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Abstract:  Cultural heritage can play a very important role in local and regional development with 
economic and social effects. The European Union (EU) outlined a specific measure 
that is aimed at the protection and development of rural heritage within rural 
development policy in the programming period of 2007–2013. The main aim of this 
paper is to assess economic and social impacts of projects supported by EU Rural 
Policy in the Czech Republic during the period of 2007–2013. The implemented 
projects were located mainly in peripheral rural areas, both near to borders and in 
inner peripheries, which means that the measure was geographically well targeted. 
The results of the measure contribute to the restoration and reconstruction of historical 
monuments, churches, cemeteries and small sacral monuments which create 
an environment in rural settlements. This environment is very important for 
the community life and strengthening local identity. In the field of economic 
development, the results of this measure demonstrate only limited effects in supported 
villages.  
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Souhrn:  Kulturní dědictví se svými ekonomickým a sociálními dopady sehrává významnou roli 
v lokálním a regionálním rozvoji. Evropská unie (EU) vytvořila specifický nástroj, který 
byl zaměřen na ochranu a rozvoj venkovského dědictví v rámci politiky rozvoje 
venkova v programovém období 2007–2013. Hlavním cílem tohoto příspěvku je 
posoudit ekonomické a sociální dopady projektů podporovaných politikou EU v oblasti 
venkova v České republice v období 2007–2013. Realizované projekty se nacházely 
především v periferních venkovských oblastech, a to jak v blízkosti hranic, tak ve 
vnitřních periferiích, což znamená, že nástroj byl geograficky dobře zacílen. Výsledky 
tohoto nástroje přispívají k obnově a rekonstrukci historických památek, kostelů, 
hřbitovů a malých sakrálních památek, které vytvářejí prostředí ve venkovských 
osadách. Toto prostředí je velmi důležité pro komunitní život a posilují pocit 
identifikace obyvatel. Pokud jde o ekonomický rozvoj, vykazují výsledky tohoto 
nástroje jen omezené dopady v podporovaných obcích.  

Klíčová slova: kulturní dědictví, rozvoj venkova, evaluace. 
 

 

1. Introduction 

Rural areas of Central and Eastern Europe faced dramatic changes during the last two centuries 
– devastating wars, mechanisation of agriculture, industrialisation, urbanisation, suburbanisation 
(in the second half of the 20th century). These changes contributed to major shifts and 
transformations of rural areas (Ilbery et al., 1998; Woods, 2011; Ducros, 2014). In the second half 
of the 20th century, the economic and social development of Central and Eastern Europe´s 
countryside was characterised by a decline in rural population in all countries, except Moldova 
(Majerová, Pavlíková, Maříková, 2010). 

In the late 1980s and 1990s, Central and Eastern Europe were affected by significant political 
changes, which had a major impact on the further development of these countries. With respect 
to these initial conditions, countries of Central and Eastern Europe had a similar political and 
economic development (see more e.g. Sarris, Doucha, Mathijs, 1999; Asztalos Morell, 2014; 
Sokol, 2001; Chaplin, Gorton, Davidova, 2007; Čapkovičová, 2016). Therefore, this paper has 
a strong Central European dimension as it is focused on the evaluation of the cultural heritage 
support in the countryside of the Czech Republic. 

The current state of the Czech countryside was influenced by the expulsion of the Germans from 
the borderlands and a resettlement of this territory after the Second World War. 
The consequences of these processes can be observed over the long-term up until today. 
Significant impacts were also associated with the collectivisation and related change in land 

https://slovnik.seznam.cz/en-cz/?q=strengthening


488/616 
 

ownership. These changes affected not only the system of agricultural production but also 
the social climate in the countryside (Pělucha, 2012; Bičík, Jančák, 2005). In this period, 
the political regime tried to “close the gap between the urban and the rural as an important step 
towards a communist society“ (Pospěch, 2014: 101). The way of life changed in the countryside 
during the socialist period in the former Czechoslovakia. People moved to towns, due to better 
job and service opportunities, which led to a gradual deterioration of rural settlements. In 
accordance with the prevailing ideology, the socialist regime emphasised atheism (Spousta, 
2002; Dolista, 2006). Hence, religious monuments also went to ruins, especially in rural areas of 
the Czech borderland (see e.g. Heřmanová, Chromý et al, 2009). 

During the Velvet Revolution (or Gentle Revolution), in the last six weeks of 1989, it caused social 
and especially economic changes with a significant territorial differentiation in former 
Czechoslovakia. In rural areas, it was a transformation of agricultural cooperatives and 
the restitution of property that was confiscated during the period of collectivisation. This process 
lasted for the whole decade in the 1990s and influenced the agricultural sector and also rural 
settlements in the Czech Republic (Pělucha, 2012; Bičík, Jančák, 2005; Chromý, Jančák, 
Marada, Havlíček, 2011; Věžník, Bartošová, 2004). Currently, it can be observed that there are 
efforts being made by regional and local authorities in looking for ways to restore a local identity, 
that is very differentiated in the Czech Republic (Šifta, Chromý, 2014; Chromý, Janů, 2003, 
Vaishar, Zapletalová, 2016). This is reflected in the functional approach to rural areas. This means 
there is an emphasis on ecological, recreational and other functions according to the concept 
of multi-functionality in the West (Pospěch, 2014). According to Majerová (2007), the cooperation 
among local actors is very important for the sustainability of rural areas. This cooperation requires 
better social communication and organisation. Cultural heritage can be a good basis for these 
processes (Šmid Hribar, Lozej, 2013). As with other European countries, the Czech Republic is 
characterised by a large number of historical monuments and buildings. The restoration and 
maintenance of these monuments is a very expensive process (Pek, 2009). However, a renewal 
of cultural heritage can significantly contribute to economic and social development at the local 
level (Hinterstoisser, 2001; OECD, 2005; ESPON, 2013). 

The European Council Regulation no. 1698/2005 on support for rural development by 
the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD), defined a measure to promote 
the protection and development of the rural heritage (Article No. 57). The aim of this measure 
was to improve the quality of life in rural areas and to encourage diversification of economic 
activities. This measure represented a specific tool of the newly established EU rural policy during 
period 2007–2013. By this measure, the European Council (EC) confirmed the importance of 
the cultural heritage, which was also normatively declared in the Resolution of the Council 
(2007/C287/01) on a European Agenda for Culture. 

The Czech Republic, as well as other Central European countries, had a unique opportunity to 
invest in the protection of the cultural heritage in rural areas during the programming period of 
2007–2013. This measure of the EAFRD was also implemented in Poland, Hungary and Austria. 
However, according to the share of this measure in the aforementioned countries, the importance 
of the cultural heritage restoration was different. Austria supported their cultural heritage by way 
of the highest share (33% of the allocation for Axis III, 2% of the total allocation of the Rural 
Development Programme – RDP), followed by the Czech Republic (18%; 1.5%) and Hungary 
(4.4%; 0.6%). In Poland, these shares cannot be quantified, because the allocation of 
the measure there is not mentioned separately. Slovakia, which is the most similar country to 
the Czech Republic, did not implement this measure. In the Czech Republic, this measure (RDP 
2007–2013) was designed as a support system for the architectural and urban development of 
municipalities with up to 500 inhabitants. Also, supported projects had to comply with 
the requirements of maintaining and strengthening visual aspects of rural municipalities, as well 
as increasing the awareness of the identity and social cohesion of local communities.  

With respect to the aforementioned broader context of political and economic development in 
rural areas of Central European countries, it is appropriate to ask some initial research questions. 
Why is it necessary to solve problems that are associated with cultural heritage in rural areas? 
Why is it necessary to support the maintenance and restoration of rural cultural heritage? What 
are the economic and social benefits of this type of support? The main aim of this paper is to 
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assess economic and social impacts of cultural heritage protection, which were supported by EU 
Rural Policy in the Czech Republic during the period of 2007–2013.  

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows: the second section presents a theoretical 
background of cultural heritage importance in local and regional development, the third section 
briefly describes the methodology used in the analytical process; the fourth section provides 
details of the research results; the final section provides a synthesis of the key findings together 
with some policy implications. 
 

2. Theoretical background  

The European Commission (2014) emphasises normatively that cultural heritage has significant 
economic and social impacts, not only in relation to tourism, but it can be a part of the cultural and 
creative industries. This concerns not only urban but also rural areas which can develop traditional 
and new economic activities based on cultural heritage. This approach is reflected in the policy-
making of relevant tools, including the EU rural policy. 

Lapuk and Šmid Hribar (2014) pointed out the importance of cultural heritage in business and 
social issues as a basis for regional and local development. They specifically mentioned economic 
impacts, especially in relation to tourism, and also social potential for strengthening the identity 
of localities (i.e. the identification of inhabitants and social integration). This finding is important in 
the era of globalisation because the rural cultural heritage is a significant witness of the past and 
has an educational role in terms of understanding the history (PRISMA, 2009). Lempert (2015) 
confirms the importance of the educational role of cultural heritage for tourism. Moreover, cultural 
heritage can be perceived as a primary opportunity for tourism development in rural localities with 
national or international significance (see e.g. an international project THETRIS aimed at 
the preservation of local churches and sacral monuments in Central European rural areas). 
Restoration of cultural heritage thus contributes to maintaining the typical rural architectural 
character of the settlement. Crouch (2006: 362) states that "the consumption aesthetics of 
the rural in contemporary culture may inform what rurality means to the individual tourist". 
Nevertheless, Crouch also emphasises that in this ontological view, rural areas represent much 
more in their "consumption" concept. 

Daugstad, Rønningen and Skar (2006) suggest the linkage between agriculture and cultural 
heritage, traditional manufacturing and products as a way of preserving the cultural heritage in 
rural areas (see also Mettepenningen et al., 2012). Lee et al. (2005) describe the importance of 
cultural heritage for local identity and identification of inhabitants with the territory. The importance 
of social impacts is also confirmed by other authors (Johnson, 2013; Labadi, 2013). In this context, 
Alumäe et al. (2003) stated that “the cultural heritage and the care of the local values are the main 
factors contributing to the genesis of the genius loci” (Alumäe et al., 2003, p. 128). Theoretically, 
this should be ensured by land-use planning regulations (Jablonská, 2005). In the case of 
the Czech Republic, however, these regulations were not always effective and sufficient due to 
the frequent willingness of local political representation to meet the different interests of 
developers, especially in the suburban countryside (Sklenička 2006; Wokoun et al., 2010; Zeman, 
2013). The activity and interest of the local community is essential to ensure the protection of 
local cultural heritage. Wang (2016) refers to this aspect and puts an emphasis on the role of local 
communities in rural heritage conservation. He distinguishes two different concepts, which are 
essential for preserving the cultural identity of inhabitants, i.e. “living cultural heritage” and “lived-
in cultural heritage”. These concepts are relevant, particularly for rural communities that are 
demographically and economically stable in the long term, i.e. they do not face depopulation or 
suburbanisation.  

Courtney, Hill, Roberts (2006) pointed out that rural areas offer not only cultural heritage in terms 
of various monuments, rural traditions, traditional local products and way of life, but also natural 
heritage. Shipley, Feick (2009) perceive suburbanisation and the associated urban sprawl as 
a threat to the natural heritage, and to the traditional character, respectively, of the countryside. 
Stenseke (2000) emphasises the importance of local social environment for the cultural 
landscape creation and maintenance. According to Keitsch, Kua and Skjerven (2016), 
the protection of cultural heritage is related to the sustainable development of the locality. Cultural 
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heritage is also an important element influencing local/regional identity that is very crucial in 
relation to residents´ interest in participating in development strategies and their implementation 
(Šmid Hribar, Bole, Pipan, 2015). 

In the body of academic literature, most authors connect economic and social impacts of cultural 
heritage support. Ray (1998) identified that cultural heritage is a part of the cultural 
economy.Caftanzoglou, Fittings (1997) emphasised cultural heritage as a source of local human 
creativity. Bell and Jayne (2010) similarly wrote about the creative countryside. They highlight 
the need to “understand the conflicts and tensions relating to ‘traditional’ crafts/arts versus 
the ‘new’ emerging creative industries’ agendas in rural areas” (Bell, Jayne, 2010: 212).  

Other authors emphasise a specific condition of cultural heritage as a source of local development 
(e.g. Šmid Hribar and Lozej, 2013). Generally, it is necessary to have a coherent strategic concept 
for the use of particular objects of local cultural heritage. Lysgård (2016) underlines 
the importance of culture-led strategies for the use of cultural heritage in rural areas; these 
strategies contribute to collective responsibility for the future of the community and the locality. 
A concrete idea of the utilisation of cultural heritage is very important because, as Patočka and 
Heřmanová (2008: 23) stated, “in the Czech Republic, the majority of cultural and technical 
heritage loses its economic merits in the long-term, i.e. the loss or the gradual disappearance of 
their utility value”. The utilisation of monuments should be a part of a broader strategic plan which 
enables development options that cultural heritage offers. Kloosterman (2014) also confirms 
the importance of cultural planning for economic strategies at the local level. In the Czech 
Republic, these strategies were designed with an emphasis on larger cities rather than on small 
rural towns or municipalities. These cities were e.g. Ostrava and Pilsen, as they were each 
nominated as a European Capital of Culture (see e.g. Markova, Tichá, 2011). OECD (2014) 
involves the utilisation of cultural and natural heritage into development strategies, both in towns 
and rural areas.  

In these circumstances, we can ask the following questions. How would economic and social 
impacts of cultural heritage restoration and preservation be evaluated? In the body of academic 
literature, the importance of cultural heritage is related particularly to tourism development and 
the associated effects – an increase in the number of tourists and the associated revenue growth, 
and an increase of employment and development of business activities (see e.g. MacDonald, 
Jolliffe, 2003; Antošová, 2016). Lapuh, Šmid Hribar (2014) defined the potential development 
impacts of cultural heritage in economic, social, environmental and cultural field. Lapuh, Šmid 
Hribar (2014) could see the economic impacts of cultural heritage protection, especially in relation 
to the development of heritage tourism, local business and the creation of new jobs, which could 
lead to an increase in household incomes. The potential social impacts of cultural heritage consist 
of an increase of local identity as an advantage for a local society in the era of globalisation. They 
also mentioned an educational role of cultural heritage for an understanding of the past. 
Environmental impacts are related to traditional practices in a cultural landscape leading to its 
conservation and ecological stability. Cultural impacts can be seen in the inclusion of cultural 
heritage in local development, which enables the active participation of inhabitants (Lapuh, Šmid 
Hribar, 2014).  

In the evaluation report of the EEA Grants 2009–2014, Rampton, Carlberg, et al. (2015: 9–10) 
set only economic and social effects. The economic impacts included an access to cultural 
heritage, i.e. new visitor facilities, better wheelchair access and fire safety, better use of 
information and communication technologies ICT, facilities for educational or cultural activities. 
Also, the economic impacts are felt in employment, e.g. new jobs for restoration works with higher 
value and by increasing staff in new or expanded venues. However, Rampton, Carlberg, et al. 
(2015) expected rather a modest impact on employment. The final economic impact was defined 
in terms of tourism because reconstructed monuments are perceived to attract more tourists to 
the local area. The social impacts include improvements in image or self-perception of local 
communities (identity of a place), education, skills and competences, and social cohesion 
(Rampton, Carlberg, et al., 2015).  

This paper is aimed at evaluating the economic and social impacts of the support of cultural 
heritage restoration in rural areas of the Czech Republic. Due to the nature of the supported 
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projects, environmental impacts were not assessed. Cultural impacts are usually linked to 
the functioning of the community (social impacts). Generally, it is possible to assess cultural 
impacts of reconstructed cultural heritage from a long-term perspective, because these projects 
can become a valid impulse for the development of local cultural activities of inhabitants over 
the long-term. 
 

3. Definition of the evaluation tool and research methodology  

The Czech RDP 2007–2013 implemented the Measure III.2.2 Protection and Development 
of Rural Heritage. Within this measure, the support was focused on municipalities with up to 
500 inhabitants. The support was intended for processing studies of restoration and utilisation of 
cultural heritage, processing regeneration programmes of protected territories and plans for 
landscape conservation and investments associated with maintenance, restoration and 
increasing the value or utilisation of cultural heritage. This included building new permanent 
expositions and museums with relation to local history, attractions, cultural and artistic activities 
and traditional folk culture. The objectives of this measure were targeted primarily to support 
the development of investment for greater attractiveness of rural areas and diversification 
of economic activities. 

Under this measure, there were supported projects for restoration of historic buildings, particularly 
the restoration of churches and small sacral buildings that create the appearance and 
environment of rural municipalities. Within this measure, 988 applications were submitted; of 
these, 654 projects were implemented and completed, which were carried out in 
542 municipalities with an average budget of EUR 83.6 thousand per project. The success rate 
of projects was 66.2%. 

Spatial distribution of projects is shown in Figure 1. The maximum number of projects was 
implemented in the Vysocina (91 projects), South Moravia (87) and Central Bohemia (86) regions. 
Localisation of projects indicates that supported municipalities are located especially in peripheral 
rural areas in the borderland or in the inner peripheries of the Czech Republic. Generally, it is 
possible to evaluate that the support was well targeted, geographically. 
 

 
Fig 1. Localisation of supported projects focused on the restoration of cultural heritage within the measure III.2.2 of 
          RDP 2007–2013. Source: own processing according to data of MoA/SAIF (2016) 
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Fig 2. Average cost of a project at the level of districts (LAU I) implemented within the measure III.2.2 of RDP  
           2007–2013. Source: own processing according to data of MoA/SAIF (2016) 

 
Figure 2 shows the differences in the average cost of a project at the level of districts (LAU II) in 
the Czech Republic. Again, marginal peripheral districts both in the borderland and inner 
peripheries achieved the highest values. 

Project applications were submitted by municipalities, churches, religious communities and non-
profit organisations (outside the churches). The characteristics of applicants were different 
in particular regions of the Czech Republic. More than 50% of applicants represented churches 
and religious communities (especially the Roman Catholic Church) in the South Moravian, 
Olomoucky, Moravian-Silesian and Vysocina Regions. The reason is that these regions have 
a relatively higher level of religiosity (see Table 1). In this sense, however, the Zlinsky Region is 
an exception, because local authorities are markedly involved in restoration of religious 
monuments. Nearly 2/3 of projects related to religious monuments were implemented by 
municipalities/local authorities. This specificity of the Zlinsky Region is also influenced by, among 
others, a strong local identification of inhabitants with their municipality and region (Nikischer, 
2013). In other regions, there were strongly represented municipalities and associations of 
municipalities, which eventually became local action groups. More significant representation of 
non-profit organisations (outside the churches) was monitored in the Pilsen Region (21.7%) and 
Central Bohemia Region (18.8%)2. 

The evaluation of the impact of this measure was conducted by qualitative analysis based on data 
from the monitoring system of the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA)/ State Agricultural Intervention 
Fund (SAIF), statistical data and the results of a questionnaire and telephonic survey. 
The questionnaire survey was conducted in June 2016 and involved all 577 final beneficiaries 
(some beneficiaries realised more than 1 project). The rate of return was 29.46% (n=170). 
The achieved sample was fully representative with regard to a geographical distribution of 
projects and also to types of supported beneficiaries.  

 

                                                            
2 This is due to the fact that, among other reasons, property owners founded the non-profit organisation (foundation) 
because of the possibility of receiving subsidies. 



493/616 
 

Tab 1. The share of believers and projects implemented by churches or religious communities in regions of the Czech 
           Republic. Source: Census 2011, Czech Statistical Office, SAIF, own calculation 

Region 
The share of believers, 

belonging to churches, religious 
communities in % 

The share of projects 
implemented by churches, 
religious communities in % 

Praha 10.8 - 

Central Bohemia  8.6 42.4 

South Bohemia 13.5 66.7 

Pilsen 9.2 25.0 

Karlovarsky 6.9 18.2 

Ustecky 5.2 25.5 

Liberecky  7.2 33.3 

Kralovehradecky 10.3 19.6 

Pardubicky 13.6 45.2 

Vysocina 22.7 57.4 

South Moravia 20.6 52.9 

Olomoucky 16.4 56.7 

Zlinsky 29.0 40.0 

Moravian-Silesian 18.2 63.2 

Czech Republic 13.9 46.0 

 

It is noteworthy that, due to the focus of Measure III.2.2, no projects were implemented in districts 
of large cities (Prague, Brno, Ostrava, Plzen, Usti nad Labem) and in the districts of Karvina and 
Jablonec nad Nisou. This was influenced by the structure of appropriate municipalities of these 
districts, which all had more than 500 inhabitants. In the qualitative responses, respondents 
assessed the impacts of project implementation on a 1–5 scale (1 – minimal importance,  
5 – maximum importance) or 0 (I do not know, I cannot answer). In the following telephonic survey, 
those final beneficiaries who did not participate in the questionnaire survey were interviewed. 
Also, these respondents were selected on the basis of territorial keys (at the district level). A total 
of 32 respondents were interviewed – final beneficiaries from municipalities (20), parishes/ 
religious organisations (9) and non-profit organisations outside the churches (3). 
 

4. Results and discussion  

According to Rampton, Carlberg, et al. (2015), the results of their analysis were divided into 
economic and social impacts. The last part of this chapter is devoted to an evaluation of the ability 
of the final beneficiary to implement appropriate projects without the support of Measure III.2.2. 
 
4.1 Economic impacts 

Rampton, Carlberg, et al. (2015) defined three areas of economic impacts, i.e. the access 
to cultural heritage, employment and increase in tourism. In respect of access to cultural heritage, 
it is necessary to take into account the type of supported projects. The majority of projects dealt 
with the restoration of churches and religious monuments (chapels, waysides, sculptures), which 
are open for visitors and residents, either freely or at a specified time (during the holding of 
Masses, pilgrimages, etc.). These restored historic buildings become places of implementation of 
local religious, educational or cultural activities. 

Regarding employment, this measure did not directly focus on job creation. On the other hand, 
job creation was a preferential criterion, which increased the chance of getting financial support. 
For this reason, the MoA data showed 79 newly created jobs as a direct result of supported 
projects. This means a rate of 0.12 jobs per one project (total number of projects was 654). In 
the telephonic survey, respondents, who created jobs in their projects, confirmed their intent on 
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keeping to the criteria. Regarding the new jobs created in connection with the project 
implementation, the questionnaire survey respondents indicated 141.7 created jobs (0.22 jobs 
per project). These jobs were divided into tourism – 55 jobs, craft – 22 jobs, retail – 16.2 jobs, and 
48.5 jobs in other branches.3 The total number of newly created jobs may seem to be relatively 
small. However, the character of supported projects was focused more on the improvement of 
the overall village appearance and cultivation of its environment. In this context, the number of 
created jobs can be assessed positively. 

The influence of the monument restoration on the development of tourism was evaluated by 
the respondent (on the scale 1–5 where 1 means minimal importance, 5 means maximum 
importance) or 0 (I do not know, I cannot answer). This question was primarily about 
the perception of final beneficiaries about the impacts of their projects on a given locality. 
The results were slightly above the average (see Table 2)4.  

 
Tab 2. The perception of final beneficiaries about the impacts of their projects on tourism development in a given 
            locality. Source: own elaboration 

Project was implemented in  Number of 
respondents 

Perception of final beneficiaries about 
the impacts of their projects on tourism 

development in a given locality 

Conservation area 1 2.0 

Conservation zone 16 3.3 

Landscape conservation area 2 4.0 

Protected landscape area 14 3.2 

National park 3 2.7 

Natural park 8 3.3 

Locality of NATURA 2000 4 3.8 

Other locality with high natural value  16 2.8 

Other localities 73 2.9 

Note: Respondents assessed the impacts of project implementation on a 1–5 scale (1 – minimal importance,  
5 – maximum importance) or 0 (I do not know, I cannot answer). 

 

Table 2 shows numbers of respondents under location of the project implementation and their 
perception about the project’s impacts on tourism development. It is necessary to note that there 
are low number of answers from respondents particularly in landscape conservation areas and 
zones, localities of Natura 2000 and national parks. Therefore, the assessment of the project’s 
importance for tourism development is not entirely conclusive. Nevertheless, the highest number 
of projects was implemented in areas which are neither natural nor culturally protected. In these 
localities, the respondents evaluated an increasing interest of tourists that was only slightly above 
the average. 

According to the questionnaire (answered by 65 respondents), the importance of the impact on 
municipal budget revenues caused by supported projects was marginal. Average assessment 
was approximately 1.5 on a 5-point scale (1 – minimal importance, 5 – maximal importance). In 
the telephonic survey, respondents confirmed this finding. 5  The significance of the project 
implementation for the sales / turnover of business entities was assessed as slightly better 
(average 1.8), but it is considered to be marginal. This result was also confirmed in telephonic 
interviews. Therefore, it can be concluded that the majority of implemented projects did not have 
significant economic impacts on municipalities and business entities in localities. 

                                                            
3 Total of 67 respondents answered this question, of which only 55 respondents gave a concrete number of jobs 
created. Others were unable to assess whether jobs had been created, or they indicated that there was no job. 
4 In Table 2, there are included only those respondents who answered both questions and who were also able to assess 
the impacts of the projects on tourism development in a given locality, were included. 
5 With the exception of one respondent from a municipality, who controls a boarding house in a historic building of 
the former school. The municipality also offers spaces for various social and cultural activities for rent. 
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Table 3 shows a perception of final beneficiaries about the impacts of their projects on tourism 
development in a given locality, perception of final beneficiaries about the importance of their 
projects for tourists and the establishment of economic activities in municipalities at the level of 
regions. Respondents from the Zlinsky and Karlovarsky regions perceived the increasing impact 
of their projects on tourism development. In these regions, there is also the highest assessment 
of the establishment of new economic activities in municipalities. However, overall assessment 
of the new economic activities creation (services, tourism) is below-average. The importance of 
implemented projects for tourists and the increasing impact on tourism development seem to be 
overvalued in comparison with data on tourism from the Czech Statistical Office.  
 

Tab 3. The influence of the project implementation on tourism development. Source: Czech Statistical Office, SAIF, 
            questionnaire survey, own calculation 

 Region 
Number 

of 
projects 

Perception of final 
beneficiaries about 
the impacts of their 
projects on tourism 
development in a 

given locality  

Importance of 
project 

implementation 
for tourists 

New 
economic 
activities  

Increase of guests´ 
number in 

accommodation 
facilities in region 
(index 2013/2007) 

South Moravian 87 2.71 3.06 1.62 1.001 

Vysocina 91 3.44 3.08 2.00 0.901 

South Bohemia  72 3.18 3.00 1.75 1.048 

Pilsen 60 3.00 2.86 2.33 0.984 

Kralovehradecky 51 3.17 2.93 1.83 0.974 

Pardubicky 42 2.57 3.71 1.50 0.871 

Liberecky 15 3.33 3.33 x* 0.958 

Olomoucky 60 2.55 2.70 1.80 1.015 

Zlinsky 25 3.67 4.00 2.50 0.970 

Moravian-
Silesian 

38 2.80 3.17 2.00 0.943 

Central Bohemia 86 3.16 2.73 2.46 0.961 

Ustecky 48 3.10 2.22 2.22 0.998 

Karlovarsky 11 3.50 3.00 2.50 1.104 

* In the Liberecky Region, only one respondent assessed this question. Therefore, his assessment is not mentioned.  

Note: Respondents assessed the impacts of project implementation on a 1–5 scale (1 – minimal importance, 5 – 
maximum importance) or 0 (I do not know, I cannot answer). 

 

Respondents of the telephonic survey emphasised that projects were primarily aimed at 
the restoration of historical monuments without a direct relation to tourism development. Tourists 
usually just pass through supported villages which had improved their appearance. Following 
Crouch (2006), the preservation of the aesthetics of the rural cultural heritage contributes to 
the potential development of local tourism. Supported rural municipalities will present what rurality 
means. 
 
4.2 Social impacts  

Rampton, Carlberg, et al. (2015) suggested that social impacts of cultural heritage protection 
include improvements in image or self-perception of local communities (identity of a place), 
education, skills and competences, and social cohesion. The rate of the sense of belonging of 
inhabitants to the municipality / micro-region after the project implementation according 
to the respondents increased very little (a difference before and after the project implementation 
is about 0.6 of a point). In view of the importance of project implementation for individual groups, 
respondents (in both the questionnaire and telephonic survey) evaluated both inhabitants and 
visitors by using the same value (3.5). Only 55% of participating respondents expressed their 
opinion about the significance of the project implementation for entrepreneurs; the assessment 
showed low importance for entrepreneurs (1.8). Respondents could select another group of 
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actors of local development; this selection was carried by only 8% of participating respondents 
with a slightly above-average evaluation of 3.7. In their comments, they mentioned particularly 
religious communities and the overall importance of the project as being the reason(s) for 
the appearance of the village. 

There are differences in terms of the importance of the project implementation for residents and 
strengthening the sense of belonging to the municipality / micro-region, which should be 
supported by the implementation of the project. The importance of the project for residents was 
best appreciated by respondents from the Liberecky and Zlinsky regions, followed by respondents 
from the Pardubicky region. The Pardubicky and Liberecky regions also achieved the highest 
values in evaluation of projects with the aim of strengthening the sense of belonging to 
the municipality / micro-region. Conversely, low values of assessment of both questions are 
shown in the Karlovarsky and Ustecky regions where rural areas have, over the long-term, 
belonged to economically and socially problematic territories in the Czech Republic.  

According to the opinion of respondents in the questionnaire survey, there was a slight increase 
in the interest of inhabitants in the protection of cultural heritage (average assessment of 3.4, 
number of respondents 170). Also, projects contributed 6  to the revival or expansion of old 
traditions (59% of respondents who answered this question), to the development of children 
leisure activities (30%), to the expansion of existing clubs and societies (26%), to the creation of 
new traditional events which are now organised regularly/annually (24%). Only 6% 
of respondents mentioned the establishment of new clubs and societies, and 19% of respondents 
indicated other events, e.g. concerts in churches, churches nights, and services for the disabled. 
These findings were confirmed by the telephonic survey, but answers differed by a type of 
respondent (municipality, church, non-profit organisation) and by a focus of the project. While 
municipalities were more accentuated in the overall importance of the project for all residents of 
the village, churches and religious communities emphasised the importance of projects for 
spiritual development, especially with respect to believers, and the cultivation of an environment 
for religious activities.  

In summary, the projects clearly contributed to maintaining or restoring those activities of the local 
culture and to strengthening social cohesion in supported municipalities. 
 
4.3  Deadweight effect – the ability of beneficiaries to implement the project without 

the public funding 

Within the telephonic survey, respondents were also asked to estimate the probability of 
the project implementation without the support within Measure III.2.2 of the RDP 2007–2013. 
The appropriate question also included the context and reasons according to different types of 
respondents. Responses were very different according to the type of beneficiary implementing 
the project, i.e. municipalities, churches and religious communities, and non-profit organisations.  

Municipalities implemented various projects – restoration of historic buildings (schools, parishes, 
granaries, etc.), restoration of churches, chapels, and also small monuments (statues and 
sculptures) that are owned by the municipality. In addition, municipalities implemented 
landscaping measures in the surroundings of these monuments. Eleven municipalities indicated 
that they would not be able to implement the project without the support of RDP. This was caused, 
mainly, by the low budget of small municipalities with limited sources for investments. Three 
respondents of the nine remaining municipalities could not specify the probability of the project 
implementation without the support of RDP. They emphasised that it would certainly not be 
possible to carry out all the work in the same range and the work would have to be undertaken 
gradually. Only three respondents estimated the probability of the project implementation as 20–
30%, but again they mentioned the need to proceed with it in stages (extension of 
the implementation period), and to perform only the most necessary reconstruction works. Three 
respondents estimated the probability of the project realisation as up to 50%. In all three cases, 
they were repaired religious monuments – a chapel, a memorial pillar, statues of saints, and 
landscaping around these monuments. According to these respondents (mayors of these 

                                                            
6 Total number of respondents who answered this question was 145. Respondents could select more possibilities. 
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municipalities), these repairs were necessary and urgent and the municipality would have to put 
up the money for them. But, again, they mentioned the need to proceed with them in stages. 
Therefore, they welcomed the opportunity to use subsidies of the RDP.  

Churches and religious communities (the Catholic Church was dominant) were mainly 
implementing repairs to churches and prayer houses, and in one case, the reconstruction of 
a monastery. Four of the nine respondents explained that they would not be able to implement 
the project. They pointed to the financial demands of repairs and the limited financial resources 
of the church. The other two respondents mentioned the need to proceed in stages and they were 
unable to determine the probability of the project implementation without the support of the RDP. 
Two projects had a chance to be implemented without the support of the RDP at the level of 10–
20%; only one respondent estimated the project probability as being up to 50%. This project was 
aimed at a complete reconstruction of the church, a historical monument of local importance in 
the protected landscape area. The respondent emphasised that without the subsidy from the RDP 
it would be necessary to reconstruct the church in stages and estimated the period of gradual 
reconstruction as being 10 years. Non-profit organisations also expressed a very low probability 
of the project implementation without support. Only one non-profit organisation would implement 
the project of restoration of the castle grounds without the support of the RDP. The reason was, 
however, clearly formulated within a long-term business plan for the commercial use of 
the monument.  

Therefore, in rural municipalities of up to 500 inhabitants, it would be very complicated 
to implement projects of cultural heritage protection without public support. Overall, the probability 
of project implementation was only 16.2% without subsidies within the bounds of Measure III.2.2. 
Differences among individual respondents were huge. These differences are determined by 
the type of final beneficiary and their particular financial capacity. All respondents of the telephonic 
survey perceived the importance of the cultural heritage restoration, but most of them could not 
implement the project from their own funds. Municipalities understood the importance of cultural 
heritage, especially in social terms, and to a lesser extent in economic terms. On the other hand, 
due to limited municipal budgets, municipalities themselves were not able to finance these 
projects. There were logical exceptions, i.e. projects having the potential for direct commercial 
use. 

The settlement structure of the Czech Republic is very fragmented (Wokoun et al., 2011) and is 
comparable to a residential structure in France, Greece and Slovakia. The consequence of this 
structure is a high number of small municipalities with low budgets, which do not generate 
the necessary critical mass, and even within local club activities they do not generate 
the necessary funds for the restoration of the local cultural heritage. This situation is most 
significantly reflected in peripheral rural areas of the territory that resettled after the Second World 
War, especially in the Ustecky and Karlovarsky regions.  
 

5. Conclusion 

Cultural heritage can become an important element in the development of the territory, not only 
in towns but also in rural areas. The European Union formulated for the period of 2007–2013 
a separate rural development policy, which predominantly supported multifunctional agriculture. 
But, under Axis III, one measure was aimed at protecting cultural heritage (see Council Regulation 
(EC) no. 1698/2005 Art. No. 57). 

The Czech Republic, as well as other Central European countries (except Slovakia), applied this 
measure in rural municipalities with up to 500 inhabitants. These small municipalities contend 
with a shortage of investment funds, which often leads to a gradual deterioration and 
to the devastation of cultural heritage in their territory. The implemented projects focused mainly 
on the restoration and reconstruction of historical monuments, churches, cemeteries and small 
sacral monuments, which improve an environment in rural settlements. This paper has aimed at 
evaluating the economic and social impacts of the implementation of Measure III.2.2 of the Czech 
RDP 2007–2013. 
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According to the accomplished surveys, the importance of economic impacts is not crucial. 
Generally, respondents perceived only limited effects on tourism development and related new 
economic activities. The impact on municipal budget revenues caused by supported projects was 
marginal. Implementation of the projects was not conditioned by the creation of new jobs. 
Nevertheless, some jobs (0.12 jobs per a project) were created and maintained within supported 
projects. Other job positions created outside of the supported projects (0.22 jobs per a project) 
can be perceived as a positive externality. According to the assessment of respondents, 
the number of tourists has increased only in some supported municipalities due to 
an improvement of the appearance of monuments and overall aesthetic cultivation of the villages. 
It is also very important for residents. But most of the projects could not be implemented due to 
a lack of their own funds of respondents. Overall probability of project implementation was only 
16.2% without public support and it was influenced by a type of a final beneficiary and by 
a possible commercial potential of the project.     

RDP 2007–2013 did not require economic impact of restored monuments in terms of their 
utilisation for the development of economic activities. Nevertheless, if such a plan / concept 
existed, the economic impact of supported projects could be more significant. The literature 
review of this paper has shown the importance of the cultural heritage inclusion into development 
strategies at regional and local levels (OECD, 2014; Kloosterman, 2014). But development 
strategies based on the rural cultural heritage are not usual in the Czech Republic, as is 
commonplace in some Northern or Western European countries, e.g. Norway (Lysgård, 2016) 
and France (Ducros, 2014). 

Social impacts of the projects lie in strengthening the identification and social cohesion 
of inhabitants. This includes, especially, positive effects on the community through an interest in 
the project implementation, and participation in the project through volunteer works. Supported 
projects started to develop social and cultural activities in restored buildings that became centres 
of community life. It was mainly about the revival of old traditions or the creation of new traditions 
and the development of leisure activities for children. A specific benefit for believers, was 
the reuse of sacral monuments for religious ceremonies (the improvement of the availability 
of religious services). In effect, therefore, the protection of cultural heritage became an important 
soft tool of the EU rural development policy in the period of 2007–2013. Thus, in the Czech 
Republic the support of cultural heritage contributed rather to the "lived-in cultural heritage" 
concept according to Wang (2016). 

Support of rural cultural heritage proved to be a suitable tool of RDP 2007–2013 with partial 
economic, but primarily social impacts. Nevertheless, the EU Rural Development Policy does not 
support this tool in the programming period of 2014–2020. In the Czech Republic, it is possible to 
support cultural heritage in the framework of integrated regional development in the programming 
period of 2014–2020. This tool is partially contained in the Integrated Regional Operational 
Programme (IROP). However, IROP is primarily focused on revitalising the set of monuments 
listed on the UNESCO World Heritage list of monuments or on the indicative list of World Heritage 
sites in the category of cultural heritage, as well as national cultural monuments and sites 
registered in the indicative list of national cultural heritage, both of them up to 1st January 2014 
(MMR, 2014). It means that this program does not include small monuments in rural areas. 
Particularly, small municipalities, especially, but also churches and non-profit organisations have 
lost an important financial source for the restoration of their cultural heritage. The question is how 
they will continue the restoration of their local cultural heritage, which has neither global nor 
national importance, but is very important for local communities. 

How will the Czech Republic (or regions and municipalities) solve this problem? The way to tackle 
this issue could be through an inclusion of the cultural heritage restoration into the development 
strategies with a clear conception of the concrete use of cultural heritage for the development of 
the municipality or region (Lysgård, 2016; Kloosterman, 2014; OECD, 2014). In this sense, it is 
not only about a relation to tourism, but also about the importance of cultural heritage in 
the context of local identity, and its usage for various traditional events for the residents of 
the municipality and catchment villages. These interventions have particularly strong social 
impacts, i.e. in relation to building or strengthening the genius loci and the local social cohesion. 
According to Šmid Hribar and Lozej (2013, p. 377) “interconnection of various cultural values and 
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cooperation between various stakeholders that can effectively obtain, activate, and enhance local 
resources (both financial and human) are key to effective sustainable management”. Therefore 
this issue could be included in the methodology of development strategies. 

With regard to the decline in public funding (particularly in the EU), it will be more necessary to 
combine more the public national / multinational funds with the mobilisation of local public and 
private sources. But, this situation can be unsolvable for small municipalities with their limited 
budgets. The solution can be to incorporate the cultural heritage into micro-regional strategies 
with impacts on greater interconnection and financial participation of actors at a municipality / 
microregion. The joining of financial resources within the municipality/micro-region that is 
associated with a specific conception of the concrete usage and benefits of monuments can be 
a way to achieve economic and social impacts in restoring entities of local cultural heritage. 
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