dock facilities, so as to manage the shift from break-bulk to containerized shipping, the 
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piers and warehouses became run-down and abandoned [45]. In the 1950s, the Inner Harbor, once a 

thriving commercial center, was decimated with derelict warehouses and deserted streets, surrounded 

by overcrowded and deteriorating neighborhoods. The city suffered from severe problems of 

population and precipitous economic decline, with lower incomes and higher unemployment than the 

rest of the metropolitan area [10]. By the 1960s, it had become apparent that Baltimore was in urgent 

need of a plan for reversing the decline and the leadership of the city’s business community, created a 

Committee for Downtown to raise private funds for the preparation of a master revitalization plan.  

The Greater Baltimore Committee and the Committee for Downtown agreed that downtown 

revitalization was a top priority and produced a redevelopment plan, which was accepted in 1959.  

The renewal of Baltimore’s Inner Harbor area thus began with the development of Charles Center, a 

33-acre office area between the existing retail and financial districts, which arose from private 

initiative. Over 200,000 square meters of office buildings, 40,000 square meters of retail shops, hotel, 

theatre, and 300 apartments were provided [10]. The success of the scheme, caused the Greater 

Baltimore Committee to propose, in 1964, an ambitious expansion plan of the redevelopment efforts, 

to include the adjacent Inner Harbor area and re-use the maritime waterfront for tertiary facilities, and 

middle-class and tourist settlements [34], with the key element being to bring the public to the water’s 

edge. The plan included four primary goals: reconstruction of the Municipal Center; construction of 

office buildings on ―prestigious‖ waterfront sites; multi-family housing along the east and west sides 

of the Harbor; and a waterfront ―playground‖ to serve as a center of recreation, culture, and 

entertainment for the local population [46]. 

In 1968, with the property along the water’s edge in public ownership, a new bulkhead/public wharf 

was built, followed by a public promenade circling the Harbor to connect public recreation areas, 

picnic shelters, and play areas, while open spaces were minimally landscaped to allow for a variety of 

uses [45,46]. The city began promoting the waterfront area as a place for free entertainment and 

recreation activities with the introduction of ―Sunny Sundays‖ promenades and weekend cultural 

events. Meanwhile, large corporations begun committing to the construction of large office towers 

along the Inner Harbor, the World Trade Center was approved, and plans for a marina and finger piers 

were underway. 

In 1973, the Baltimore City Fair drew 1.5 million people to the harbor over one weekend, with festivals 

and other activities held at the water’s edge [45]. The U.S. Constellation, the oldest surviving navy 

warship, was anchored in the Inner Harbor, becoming its first attraction and a symbol for Baltimore. 

City officials and harbor managers began to envision the Inner Harbor as an international tourist 

destination. In 1979, the Baltimore Convention Center opened, followed shortly by the opening of 

James Rouse’s Harborplace, a festival marketplace that proved to be a great success, putting the city 

into the top tourist league: within two to three years of opening it had 18 million visitors a year [10]. 

Together with Science Center, the National Aquarium and the Hyatt Regency Baltimore Hotel, the 

Inner Harbor soon reached its critical mass of attractions. 

In the mid-1990s the Camden Yards Sports Complex was constructed, comprising the Oriole’s 

baseball stadium, Ravens football stadium, the converted old Camden rail station, warehouse, and 

office building, museums, stores, and restaurants. By 2000, sixty new projects had been completed in 

the Inner Harbor area, including twelve hotels and a subway station, while the eastern area of the Inner 

Harbor has been developed with residential buildings, retail shops, restaurants, and hotels [46]. 
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Attractions such as the American Visionary Art Museum, the renovated mixed-use Power Plant 

building, and the nightclub and entertainment center Power Plant Live! attract residents and tourists to 

this thriving area. Baltimore’s Inner Harbor, transformed from neglected backwater into a vital part of 

the city, has proven to be an aesthetic and economic success that stood rather successfully the test of time, 

characterized by the American Institute of Architects as ―one of the supreme achievements of large-scale 

urban design and development in U.S. history‖ [46] (Figure 2). 

Figure 2. Baltimore’s Inner Harbor. 

 
Source: Baltimore Inner Harbor Panorama from Federal Hill Park (overlooking the harbor) [47]. 

In the international literature, many classification methods of the process of waterfront development 

have been introduced. Breen and Rigby [13] assign redeveloped waterfronts into six distinct groups 

based on development modes: commercial, cultural educational and environmental, historic, 

recreational, residential, and working. Vallega [34] classified waterfront by activity, proposing twelve 

activities: ecosystem enjoyment, fishing, tourism, recreation, entertainment, congresses, media, 

transport and navigation, trade and finance, research areas, education and training, and cultural 

heritage. Waterfront development taking into consideration the preferences of the community can also 

be grouped, indicatively though not exhaustively [40], into the following categories [16,18,33,42,48]: 

entrepreneurial (corporate activities, businesses, banks, and insurance), popular leisure (leisure, sports, 

and sea activities), residential (luxury housing districts), environmental (land parks, walkways, 

aquariums, ecological, and marine parks), high-culture (theatres and historic buildings), and 

commercial (shopping centers, conference facilities, and business districts). 

Yet, this worldwide waterfront restructuring process, to overcome the marginalized image of harbor 

areas, confronts coastal city planning with many challenging problems. In many cases urban 

waterfronts have developed a tendency towards similarity, in terms of the mixed-use elements they 

contain [44]. This tendency, caused mainly by the economic-oriented exploitation of the port areas can 

lead, at an extreme case, to the creation of ―non-places‖ like leisure parks, commercial, and 

entertainment complexes. At the other extreme, a ―mono-thematic‖ culture-dependent approach to 

waterfront development, can lead to the creation of social ―elite‖ cultural areas. Therefore, a 

compromise choice, in which the existing built, natural, historical, and cultural qualities of the area are 

integrated with the practicalities of social change and economic development seems to be a major 

challenge in planning decisions for historic waterfront development. A balanced complementarily of 

functions, with the presence of residents, ―knowledge workers‖, shoppers, and spectators in a 



Sustainability 2013, 5 4584 

 

 

multifunctional waterfront hosting shops, parks, entertainment, museums, and historic heritage, keeps 

harbor areas lively all the time, a prerequisite for successful waterfront development [24,25,49]. 

The competition for waterfront space and the conflicting interests of the various stakeholders 

involved, including the need for public access to the shore and places ―for all‖ thus became topical 

issues in urban policy literature [30,50]. Within the context of the aspirational move from the city as 

capital of culture, emerging in the late 1980s/1990s [51], towards a creative city [52], the question 

whether historic revitalized waterfronts can shift from singular cultural brands [53] to creative milieu 

based on diversity, experimentation but also on the ―spirit of place‖ now forms a tempting subject in 

urban analysis. 

3. Waterfronts as Creative Milieus 

Charles Landry ([52], p. 133) defined creative milieu as ―a place—either a cluster of buildings, a 

part of a city, a city as a whole or a region—that contains the necessary preconditions in terms of 

―hard‖ and ―soft‖ infrastructure to generate a flow of ideas and inventions‖. By ―soft infrastructure‖ 

usually a system of associative structures and social networks is denoted (e.g., organizations, business 

clubs, think tanks, public-private partnerships), connections and human interactions that underpin and 

encourage the flow of ideas between individuals and institutions. Whereas the ―hard infrastructure‖ is 

considered as a nexus of buildings and institutions such as educational and research institutions, 

cultural facilities and social meeting places (e.g., cafes, bars) as well as support services such as public 

transport, health, and amenities (e.g., public places, parks, sports facilities) [28]. Evans [54] evokes 

that Richard Florida’s reworking of the ―Creative Class‖ [55,56] can also be viewed as a postindustrial 

version of the cultural milieu which has ever been evident in the heyday of culture cities [21]. Spatially 

this has been represented in terms of cluster theory introduced by Porter [57,58] but harking back to 

Alfred Marshall’s [59] economic theory of industrial agglomeration. 

Due to the growing interest in culture and the increased popularity of artistic environments in  

post-industrial societies, creative milieus, as urban agglomerations of creative and cultural activities, 

are widely recognized to play an important role to a city’s attractiveness for tourism and inward 

investment. Worldwide, creative milieu come into existence usually in deprived, derelict areas, such as 

harbor abandoned zones and factory complexes [60,61] that provide ample space to new pioneer, 

informal uses. The use of waterfront vacant infrastructure by the new hybrid of artists and 

entrepreneurs, the so-called culturepreneurs [28], e.g., can affirm a new or different appreciation of the 

built environment, creating a new product for cultural consumption. Cable Factory in Helsinki and 

Spike Island in Bristol (Figures 3 and 4) are two successful examples of how the opening-up of harbor 

areas to new experimental uses may act as a catalyst to waterfront redevelopment, stimulating the 

settlement of creative industries that can generate potential positive economic, social, and cultural 

spin-off effects for the wider urban community. 
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Figure 3. Cable Factory, Helsinki. 

  
Source: INFO [62]. 

Figure 4. Spike Island, Bristol. 

  

Source: Spike Island [63]. 

Spike Island Artspace is an international center for the production and exhibition of contemporary art 

and design, situated on the southern end of Bristol’s historic docks (Figure 4). It is housed in a late-1950s 

former Brooke Bond tea packing factory of some 9,000 square metres, accommodating 70 low-cost 

studios, rented to artists, an exhibition gallery, facilities for fine art students at the University of the 

West of England (UWE), and spaces for new small businesses in the creative industries including: fine 

art fabrication, graphic, web, product and interactive design, typography, film and video production, 

illustration, and animation. Spike Island forms a major part of a vibrant hub of creative and cultural 

activity amongst Bristol’s Harbourside community, offering visitors a year-round program of 

exhibitions, events, and family activities. It receives some public funding, but much of its turnover 

comes from rent paid by artists and business tenants. 

Creative industries, even though considered as an important economic sector in post-industrial 

cities, are still a buzzword within urban economic analysis and policy, lacking a clear and widely 

accepted definition [28]. According to Landry [52] creative industries mark the convergence of 

artistically based industries with new communication technologies and ―their cross-fertilization 

through digitalization‖. These usually include three categories of activities: performing and visual arts 

and crafts (fine arts and art market, museums, theatres, operas, entertainment); media and 
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entertainment (music, publishing, film industry, radio/TV, multimedia); and creative business services 

(design, fashion design, architecture, communication). Creative industries now generate a large and 

steadily increasing share of employment and gross domestic product, at the local, regional and national 

level. Moreover, creative and cultural activity enhances a city’s quality of place, helps to revitalize 

derelict urban areas and shapes the city’s identity in an increasingly competitive urban environment. 

Many cities around the globe, from metropolitan centers like New York, to smaller centers like 

Newcastle, UK [64], recognizing the economic and social benefits that flow from the creative 

economy, now develop policies that give strategic priorities to creative and cultural activities. 

Creative industries largely rely on their spatial agglomeration since networking, joint collaboration 

platforms, shared local services, and a widespread creative atmosphere often lead to positive synergies’ 

effects, which are essential in a sector with a rather high share of small enterprises. The location of 

creative industries in historic revitalized waterfronts can give a new development perspective to under-used 

or abandoned harbor infrastructure that may stimulate the involvement of local government and 

potential investors. Cultural events and alternative amenities (festivals, art exhibitions and 

performances, public lectures and debates, bars, cafés, and design shops) and innovative business hubs 

(business technology services, new media firms) hosted in restored warehouses and port industries, can 

form a new ―sense of the place‖, a creative cosmopolitan urban culture space to attract citizens and visitors. 

However, as pointed out in the literature, creative spaces also depend on ―habitus‖ [65,66], and 

therefore special attention must be paid in integrating the place’s identity, showcasing its past heritage 

and distinctiveness. Heritage, also ―a mode of cultural production‖ ([67], p.7), depends on display to 

give dying economies and dead sites a second life as exhibitions of themselves. The question of the 

identity of historic waterfronts as distinctive places lies at the heart of managing waterfront 

redevelopment. However, as Rodwell [38] pertinently indicates, much of the specific character of 

waterfronts involves more than cultural heritage protection, since historic harbors are not just about 

built environment and technical infrastructure. Having being cosmopolitan, multi-cultural, and multi-ethnic 

places, leading gateways for the exchange of goods and ideas, port-areas bear witness to specific 

multiple forms of human interaction, of business and social meeting, of exchange and communication, 

a unique blend of tangible and intangible cultural heritage traditions related with water. These exciting 

environments with a strong sense of place, are magnets for tourism, and if properly exploited, may not 

only bring economic benefits, but also help to consolidate the identity of the city. 

Therefore, celebrating and accessing creative waterfront areas involves also the capture of the 

genius loci, and the ways in which citizens and visitors can interact with port environments, offering 

an alternative and possibly more sustainable approach to urban cultural tourism development [54].  

The agglomeration effects of creative industries, arts and cultural organizations and venues, higher 

education and research establishments and the supporting hospitality and recreational facilities, 

generate a dynamic market of business, educational, and cultural tourism, also including mainstream 

―city break‖, arts and heritage tours based on waterfront cultural heritage. Moreover, waterfronts as 

creative milieus hosting experimental cultural activities, provide opportunities for citizens and visitors 

to interact with a unique urban environment in ―…individual and spontaneous ways‖ [68] that rarely 

occur in conventional cultural urban spaces. This is important for waterfront areas which see the 

potential to diversify and develop into distinctive creative spaces attracting all-year round the new 

wave of creative tourism. 
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4. Waterfronts: Creative Milieus for Creative Tourism 

Tourism, widely considered by academics and practitioners to become the largest global industry,  

is being fueled by the steadily increasing flows of urban tourism, which is characterized as a complex 

phenomenon with a diverse and vaguely formulated set of activities [27,69]. Worldwide, cities 

gradually become cultural tourism destinations, hence to different degrees [70] depending on local 

factors such as the inheritance of fine buildings and history, but also on modern cultural exchange and 

experience, which interact to create different outcomes. 

Urban cultural tourism campaigns have initially promoted the largely passive tours to performing 

and visual arts festivals, theatres, museums, galleries, and heritage venues. Exploiting culture for 

tourism became an established urban destination marketing tool worldwide including literary tourism 

and trails, architecture tours and branding, e.g., Gaudi Barcelona or Ethnic Festivals, e.g., Notting 

Hill-London [54]. However, as cultural tourism becomes more diverse but at the same time more 

standardized, the necessity of maintaining distinction while promoting tourism in post-industrial cities 

has led to a renewed process of city cultural branding [71,72]. Cities that are most successful now 

offer, both culture consumption and production, heritage, and contemporary culture, and a cosmopolitan 

urban culture not to be easily replicated [26], hopefully based on the ―spirit of the place‖. Cities are 

developing local creative industries and pioneer cultural entrepreneurship in urban creative milieus that 

could precede ―urban tourism‖ to attract an extensive array of rising tourism markets. The art market 

and design industries that initially served a commercial and ―elite‖ world [54], following the growth of 

art museums and the celebration of industrial and contemporary design have been gradually brought 

into the tourist sphere, generating their own exclusive clientele of creative tourists. 

Following the early post-war massive ―sun and sea tourism‖, and the subsequent alternative forms 

and mainstream cultural tourism, the new generation of ―creative tourism‖ involves the educational, 

emotional, social and participative interaction of the visitor with the place and its living culture. 

Creative tourism is travel directed toward an engaged and authentic experience, with participative 

learning in the arts, heritage, or special character of a place, and provides a connection with those who 

reside in this place and create its living culture [73]. Today’s creative tourism includes, among others, 

creative business tourists like artists, designers, trade or event producers, creative product organizations 

and networks, critical curators, global foundations and touring blockbuster exhibitions, educational 

tourists like students, cultural tourists motivated by ―knowledge economy transfer‖ or urban renovation. 

This new generation consumers are considered as the pathfinders of a new form of creative tourism 

trail [54], where independent travel gradually overtakes package tours and visitors organize themselves, 

leaving space for spontaneous behavior. 

In order to attract these new forms of tourism cities need creative urban spaces, as Walberg [74] 

suggests, spaces where things are more unorganized so as not to be turned into ―malls‖. In modern 

urban tourism destinations worldwide, it is outside of the walled museum and heritage site that the 

actively created creative spaces are to be found, where art market, design houses and experimental 

performances co-exist with club culture, traditional cultural events, fashion, and design fairs.  

The growth of trade exhibitions as cultural events is an example phenomenon which links existing 

creative production and cultural tourism around major city sites. Fashion Weeks combined with rock 
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concerts or film festivals can generate a unique buzz, attracting media coverage and reinforcing place 

marketing, that only few if any tourism campaigns can generate and maintain annually [54]. 

This approach to urban tourism development requires that tourism managers and urban planners 

have also to evolve, recognize the creativity within their city as a resource, and provide new 

opportunities to meet the evolving interests of creative tourists [73]. There are responsibilities for both 

the public and private sectors. The public sector is expected to provide the necessary creative milieu 

and an enabling financial environment, and build synergies among the various stakeholders involved 

(creative industries, culturepreneurs, investors, municipality, and local community), whereas the 

private sector is responsible for its own self-promotion and networking around shared problems. 

It is widely acknowledged that while creative tourism must be linked to culture, the particular 

cultural attractions are to be unique to each place. Similarly, the products of local creative industries 

can gain their distinctiveness and uniqueness through elements of local identity or ―brand‖ of the 

milieu as a vibrant and unique ―place to be‖ [75]. For historic port-cities continuity of the tangible 

(architectural) and intangible (human) cultural traditions, of their historical mixed use characteristics, 

the socio-economic diversity and human vibrancy that attaches to ―spontaneous order‖ [76] are 

challenging questions in planning the creative waterfront redevelopment. 

Historic revitalized waterfront areas and their built environment give room to different uses to 

develop in a creative symbiosis of cultural, everyday and commercial activities [28]. The everyday 

culture of the creative waterfront milieu is easily celebrated and accessed, in contrast to the 

conventional and in many cases environmentally unsustainable experience at touristic and heritage 

sites. Waterfront open-door creative spaces offer to visitors the freedom to decide if and how they want 

to make use of the facilities available and participate in a diversity of creative activities. Waterfronts as 

creative milieus hosting art galleries and design centers, cultural amenities, and creative industries, 

could thus act as a smart urban development strategy expected to benefit residents, culturepreneurs, 

and tourists, boosting the local economy and improving the urban environment and quality of life. 

5. Concluding Remarks 

This paper is motivated by the goal of contributing to the better understanding of how historic 

revitalized waterfronts can function as creative milieus to attract creative tourism and support the 

urban economy. Port-cities can strengthen their creative spaces, and, thus, their creative capacity,  

by preserving historic harbor areas not only to showcase their distinctive character, but also to use the 

waterfront built environment to accommodate creative industries. Creative and cultural activities can 

act as a powerful vehicle for waterfront-diversified redevelopment, not only for generating wealth and 

employment opportunities, but also to upgrade the image of the area and the city. Historic revitalized 

waterfronts as creative milieus, can thus act as catalysts for urban economic regeneration and creative 

tourism development, enabling citizens and visitors to reconnect with historic harbor areas not only for 

business, social exchange or leisure, but also to participate to creative and cultural activities. 

A basic difficulty involved in waterfront redevelopment schemes is the reconciliation of the many 

inter-related influences, objectives and interests involved. For many urban waterfront zones improvement 

of the quality of urban space and urban life is a necessary intermediate step towards the restructuring 

of local economies and notably towards urban tourism [15,44]. Conventional economic appraisal of 
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tourism development projects often focuses on the ―measurement of the measurable‖ (i.e., visitors 

attracted, jobs created, income generated etc.). However, as Anderson and Nurick [77] argue, this does not 

reflect the ―immeasurable‖ effects on the places in which these projects are located, that is the changed 

image and aspirations of a place and the upgraded quality of life of residents that are increasingly 

becoming a more and more important factor in investment and employment locational decisions. 

In historic port-cities, the distinctive character of harbor areas imposes the need for creative 

waterfront redevelopment to incorporate an approach that re-positions urban planning as part of a 

continuous cultural process that embraces tangible and intangible aspects, reinforces genius loci and 

associative values, focusing on quality and the recovery of cultural and social dignity to the degraded 

parts of cities (Bruno Gabrielli as cited in [78]. As Rodwell [38] indicates, planning systems for 

historic port cities that conform to a regeneration typology favoring the re-invention of their waterfronts 

to sanitized, gentrified models, have also to address the socio-economic, cultural, and environmental 

issues of their cities as a whole. 

Historic revitalized waterfront areas, as creative milieus form unique modern ―agora‖ places that 

provide the possibility for creative uses by citizens and visitors. Within this framework, tourism 

exploitation of the waterfront’s natural and built environment, should rather fit to the creative use of 

the area, while respecting the ―spirit of the place‖ in order to create a new quality competitive image of 

the city. The geography of waterfront development at different regions and scales suggests that it is 

essential to preserve and enhance the distinctiveness of individual locations and environments [44]. 

For this goal to be achieved, cross-disciplinary evaluation and management tools are required to 

investigate the distinctive identity of individual cities, yet to be incorporated into urban waterfront 

planning. Within this context, a subject worthy for further research is the investigation of Mediterranean 

waterfronts which, due to their strong historic character and cultural heritage through the times of 

Greek, Roman, Arab, and Ottoman empires, do not readily admit ―standard‖ redevelopment projects 

and may form a distinctive Mediterranean creative milieu profile. 
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