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PREFACE

Dr. Karen Brown

School of Art History, Director, Museums,
Galleries and Collections Institute,
University of St Andrews, Scotland
Co-ordinator, EU-LAC-MUSEUMS
Horizon2020 project

The EU-LAC-MUSEUMS project (2016-2020)
was explicitly designed in response to the
Horizon2020 Work Programme call INT 12
(2015), the cultural, scientific and social di-
mension of EU-LAC relations, to study ‘close
connections between Europe and Latin Ame-
rica and the Caribbean’ in the world of com-
munity museology.! Museums and cultural
heritage hold an unequalled responsibility to
communicate the ‘shared history’ and ‘cultural,
political and economic ties’ between Europe,
Latin America and the Caribbean. Museums
have enormous capacity to reach all levels
of community, from towns to remote villa-
ges, and can be neutral spaces for building
social cohesion and reconciliation in a varie-

"The EU-LAC-MUSEUMS project is funded by the European Union Horizon2020
programme under Grant Agreement number 693669. The consortium consists of:
The University of St Andrews (Scotland) (Coordinator), The University of Valencia
(Spain), The National Museum of Archaeology, Lisbon (Portugal), the International
Council of Museums (based in France), The Pontifical Catholic University of Peru
(Peru), The University of Austral (Chile), the National Museum of Costa Rica (Costa
Rica), and the University of the West Indies (Jamaica).




Evaluation of Cultural Heritage,
Geographic Information System and Territory Museum.
Tools for Sustainable Management

‘Heritage constitutes a source of identity and cohesion for communities disrupted by bewil-
dering change and economic instability. Creativity contributes to building open, inclusive
and pluralistic societies. Both heritage and creativity lay the foundations for vibrant, innova-

tive and prosperous knowledge societies.’

ty of contexts. Together, our research teams
are determining ‘synergies and cross-ferti-
lization, as well as identifying asymmetries
in bi-lateral and bi-regional relations’ at the
level of museum practice, theory, and policy.

The project partner research team ESTE-
PA in the University of Valencia has run a
Work Package entitled ‘Innovation and En-
trepreneurship for Sustainable Museums’,
bringing a common concern to share aca-
demic knowledge and research into cultu-
ral heritage beyond the academy, and to
witness the real benefits of their research
for society through the application of their
research and methodologies in herita-
ge territories. By focusing on the theme of
Museums and Community: Concepts, Expe-
riences, and Sustainability in Europe, Latin
America and the Caribbean, all partners in
the EU-LAC-MUSEUMS project are creating
a common vision for sustainable, small to

(UNESCO, 'Protecting our heritage
and fostering creativity’, 2015)

medium-sized local and regional museu-
ms and their communities, and reinforcing
mutual understanding and cooperation be-
tween regions. This vision is being built to
last beyond the lifespan of our project, as
we aspire towards future interaction and
cooperation in the field of cultural and natu-
ral heritage management.

The outcomes of the Valencia group’s re-
search have led to two publications: on the
one hand, Strategic Planning and Compre-
hensive Management Model of Cultural He-
ritage. Implementation in Territory Museu-
ms; and on the other, Evaluation of Cultural
Heritage, Geographic Information System
and Territory Museum. Tools for Sustainable
Management.

The first publication focuses on the theory
of territorial planning for heritage and sustai-
nable development, while the second turns

PREFACE
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to the methodologies used by the ESTEPA
team, notably the deployment of design and
implementation of a Cultural Heritage Eva-
luation Method, and a Geographic Informa-
tion System. Both methodologies have been
implemented first in Valencia and then in
Perd. As the first manual elucidates, ‘terri-
tory’ as a term has special significance in
the world of museums and heritage, inclu-
ding a long history dating back to the late
1960s and early 1970s when the concept
of the ‘integral museum’ was born in Latin
America and subsequently brought back to
Europe and shared with the world. In 1972
a Round Table on the role of museums in
relation to the social and economic needs of
modern-day Latin America was held in San-
tiago de Chile, bringing together museolo-
gists from Central and South America, and
representatives from UNESCO and ICOM as
well as local representatives including far-
mers. The resulting Declaration, published
by UNESCO in 1973, presents the convic-
tion that museums have the responsibility
to address the needs of their communities.
There must be a paradigm shift from a mu-
seum focused on traditional values of custo-
dianship, preservation and interpretation, to
one where the needs of the community are
located at its core.

In Europe, we seek to learn from the LAC re-
gion’s innovative approaches to community
museums developed since the 1970s inclu-
ding their territory museums, so-called ‘inte-
gral museums’, while also sharing concepts
and experiences of related European initia-
tives such as social inclusion policies, the
development of ecomuseums and territory
museums in a European context. Building
an EU-LAC knowledge area in museums
and community has the potential to impact
upon policy for future actions in social in-
clusion and sustainability in museums. In
exploring these concepts and experiences,
EU-LAC-MUSEUMS ultimately seeks to in-
form future research into regional museums
and the communities they serve.

Sustainability is a word used frequently in
today’s policy agendas and publicity, but
often ill defined. And yet, ‘sustainability’
has proven to be the single most pressing
issue for our local museums and heritage
sites. Returning to the 1972 Round Table of
Santiago, key discussions which took place
then still have resonance today: how can
museums and heritage initiatives play a role
in economic development? How can they
contribute to regeneration and development
of territories geographically isolated, or li-
ving in poverty? To answer these questions,
our research needs to function at a range
of levels — from community-level, to regional
and national policy. All of these levels are
present in the research approach taken by
the ESTEPA team from Valencia.

There are a number of novel applications
and approaches within the EU-LAC-MU-
SEUMS project destined to impact upon our
immediate consortium communities in each
region, and which are being implemented
beyond the lifespan of the project. Not least
of these initiatives are the ESTEPA team pu-
blicly-accessible innovation actions into the
themes of investment, entrepreneurship,
and sustainability. Building on years of suc-
cessful programmes in cultural heritage and
climate change, ESTEPA is producing plans
and arrangements for designing new, alte-
red, or improved products and processes
for sustainable museums including a model
of Participatory Strategic Planning (PSP)
for sustainable museums, and the Integral
Management Model (IMM), and Method of
Evaluation of Cultural Heritage (MECH) des-
cribed in these two publications. Valencia’s
research thereby works to combat ineffec-
tive management in small museums, which
are often constrained in their endeavours
by lack of funding and support, through
the efforts of ‘territory museums’. Planned
to re-energise museums through novel and
robust management systems, these sys-
tems are being recognised by the relevant
official institutions. Decision makers working



at different levels (municipal, regional and
state) continue to be the recipients of Valen-
cia’s research proposals and outputs, and
through this official recognition, in addition
to the project and academic outputs, the
dissemination of these scientific achieve-
ments is being guaranteed. These systems
have been applied locally to the Huerta de
Valencia, and the huerta de Cortes de Pa-
ll&s. Furthermore, building on these innova-
tions developed and tested in the region of
Valencia, ESTEPA is creating models and
methods capable of being applied in both
Europe and LAC. In particular, the M.E.C.H
and the design and application of the Geo-
graphic Information System, G.I.S., as an
instrument of management of cultural he-
ritage, can be applied to any territory, and
the impact of the implementation of these
models will ultimately be economic. Foste-
ring investment and entrepreneurship for
sustainable museums will affect the local
economy and GDP, making them stronger
and more competitive.

An example of this application in other te-
rritories is documented in this publication:
Evaluation of Cultural Heritage, Geographic
Information System and Territory Museum.
Tools for Sustainable Management, where
we read about their collaboration with the
EU-LAC-MUSEUMS partner the Pontifical
Catholic University of Peru. Following in-
tense discussions held in Valencia in 2018
about the Spanish and Peruvian partners’
shared research interest in water heritage
as an Intangible Cultural Heritage asset, a
number of strategic meetings, site visits and
research exchange ensued. Notably, at lo-
cal level The Valencian Water Court, the ‘Tri-
bunal de las Aguas de Valencia’, exchan-
ged with the Peruvian equivalent, the Water
Judges of Corongo, at the area of Chan
Chan, Trujillo, Peru archaeological site who-
se traditions have also been inscribed as
ICH by UNESCO. At an academic level, the
teams also collaborated in the Third Interna-
tional Conference of the World Network of

Water Museums (WAMU-NET), hosted by
the University of Valencia in 2019. At policy
level, the Valencian team involved their local
governments as in Peru through the Minister
of Culture for Trujillo. Together, in Decem-
ber 2019, the teams deployed the Valencian
methodology to document tangible and in-
tangible elements in the landscape. This
publication, therefore, includes both the
Master Plans for la Huerta de Valéncia and
the huerta de Cortes de Pallas, and a report
on the application of their methodological
system of evaluation of cultural heritage and
GIS in Peru.

The ramifications of our collective shared
research are therefore designed to have
impact on a number of levels, national, re-
gional and international, as outlined above.
Ultimately, our goal is to reinforce the point
amongst policy makers that small to me-
dium-sized regional territory museums are
not just important, but essential for fostering
peaceful and sustainable societies.

| trust that the reader will enjoy these subs-
tantial publications issuing from ESTEPA’s
EU-LAC-MUSEUMS research since 2016,
and be inspired about ways in which the-
se theories and methods can be applied to
their own territories as well.

PREFACE
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Introduction

A MODEL OF EVALUATION

OF THE CULTURAL HERITAGE
FOR LATIN AMERICA

AND EUROPE-EULAC-MUSEUMS

Cultural heritage acquires an increasingly
evident importance in societies as a con-
sequence of its multiple meanings, values
and uses. The preservation and recovery
of heritage assets require responsible and
sustainable management. However, in the
current situation, adequate cultural heritage
planning is a complex task as a consequen-
ce of the existing challenges and circum-
stances. Aspects such as socioeconomic
inequalities, mass tourism, agglomerations
or globalization entail the need to design
tasks that consider the benefit of the com-
munities. Patrimonial management destined
to the conservation and valorization is ad-
visable, but with the participation of the so-
ciety that guarantees the development and
growth of the territory based on equity and
sustainability.

In the present study, a GENERAL MODEL
OF EVALUATION OF THE CULTURAL HE-
RITAGE has been designed, from which
three methods of patrimonial evaluation are
developed that allow the valuation of the
material, immaterial and landscape cultu-
ral elements. This allows the knowledge of

the heritage value of tangible and intangible
goods and the landscapes to be evaluated
for the benefit of the community, the deci-
sion makers and / or any interested users.
The method is adaptable for different types
of elements and cultural landscapes and in
any geographical area. Its application ena-
bles a hierarchy of cultural elements and te-
rritories to be established according to their
value and patrimonial interest. This informa-
tion is relevant for the prioritization of ade-
quate and coherent actions and strategies
aimed at their protection, management, and
valuation.

The proposed methodologies are confi-
gured as effective instruments of cultural
asset management and decision-making.
They have the potential to become systems
recognized and widely used by the admi-
nistrations for heritage management and
planning. Institutionalization is essential for
its implementation as useful tools for the
valuation and management of heritage. We
consider it is important to develop homoge-
neous, standardized and consensus- based
methods.

The evaluation designed is a quantitati-
ve multi-criteria type. The data are based
on objective and sometimes measurable
parameters, although a certain degree of



subjectivity is inevitable. It is not possible,
or even convenient, to suppress subjecti-
vity completely; but it is desirable to achie-
ve control of it and use criteria that are as
objective as possible, in order to establish
transparent and reproducible methods. The
development of systematic procedures and
the adequate definition of the indicators will
allow a reduction of the subjectivity inherent
to any evaluation method. The systems aim
to cover the complexity of the cultural heri-
tage and its landscapes, but with an appli-
cation that is both practical and simple to
use. Their values used consider factors that
are specific to the heritage and to exoge-
nous criteria. In addition, they contemplate
the incorporation of complementary actions
based on the participation of the communi-
ty and other social agents. It is desirable,
indeed essential, to involve the local popu-
lation and other actors of the territory in the
identification and assessment of their own
heritage - cultural manifestations, nature
and landscapes.

In short, the proposed patrimonial evaluation
methodologies have been designed with the
purpose of being used as tools to undertake
the tasks inherent to the treatment of cultural
heritage:

1. Research: cataloguing and inventories

2. Conservation

3. Dissemination and disclosure

INTRODUCTION

4. Restitution and enhancement for any te-
rritory within the scope of influence of the
EULAC-MUSEUMS project.

In this sense, it has been present from the
first phase of the design of the GENERAL
MODEL OF EVALUATION OF THE CULTU-
RAL HERITAGE, the singularities of the La-
tin American cultural heritage compared to
the European, as well as some experiences
that in the matter of heritage assessment
has been addressed in its museums and re-
search centres. In particular, attention has
been paid to:

e The unique characteristics of the Latin
American cultural heritage, based on bi-
bliography and documents generated by
the Chilean and Peruvian partners of the
EULAC-MUSEUMS project.

e The consultation of several methodologies
that have originated in countries of South
America and the Caribbean (LAC), focu-
sed on elements of their cultural heritage.

e The revision and subsequent validation of
the GENERAL MODEL OF EVALUATION
OF THE CULTURAL HERITAGE, by the
Scottish, Chilean and Peruvian partners,
and the technical staff of the EULAC-
MUSEUMS project.
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Historical evolution of the concept
and values of the Heritage

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The notion of cultural heritage is an open
concept in constant re-elaboration. It is not
an immutable essence since its definition
depends on the social, ideological and in-
tellectual valuations of each moment, as
well as on the relationships maintained with
memory and history (GONZALEZ-VARAS,
2015). Each historical time and context has
established preferences based on the dyna-
mism of societies. The concept of heritage
has been built over the centuries through a
changing process of value assignment. The
meaning of heritage has improved through
time, which has made it possible to define
the current concept of cultural heritage.

In origin, patrimony was the property of an
individual or family. Its etymology is related
to the property of the goods received from
the ancestors. In Antiquity patrimony was
constituted by a collection of riches and an-
tiquities of extraordinary material value. Sub-
sequently, aspects related to aesthetics and
the historical value of goods were conside-
red. These notions of heritage have evolved
and nowadays heritage is not only constitu-
ted by monuments or ancient elements, with
or without artistic value, but by something
that refers to our identity (GARCIA, 2012).
The development of the concept throughout
history has been related to the idea of social
construction. It is a collective and commu-
nal property, it is the common heritage of a
culture. Consequently, the idea of heritage
has evolved from a particularist approach
related to private and individual property

towards a diffusion of goods as elements of
collective identity (LLULL, 2005). In this sen-
se, the recognition of cultural assets by the
community is fundamental, since it's local
people who consider, identify and assign
those values and meanings.

In the 20th century, the concept of Heritage
encompasses different and varied goods.
The UNESCO World Conference held in
Mexico in 1982 included in its definition of
cultural heritage the set of tangible and in-
tangible property that defines a town: “The
Cultural Heritage of a people includes the
works of its artists, architects, musicians,
writers and wise men, as well as the anon-
ymous creations, arisen from the popular
soul, and the set of values that give mea-
ning to life, that is, the material and non-ma-
terial works that express the creativity of this
fown; language, rituals, beliefs, historical
places and monuments, literature, works
of art and archives and libraries”. The con-
cept of cultural property has been broade-
ned and not only considers monuments and
historical-artistic works but also intangible,
documentary, and bibliographic, heritages
that are valuable to represent the activity of
human beings.

Likewise, the Council of Europe Framework
Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage
for Society (Faro Convention), promulgated
in 2005, offers a comprehensive definition of
cultural heritage and includes a novel inter-
pretation of the term “patrimonial communi-

ties”: “a) cultural heritage is understood as
a a group of resources inherited from the



past which people identify, independently
of ownership, as a reflection and expression
of their constantly evolving values, beliefs,
knowledge and traditions. It includes all
aspects of the environment resulting from
the interaction between people and places
through time; b) a heritage community con-
sists of people who value specific aspects
of cultural heritage which they wish, within
the framework of public action, to sustain
and transmit to future generations”. In this
sense, the “patrimonial communities” are
constituted not only by experts and holders
of a cultural heritage, but also by those in-
dividuals who, without being united by lan-
guage, ethnic origin or a shared past, join
a certain cultural heritage (CANTON, 2014).

In the following paragraphs an analysis of
the evolution of the meaning and values of
cultural heritage from the first civilizations to
the present is made. Reference is made to
the main regulations and international orga-
nizations related to the protection of herita-
ge, as well as other references of interest. In
this study, we approach the development of
the concept of heritage and the main events
linked both in Europe and Latin America,
which will allow us to analyze the most signi-
ficant values and meanings linked to cultu-
ral heritage in both contexts.

Consequently, the study carried out of the
evolution of the concept of Heritage throu-
ghout history, details the valuation, use and
function assigned to the elements and cultu-
ral manifestations in different periods, which
makes possible the understanding of the cu-

rrent implications of Cultural Heritage . The
laws and international organizations desti-
ned to the protection of heritage assets are
also analyzed. It is fundamental to know and
appreciate the temporal and cultural evolu-
tion of the values considered in the different
historical stages, as well as the institutions
and measures related to safeguarding he-
ritage. Reflection on this progression has
made it possible to differentiate those quali-
ties and significant values by their anthropo-
logical relevance, as well as the understan-
ding of the criteria used in each period and
society to value cultural assets. In this sen-
se, the analysis of the constant redefinition
of the concept of Heritage and its current
meaning and values has been necessary
to design the structure and indicators of the
Cultural Heritage assessment method.

2.2 FROM THE FIRST
CIVILIZATIONS
TO THE NINETEENTH CENTURY

The origins of the history of the Heritage are
related to the religious and funeral architectu-
re in the Antiquity. Certain goods, fundamen-
tally associated with the religious sphere,
were appreciated by the inhabitants and en-
joyed measures aimed at their conservation.
These tangible objects possessed important
material, artistic and religious values, and
were guarded in temples or other enclosu-
res. In Mesopotamia and in Ancient Persia,
monarchs kept documents and other objects
of significant educational, historical or politi-
cal value in libraries (JOKILEHTO, 2016).
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At this stage, the collection of paintings,
sculptures or precious objects acquired in
the market or coming from spoils and plun-
dering stands out. The concept of heritage
is therefore associated with the collection of
wealth with a material value, ancient, beautiful
or unique, such as jewellery, precious metals,
and works of art or other treasures. Econo-
mic and monetary values are equally rele-
vant. These objects were used to extract their
most valuable components, they were also
marketed, reused or moved to the temples
or palaces. lts storage by the most power-
ful people entailed limited accessibility and
only some objects had a greater projection
(LLULL, 2005). In Greco-Roman antiquity,
the patricians were interested in works of art
and also adorned public roads, forums, and
representative buildings. The Romans conti-
nued the tradition of the Hellenistic period to
protect the architectures and the pieces they
have inherited (GARCIA, SOTO, MARTINEZ,
2017), and accumulated, copied and traffic-
ked with the works from their conquests.

In short, the concept of heritage conser-
vation in the classical world is linked to the
preservation of assets of significant beauty,
singularity or material value, with the aim of
promoting admiration or as a sign of power,
luxury, and prestige. However, it was about
perpetuating the message, not about safe-
guarding the element or matter.

In the European Middle Ages, there is a
combination between the Greco-Roman
world and Christianity. Antiquity was a cul-
tural reference at this stage and constituted
a model for architecture and other artistic
subjects. In the High Middle Ages, characte-
rized by convulsion and devastation, actions
linked to protection or patrimonial creation
are not relevant. However, temples were
preserved and their materials were used,
and there was even a kind of legal protec-

tion for some ancient monuments, such as
triumphal arches or commemorative colum-
ns in Rome (JOKILEHTO, 2016). The Church
was one of the largest managers in the cus-
tody and protection of ancient objects, so it
was a prominent collector of heritage at this
stage. It kept assets of significant symbolic
and material value, such as Visigothic gold-
work, jewelry, ornaments, incrustations, mi-
niatures, etc. In addition, this collection also
entailed the custody of objects of all kinds,
including pagans, as relics or exotic pieces,
a fact that spread among the highest clas-
ses of society.

In the Late Middle Ages, numerous monu-
ments and temples were built and pilgrims
visited them to venerate the objects and
relics they guarded. The Crusades to the
Holy Places entailed the exchange of artistic
influences and pieces. This property propi-
tiated the construction of religious architec-
tures that had to welcome the numerous vi-
sitors who wished to pay homage (GARCIA,
SOTO, MARTINEZ, 2017). The goods are sa-
feguarded while they maintain their function
or are guarded by religious architectures.

According to Ma P. Garcia (2012) in her
publication and following Frangoise Choay
(2007), for a building to acquire the concept
of historical monument, it is necessary to
understand it as a witness of the past, that
is, as a key piece to understand historical
moments. This awareness has its origin in
Rome in the fifteenth century, when Pope
Martin V decided to establish the papal seat
in this city in order to recover its imperial
past. However, this monument concept can
be traced back to older civilizations such
as the Egyptian one, with the presence of
obelisks dedicated to their divinities. Even
in Latin America, there were natural areas
and representations of the gods that the
Indians considered monumental, mainly in



the Mesoamerican and Andean civilizations
(MORENO, 2016).

The Renaissance was a fundamental period
in the process of valuation of the Patrimony.
There is an awareness of the temporal dis-
tance that separates Antiquity from the Mo-
dern Age, and the classical monuments and
ruins acquire the value of testimonies. The
humanists of the Quattrocento took the ar-
chitectures and works of the ancient time as
inspiration, while the Middle Ages are con-
sidered a time interval that is sought to rele-
gate and reject, particularly in ltaly. Howe-
ver, in the Nordic countries, the resources of
the Middle Ages were protected and inves-
tigated, since they constituted their ancient
elements. The concept of heritage acquires
a new meaning in this stage, with the recog-
nition of artistic and historical values (JOKI-
LEHTO, 2016), but also its remembrance
and documentary characteristics.

Greco-Roman vestiges were considered the
most significant artistic expressions and for-
med the idea of beauty in the Renaissance,
so the artistic creations developed in this
period were imitated and taken as an exam-
ple. Meetings and gatherings were held
by humanists, known as Academies since
the 15th century. These institutions exalted
classical culture and acquired a normative
character that extended to cultural goods,
so they were fundamental for the protection,
analysis, inventory, and dissemination of the
monuments of antiquity (LLULL, 2005).

Renaissance collecting specializes from the
artistic point of view. The patrons admire
the Roman model and create collections.
Paintings and sculptures are acquired. The
monarchs and the aristocracy formed ar-
tistic collections to show their culture and
their desire to protect and restore the works
and monuments. In this period the conser-

vation of the Heritage begins consciously
and voluntarily, in order to preserve and
accumulate it. The goods to be conserved
vary according to the historical period and
respond to a subjective selection based on
the aesthetic and artistic aspect (GARCIA,
SOTO, MARTINEZ, 2017). The idea of pro-
tection is extended to different objects and
testimonies.

According to most authors, the modern
sense of heritage has its origin in the
Enlightenment. In this stage, the concept
of culture and the awareness of the existen-
ce of a past are born. Also in the eighteenth
century historical sciences arose, archeolo-
gy and interest in the landscape, culmina-
ting in Romanticism. The modern restoration
and its national schools and tendencies
were born (GARCIA, 2012).

The French Revolution was a turning point
in the concept and valuation of the Herita-
ge. The most relevant event is linked to the
change of ownership of the assets. In this
period there is a destruction of the past, mo-
numents, and urban plots since their pos-
session is associated with the privileged
estates. However, at this stage appeared
the first public decrees dedicated to the
institutional protection of heritage (GON-
ZALEZ-VARAS, 2015). Cultural goods were
considered a common and public good, so
the need to protect them for the benefit of
the general interest is felt. They were percei-
ved as valuable elements for the communi-
ty or the nation, and conservationist move-
ments emerge. The range of values in this
context includes its transcendence for the
history of the nation, the arts and aesthetics
or its economic and pedagogical value.

In the Latin American area, a law and bill
arise during the first period of Benito Juarez
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in Mexico. This is the Law of Nationalization
of Ecclesiastical Assets of 1859, and the bill
designed to conserve the patrimony of the
country of 1865 (MORENO, 2016).

As a reaction to the patrimonial destruction
of this period and with the aim of promoting
the safeguarding of cultural goods, the ins-
titutionalization of museums took place. In
this sense, the National Museums of Art and
History are built, and private collections and
libraries are open to the public. They consti-
tute spaces that guard and exhibit heritage,
but also make up pedagogical places. In
Europe, there are, for example, the natio-
nal museums of the Louvre in 1793 (the first
European national museum) and the British
Museum, or the Prado Museum in Madrid,
founded in 1819. In Latin America, the Mu-
seum of Natural History (1790) or the Na-
tional Museum in Mexico (1825), Colombia
(1823) and Guatemala (1829) were opened.

The formation of new national states requi-
red the preparation of the national heritage
catalogue. The monuments and national
museums were configured as the domi-
nant institutions of cultural heritage. In the
nineteenth century, there is also the des-
truction of heritage linked to industrializa-
tion and other events such as confiscations
in Spain. However, in this period there is a
widespread growth of national museums,
the concept of art is extended and the me-
dieval heritage is valued. The concept of
heritage was concentrated in the historical
monument, an object of extraordinary sym-
bolic value and identity. The monuments are
perceived as a common and collective in-
heritance and become the identity goods of
the peoples. The Board of Antiquities of the
Government of New Spain was created in
1808, while in 1830 the first commission of
historical monuments was created in Paris.

2.3 THE CONCEPT AND VALUES
OF THE HERITAGE
IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY.
THE CREATION OF UNESCO

As we have analysed in the previous sec-
tion, the concept of the historical monument
was consolidated during the 19th century. In
1908, the essay The Modern Cult of Monu-
ments is published. Characters and origin,
by Austrian art historian Alois Riegl. The
importance of this work lies in the conside-
ration of the monument as a sum of values,
divided into two categories: remembrance
values and values of contemporaneity. The
first considers the monument as an object
belonging to a past period. These include
the value of antiquity, the historical value,
and the intentional recall value. The values
of contemporaneity are related to the role
of the monument at the present time. They
consider the value of use or instrumental
and artistic value, which distinguishes be-
tween the value of novelty and the relative
artistic value.

In Europe and Latin America, lists and laws
were prepared for the conservation of mo-
numents. In France, the Monuments Act of
1913 stands out. In the Latin American con-
text, according to Moreno (2016), the Law
on the Preservation of Historical, Artistic
and Natural Beauties Monuments in Mexico
(1914), the Law of National Monuments in
Colombia, is promulgated (1918), the Law
of National Monuments in Bolivia (1927), or
the Law of Protection of the National Histo-
rical and Artistic Heritage in Brazil (1937).
Also, in 1923, the Fifth Convention of the Pan
American Union was held in Santiago, Chi-
le. The most significant aspect is associated
with the creation of institutes that look after
national monuments. Institutions dedicated
to this task were created in different coun-



tries of South America at this time (the Se-
cretaria do Patriménio Histérico e Artistico
in Brasil in 1937, the Office of the Historian
of Havana in 1938, the National Institute of
Anthropology and History in Mexico in 1939,
etc.). Similar events occurred in Europe (Di-
reccao Geral dos Edificios e Monumentos
Nacionais in Portugal in 1929).

The most outstanding event that took place
in the 20th century in patrimonial matters,
mainly after the First World War, is the
awareness of heritage from a supranatio-
nal point of view. Its conservation and the
recognition of its values were reflected in
the international scope and cease to be a
particular issue of the states. Progress was
made in legislation and safeguarding instru-
ments and different issues were debated in
international forums.

After the First World War, various internatio-
nal institutions linked to culture and heritage
were created. The League of Nations - the
predecessor of the current United Nations
organization- was born in 1919 with the
purpose of guaranteeing the territorial and
political independence of nations. This ins-
titution organized the International Commis-
sion of Intellectual Cooperation with the aim
of promoting cultural relations between the
states. It was joined with the Institute of In-
tellectual Cooperation and the International
Office of Museums. This last organization
convened the First International Conferen-
ce of Experts on the Conservation of Mo-
numents of Art and History, held in Athens
in 1931. The most outstanding result of
this event was the drafting of the so-called
Athens Charter (1931). It is the first inter-
national document on heritage, referred pri-
marily to its conservation and restoration in
Europe. Although the Athens Charter did not
use the term cultural heritage, it does men-
tion its cultural value and the supranational

common interest. From this first document,
the successive conventions, letters, and re-
commendations elaborated by international
organizations and institutions were inspired.

After the Second World War, a greater
awareness of the values of heritage is ac-
quired and this is reflected in the creation of
various international organizations. On June
26, 1945, the Charter of San Francisco of
the United Nations was issued and ratified
on October 24 of that year in what constitu-
tes its founding act. Between November 1
and 16, 1945, a United Nations Conference
was held in London, with the aim of forming
an educational and cultural organization
within it, aimed at establishing the “intellec-
tual and moral solidarity of humanity”. In
1946 the Constitution of the United Nations
Organization for Education, Science, and
Culture (UNESCO) became effective, ba-
sed in Paris, and was ratified by 20 states,
of which only 3 were Latin American: Bra-
zil, Mexico and the Dominican Republic. At
present (July 2018) it has 195 members and
11 associate members. Its distribution in
the UNESCO regions is: Africa 26,2%, Asia
23,8%, Europe 20,9%, Latin America and
the Caribbean 19,4%, Oceania 8,7% and
North America the remaining 1%. (Data cal-
culated from http://www.unesco.org/new/
en/member-states/countries/ -UNESCO-).

UNESCO generates texts with different legal
status. The Conventions and Treaties are
binding and therefore are mandatory for the
States that ratify them, the Letters, Recom-
mendations or Resolutions contain voluntary
guidelines and constitute a frame of referen-
ce, while the Declarations have an ethical or
moral commitment.

The first Convention prepared by UNESCO
in patrimonial matters was the Convention
for the Protection of Cultural Property in
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the Event of Armed Conflict, of 1954, and
known as the Hague Convention. It constitu-
tes the first international agreement focused
exclusively on the protection of the Cultural
Heritage. It emerged with the purpose of not
repeating the destruction and loss of heri-
tage produced by the Second World War.
Among his contributions, a new way of un-
derstanding heritage stands out, in which re-
ference is made to the culture of the peoples
and where it is relevant to study the historical
context in which it was created. In this sen-
se, the text indicates ‘“the damage caused
to cultural property belonging to any people
is a detriment to the cultural heritage of all
humanity” and “the conservation of cultural
heritage is of great importance to all the peo-
ples of the world and that this patrimony has
an international protection”. In addition, the
Hague Convention is the first international
document in which the concept of the cultu-
ral property appears and its patrimonial pro-
tection is considered the humanitarian law.

The notion of cultural goods included in the
Hague Convention has been expanded and
nuanced, with the incorporation of new typo-
logies and categories in the last 50 years.
The first step in this evolution was made in
Italy a decade later, with the Franceschini
Commission, in which the idea of natural
goods appears, and the documentary value
and cultural asset of the historic centres of
the cities, so that the idea of the isolated mo-
nument is overcome (GARCIA, 2012).

In 1964 the International Charter for the
Conservation and Restoration of Monu-
ments and Historic-Artistic Ensembles was
drawn up, known as the Venice Charter.
This document synthesizes the conclusions
of the Il International Congress of Technical
Architects of Historical Monuments, where
the International Council of Monuments and
Sites (ICOMOS) was founded. This Charter

continues in force and stands out because
it determines that the goods do not present
only historical and artistic values, but also
cultural ones. It broadens the concept of a
monument, where not only the isolated ele-
ment is recognized, but it also includes the
urban landscape and the cultural itineraries,
that is, its surroundings and territory.

The next relevant UNESCO convention rela-
ted to heritage was the Convention on Me-
asures to be Adopted to Ban and Prevent
the Importation, Exportation, and Transfer
of lllicit Property of Cultural Property, sig-
ned in Paris in 1970. Its objectives include
the curb on illicit trafficking in cultural proper-
ty, the promotion of international cooperation
to protect heritage and the establishment of
measures against illegal transfer or export.

The Convention on the Protection of the
World Cultural and Natural Heritage, sig-
ned in Paris in 1972, is the most relevant
UNESCO treaty, at least in terms of its im-
pact and recognition by society. This docu-
ment arises in a context in which it is no-
ted that the cultural and natural heritage is
increasingly threatened and where there is
growing international awareness. The text
reaffirms the principle that the deterioration
or disappearance of a patrimonial good
constitutes a disastrous impoverishment of
the patrimony of all the peoples of the world
and that its loss affects all Humanity. Under
this convention, a tool is proposed for the
identification and protection of heritage as-
sets that have an exceptional interest, with
the aim of remaining as elements of the
world heritage. One of its novelties was the
attention to both cultural and natural herita-
ge. In this sense, the text states what is to be
considered cultural heritage (Article 1):

“Monuments: architectural works, sculptures
or monumental paintings, elements or struc-



tures of an archaeological nature, inscrip-
tions, caves and groups of elements, which
have an exceptional universal value from the
point of view of history, art or science,

Sets: groups of constructions, isolated or
assembled, whose architecture, unity and
integration in the landscape give them an
exceptional universal value from the point of
view of history, art or science,

Places: works of man or joint works of man
and nature as well as the areas including
the archaeological sites that have an ex-
ceptional universal value from the historical,
aesthetic, ethnological or anthropological
point of view”.

Consider natural heritage (Article 2):

“Natural monuments constituted by physi-
cal and biological formations or by groups
of these formations that have an exceptional
universal value from an aesthetic or scienti-
fic point of view,

The geological and physiographic forma-
tions and the strictly delimited zones that
constitute the habitat of threatened animal
and vegetal species, which have an excep-
tional universal value from the aesthetic or
scientific point of view,

The natural places or the strictly delimited
natural areas, which have an exceptional
universal value from the point of view of
science, conservation or natural beauty”.

The assets that respond partially or totally to
the definitions of cultural heritage and natu-
ral heritage that appear in Articles 1 and 2
of the Convention will be considered “mixed
cultural and natural heritage”.

As stated in Article 8 of the Convention, an In-
tergovernmental Committee for the Protection
of Cultural and Natural Heritage of Exceptio-
nal Universal Value was created, known as

“the World Heritage Committee”, composed
of 21 Member States elected by the Gene-
ral Assembly of Member States for a specific
period. One of the functions of the Committee
is the realization of the World Heritage List.
As indicated in Article 11, each of the States
Parties shall submit to the Committee an in-
ventory of the assets located in its territory
and fit for inclusion in the list. The inventories
are based on criteria that determine the Outs-
tanding Universal Value, and that is reviewed
and updated by this body and collected
by the Practical Guidelines. In addition, the
Committee also draws up a List of Endange-
red World Heritage, “a list of assets listed in
the World Heritage List, whose protection re-
quires extensive conservation work for which
assistance has been requested under this
Convention”.

Currently, the Convention is signed by 193
countries. The World Heritage List is made
up of 1.170 goods, of which 890 are cultural,
240 natural and 40 mixed. The inclusion of
the concept of cultural landscape as a new
category of cultural assets was carried out
in 1992.

In table 2.1. the distribution of the goods
included in the World Heritage List accor-
ding to their type and region of UNESCO is
shown. As seen, approximately half of the
goods are located in the Europe and North
America region. There is a greater presence
of elements linked to the cultural tradition of
the Christian West and a survival of the mo-
numental concept. Given these imbalances,
the so-called Global Strategy was carried
out in 1994 in order to create a more balan-
ced list that includes a greater diversity of
goods. The proposals from regions and ca-
tegories that are not sufficiently represented
are prioritized.
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TABLE 2.1. Distribution of the goods included in the World Heritage List according

to their type and region of UNESCO.

Regions Cultural
Europe and North America 473
Asia and the Pacific 185

Latin America and the Caribean 103

Africa 53
Arab states 76
TOTAL 890
% 76,1

Source: own elaboration (https.//whc.unesco.org/es/list/).

The Recommendation on the Safeguar-
ding and Conservation of Moving Ima-
ges, agreed at the Belgrade Convention in
1980, and the Recommendation on the
Safeguarding of Traditional and Popular
Culture in 1989, completed the concept of
cultural property with the consideration of te-
chnologies, the new artistic means and other
immaterial testimonies (GARCIA, 2012).

Following Moreno (2016), different conflicts
developed in Latin America during the 20th
century that fostered a concept of common
identity of the continent, despite having diffe-
rent customs and cultures. In this sense, the
Quito Rules of 1967 stand out. They make a
cultural claim for a Latin American identity, in
the same way that it is collected in different
publications of the second half of the 20th
century. In 1972, the Latin American Regio-
nal Centre for Studies for the Conservation
and Restoration of Cultural Assets was crea-
ted in Mexico. Consequently, during the last
decades of the last century and as mentio-
ned by the aforementioned author, there is a
cultural demand for a Latin American identity
that extends to the cultural heritage.

During the twentieth century, several inter-
national organizations linked to UNESCO
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Natural Mixed Total %
84 12 569 48,6
67 12 264 22,6
39 7 149 12,7
44 6 103 8,8

6 3 85 7,3
240 40 1.170 100,0
20,5 3,4 100

related to cultural heritage were created.
Among the most significant are, in chronolo-
gical order of foundation:

ICOM: International Council of Museums. It
was founded in 1946 and is heir to the In-
ternational Office of Museums of the League
of Nations, the predecessor of the UN. It
was founded on the initiative of Chauncey J.
Hamlim in Paris, director of the Science Mu-
seum of Buffalo, who became the first pre-
sident of the organization. The first General
Assembly was in Mexico. ICOM represents
the global museum community as a whole
and is committed to ensuring the preserva-
tion and transmission of cultural assets.

IUCN: International Union for the Conserva-
tion of Nature. It was created in 1948 and
constitutes the most extensive and diverse
environmental network in the world. It is the
world authority in terms of natural resources
and their status, as well as measures for their
protection. Advises the Committee in the se-
lection of natural heritage sites.

ICCROM: It is the International Centre for
the Conservation and Restoration of Mu-
seum Obijects. It was created by UNESCO
in 1959, based in Rome. It is an intergovern-



mental organization aimed at promoting the
conservation of all forms of cultural heritage.
For this purpose, it studies and promotes
the conservation of heritage, and provides
training tools to strengthen the professional
community.

ICOMOS: International Council of Monu-
ments and Sites. It was founded in 1965 in
Poland after the preparation of the so-called
Venice Charter of 1964. Its purpose is to pro-
mote the theory, methodology, and techno-
logy applied to the conservation, protection,
enhancement and appreciation of monu-
ments, sets and sites.

OCPM: It is the Organization of World He-
ritage Cities, based in Quebec, Canada. It
was created in 1993 at an International Co-
lloguium of World Heritage Cities, held in the
Moroccan city of Fez. It gathers the cities
that have in their territory a site inscribed
by UNESCO in the World Heritage List. Its
objectives are to contribute to the implemen-
tation of the World Heritage Convention and
facilitate the exchange of knowledge for the
protection of monuments and sites.

2.4 HERITAGE IN THE TWENTY-FIRST
CENTURY: NEW APPROACHES

During the 21st century, the concept of cul-
tural heritage continues its expansion and
focuses on the protection and conservation
of expressions scarcely considered until
now, as well as on the safeguarding of intan-
gible assets. Next, we comment on the three
conventions developed at the beginning of
this century.

The Convention on the Protection of the
Underwater Cultural Heritage was signed
in Paris in 2001. Its objective is to guarantee

and improve the protection of underwater
heritage. According to the UNESCO web-
site, this Convention establishes essential
principles for the protection of the Underwa-
ter Cultural Heritage and provides for a sys-
tem of cooperation and standards for the
treatment and research of this Heritage. Its
principles are the obligation to preserve the
said heritage, in situ preservation as a prio-
rity option, non-commercial exploitation and
the cooperation and exchange of informa-
tion associated by the States Parties. This
convention is relevant for the Caribbean sin-
ce a significant proportion of the 3 million
wrecks that are undiscovered are located in
its waters (UNESCO, 2004).

In 20083, the Convention for the Safeguar-
ding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage,
was presented in Paris, with a significant so-
cial impact. With its elaboration, it shows the
need to recognize, on the part of the interna-
tional community, the importance of intangi-
ble expressions and cultural manifestations
that until that moment did not have a legal
framework of protection. In its text, it points
out the existence of other preceding docu-
ments, such as the UNESCO Recommenda-
tion on the safeguarding of traditional and
popular culture of 1989, the Universal De-
claration of UNESCO on Cultural Diversity of
2001, and the Istanbul Declaration of 2002.
The purposes of this document are the safe-
guarding of intangible cultural heritage; the
respect of this typology of the communities,
groups, and individuals concerned; raising
awareness at the local, national and inter-
national level of the importance of the intan-
gible cultural heritage and of its reciprocal
recognition; and international cooperation
and assistance.

In its Article 2, it defines intangible cultural
heritage as “the uses, representations, ex-
pressions, knowledge, and techniques - to-
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gether with the instruments, objects, arte-
facts and cultural spaces that are inherent
fo them - that communities, groups and in
some cases individuals recognize as an
integral part of their cultural heritage. This
intangible cultural heritage, which is trans-
mitted from generation to generation, is
constantly recreated by communities and
groups according to their environment, their
interaction with nature and their history, ins-
tilling a sense of identity and continuity and
thus contributing to promote respect of cul-
tural diversity and human creativity “(...)" It
manifests itself in particular in the following
areas: a) oral traditions and expressions,
including language as a vehicle of intan-
gible cultural heritage; b) performing arts;
c) social uses, rituals, and festive acts; d)
knowledge and uses related to nature and
the universe; e) traditional craft techniques.”

In its Article 5, the Convention establishes
the formation of an Intergovernmental Com-
mittee composed of representatives of 18
States Parties. It draws up different lists:
“Representative List of the Intangible Cultu-
ral Heritage of Humanity”, “List of Intangible
Cultural Heritage that requires urgent sa-

feguard measures”, and “Register of good
safeguarding practices”. At present, there
are 470 goods registered in these lists, of
which 399 belong to the first of them, 52 to
the second and 19 to the third. As can be
seenintable 2.2., the distribution by regions
does not show an imbalance as marked
as it existed with the material cultural heri-
tage (Table 2.1.), so that regions far from
the Western tradition also have a prominent
presence. There are 412 goods registered
in the Representative List of the Intangible
Cultural Heritage of Humanity (and not 399),
and therefore, 483 are the total goods. This
is because there are 7 assets that are loca-
ted in more than one region and therefore
are accounted for more than once. They are
the following:

e “Hidrellez’, a celebration of spring”:
Groups | and II.

e “The art of making and playing
the kamanché or kamancha, a stringed
musical instrument”: Grupos Il 'y IV.

e “Falconry, a living human heritage”:
Grupos I, II, IV, V(b).

e “The Mediterranean diet”:
Grupos |, II, V(b).

TABLE 2.2. Distribution of intangible assets distributed according to the list

in which they are integrated and UNESCO region.

Representative

Regions list
Group . Western Europe and others 73
Group Il. Eastern Europe 78

Group lll. Latin America and the Caribean 56

Group IV. Asia and the Pacific 140
Group V(a). Africa 34
Group V(b). Arab states 31
TOTAL 412
% 85,3

Source: own elaboration (hitps.//ich.unesco.org/es/listas).
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Urgent Safeguard good
safeguard list practices
4 7 84 17,4
6 6 90 18,6
6 4 66 13,7
21 2 163 33,7
11 - 45 9,3
4 - 35 7,2
52 19 483 100
10,8 3,9 100



e “The cultural tradition of making and sha-
ring the flatbread called ‘lavash, katyrma,
jupka or yufka’. Grupos I, 11, IV.

* “‘Knowledge and practices linked to the
imzad of the Tuareg communities
of Algeria, Mali and Niger”: Grupos
V(a) y V(b).

e ‘Nawruz, Novruz, Nowruz, Nowruz,
Nawruz, Nauryz, Nuruz, Nowruz, Navruz,
Nowruz, Nevruz and Navruz (New Year’s
Day)”. Grupos I, 11, IV, V(b).

Finally, there is the Convention on the Pro-
tection and Promotion of the Diversity of
Cultural Expressions, of the year 2005,
which recognizes the double nature (cultu-
ral and economic) of contemporary cultural
expressions, made by professionals of cul-
ture and artists. Its objective is the protec-
tion and promotion of the diversity of cultural
expressions.

2.5 CHARACTERISTICS
AND SINGULARITIES
OF LATIN AMERICAN HERITAGE

Based on various readings made in the field
of heritage in the Latin American area, a list
of particularities of this territorial area has
been prepared. Our work has also conside-
red the Diagnosis of the Cultural Heritage of
the Los Rios Region, provided by the Chi-
lean partner and prepared by the Univer-
sidad Austral de Chile (2010). The realities
and singularities detected from the biblio-
graphic analysis and the documents gene-
rated by partners of the EULAC- MUSEUMS
project are incorporated into the definition
and explanation of the different indicators
that structure the Cultural Heritage assess-
ment models. These include:

A. UNESCO'’s Latin America and the Carib-
bean region is not sufficiently represented in
the World Heritage List, either due to lack of
interest or will, or due to political or technical
issues. However, it has an outstanding and
valuable heritage, with a wide diversity, a re-
levant natural value, and historical singulari-
ties, although relatively little recognized (PE-
REZ and FERNANDEZ, 2015). It represents
12.7% of the material goods registered and
13.7% of the intangibles worldwide, with a
significant concentration in the countries of
Argentina, Mexico and Peru.

B. There is an awareness of Latin American
cultural identity. The heritage of Latin Ame-
rica presents different cultural heritages,
such as the pre-Columbian, the European
colonial, the Creole or mestizo as well as the
contributions of immigrants from different
countries. The cultural assets of this territory
have close ties, although each region shows
differences. This diversity strengthens its
authenticity and constitutes Latin American
cultural identity, the result of transculturation
(DIAZ, 2010).

C. Latin American indigenous populations
have important intangible and living cultu-
ral patrimonies, with remarkable historical
roots. Numerous villages are in danger of
extinction, so it is necessary to apply me-
chanisms designed to protect and revitalize
this heritage and its traditions and beliefs
(LEAL, 2008). In this sense, the UN Decla-
ration on the Rights of Indigenous People
(UNITED NATIONS, 2007), in its article 31.1,
states: “Indigenous peoples have the right
to maintain, control, protect and develop
their cultural heritage, traditional knowledge
and traditional cultural expressions, as well
as the manifestations of their sciences, te-
chnologies and cultures, including human
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and genetic resources, seeds, medicines,
knowledge of the properties of fauna and
flora, oral traditions, literatures, designs,
sports and traditional games and visual and
performing arts. They also have the right to
maintain, control and develop their intellec-
tual property over such cultural heritage,
traditional knowledge, and traditional cultu-
ral expressions”.

D. The Latin American indigenous commu-
nities make efforts and complaints aimed at
modifying existing legislation. Their objecti-
ves are to obtain the ownership of the lands
they traditionally occupy, legal recognition,
improve their living conditions, recover their
sacred sites, return human remains of their
ancestors, and dispose of the goods clai-
med as their own (WILLIAMS, 2014). In this
sense, the creation of community museums
is promoted, as are the recovery of heritage
and the safeguarding of heritage in its origi-
nal location. As C. Kreps states: “The work
being done today in museums with source
communities is clear evidence of how mu-
seums are key sites for the promotion and
safeguarding of intangible cultural herita-
ge”(KREPS, 2008).

E. The active presence of the communi-
ty in the identification and conservation of
cultural assets is considered fundamental.
Heritage is defined by its inhabitants, so
the management of cultural elements must
have a direct participation of the community
in which it is located (CARABALLO, 2008).
It is advisable to strengthen the participa-
tion of local and indigenous populations in
asset management. However, at various ti-
mes in Latin American history, state agents
and academics have managed the heritage
without contemplating community participa-
tion (WILLIAMS, 2014). It emphasizes the
importance of the patrimonial good as an

element that generates local identity (MO-
RENO, 2016) since it is a society that assig-
ns patrimonial character.

F. In public centres and cities in Latin Ame-
rica, public space is essential. They are
dynamic, heterogeneous and they change
places, with significant participation and so-
cial activity. It is essential to allocate goods
and cultural spaces to social uses, where
changes are necessary to improve the lives
of its inhabitants and not convert them into
static museums (GUTIERREZ, 2014).

G. In Latin America, but also in other world
regions, the declaration of various urban
areas as world cultural heritage has led
to the gentrification of some of its historic
centres. There have been social problems
linked to the increase in poverty, inequality,
real estate speculation, the expulsion of its
traditional inhabitants or the threat to intan-
gible heritage manifestations (LUQUE and
SMITH, 2007; GUERRERO, 2012). However,
there are positive experiences where the in-
crease in tourism has led to the revitalization
of historic centres.

H. The region of Latin America and the Ca-
ribbean has an outstanding wealth of intan-
gible cultural manifestations. The countries
are characterized as great defenders of
this heritage typology and are fully aware
of the need to safeguard it. This region of
UNESCO is made up of 40 states, of which
32 have ratified the Convention for the Safe-
guarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage.
In this sense, for example, Latin America is
one of the world’s regions with the greatest
wealth of primitive dances, with the subsis-
tence of numerous pre-Columbian dances.
In the Caribbean, mythology stands out,
with one of the most original of the continent
(DIAZ, 2010).



I. According to the guidelines for the crea-
tion of national systems of “Living Human
Treasures” of UNESCO (1994), Living Hu-
man Treasures are “individuals who pos-
sess to a high degree the knowledge and
techniques necessary to interpret or recrea-
te certain elements of intangible cultural he-
ritage” Some Latin American countries have
implemented their own programs, such as
Chile with the distinction of “Living Human
Treasure”, or Argentina with that of “Cultural
Heritage Makers”.

J. The Plan of Action for the World Heritage
in Latin America and the Caribbean (2014-
2024) of UNESCO, points out that this Re-
gion presents an outstanding vulnerability
related to natural disasters such as earth-
quakes, hurricanes, torrential rains, etc.,
which have had significant impacts in patri-
monial assets. An important example is the
serious damage caused by the El Nifio phe-
nomenon last year in the territory of Peru, as
stated in Deliverable D6.2 of our partner in
this country. It is convenient to improve the
mechanisms and tools designed to prevent
their impacts. It also indicates risks derived
from armed conflicts.

K. The Latin American Baroque presents
singularities. The arrival of the baroque in
Latin America occurred between the se-
venteenth and eighteenth centuries. The
first artistic works followed the European
guidelines but later each area incorporated
its own particularities. The Latin American
ethnic diversity determined the formation
of the baroque of this region. In the archi-
tecture new materials, colours, techniques
were incorporated, while in painting brighter
colours were used, the drawing of angels of
“broken colour”, the ornamentation of gold
leaf or new clothes (ESPASA, 2018).

L. The Latin America and the Caribbean
Region has outstanding potential related to
natural heritage, with relevant marine sites
(UNESCO, 2014).

M. Popular religiosity, mainly linked to the
Catholic religion, has a relevant history in
Latin America. There is a profuse material
heritage, with chapels, hermitages, altars,
etc., that are part of the landscape, as well
as immaterial, with cults, rites, etc. (DIAZ,
2010).
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The discussions and reflections related to
patrimonial values have become one of the
most relevant topics dealt with in discourses
linked to Cultural Heritage and its conser-
vation (LABADI, 2007). In recent decades
there has been a progressive interest in the
application of adequate management and
protection of cultural elements and lands-
capes, which has led to the emergence of
numerous theories and methodologies of
patrimonial evaluation. In this sense, multi-
ple methods have been developed related
to the valuation of the Cultural, Geological,
Architectural or Landscape Heritage, but
also others related to the Paleontological,
Tourist, Hydrological or even Bibliographic.

A search and bibliographic analysis of me-
thodologies and patrimonial valuation crite-
ria have been carried out with the objective
of identifying its main aspects and assessed
values, as well as those characteristics sus-
ceptible to improvement. Fifty conceptual
and methodological works have been loca-
ted for different typologies of cultural and
natural heritage, of which a quarter come
from Latin America. The treatment of the in-
formation consisted of three main tasks:

A. The study of the general aspects of the
bibliographical references. An analysis is
made of the commmon features presented by
the publications. They address issues such
as the typology and subject of the work, the
objectives and structure of the indicators
used, or their level of understanding.

B. The deepening of the evaluation criteria
proposed in each of the localized bibliogra-
phic references. It deals with the evolution
and similarities of the indicators used accor-
ding to the type of heritage being analyzed.

C. The analysis of the methodologies of
patrimonial evaluation that are applied in a
practical way. Characteristics are detailed
as the form of scoring used in each proce-
dure, the degree of complexity in its appli-
cation, the weighting of the values, etc.

Table 3.1. shows the distribution of the 50 bi-
bliographic references located according to
the type of heritage evaluated. Those works
that develop a method applied in a practi-
cal way are indicated. The documents are
distributed in 9 patrimonial typologies: Ar-
chaeological, Architectural, Bibliographic,
Cultural, Geological and Geomorphological,
Intangible, Landscape, Paleontological, and
Tourist. The most numerous publications are
related to the valuation of the Architectural
and Cultural Heritage (general), with 13 wor-
ks each (26%). Next, the studies linked to the
Geological and Geomorphological Heritage
are located, with 10 works (20%).

These three typologies represent 72% of the
references analyzed. Of the totality of wor-
ks, 30 (60%) have been found that perform
a theoretical analysis without a quantitative
representation. The remaining documents
develop practical applications of the indica-
tors used, with the aim of expressing in nu-



merical form the value of patrimonial assets.
Our intention is to insist on the value or im-
portance of quantifying in order to prioritize
the elements and landscapes evaluated.

Table 3.2 shows the bibliographic referen-

Evaluation of Cultural Heritage,
Geographic Information System and Territory Museum.
Tools for Sustainable Management

ces analysed, arranged in chronological
order and classified according to the type
of heritage evaluated. Each document is
assigned a numerical code to facilitate its

identification.

TABLE 3.1. Distribution of the bibliography consulted in terms of patrimonial valuation

App"ed S

Archaeological

Arquitectonic

Bibliographic

Cultural

Geological and Geomorphological
Intangible

Landscape

Paleontological

Touristic

TOTAL

Source: Own elaboration.

TABLE 3.2. Bibliographical references

2
9 4 13
1 0 1
13 0 13
1 9 10
1 0 1
3 2 5
0 2 2
1 1 2

30 (60%) 20 (40%) 50

Total References

%
6

26

100

Code | oowmew ]
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01 DARVILL, T. (1995): Value Systems in Archaeology. En COOPER, M.; FIRTH, A.; CARMAN, J.; WHEATLEY, D.
(eds.): Managing Archaeology. Routledge, 38-48.

02 BARREIRO, D., VILLOCH, V. y CRIADO F. (1999): “El desarrollo de tecnologias para la gestién del patrimonio ar-
queolodgico: hacia un modelo de evaluacion del impacto arqueolégico”. Trabajos de Prehistoria, 56, 13-26.
http://tp.revistas.csic.es/index.php/tp/article/download/287/287

03 DEEBEN, J.; GROENEWOUDT, B.J.; HALLEWAS, D.P.; WILLEMS, W.J.H. (1999): “Proposals for a Practical System
of Significance Evaluation in Archaeological Heritage Management”. European Journal of Archaeology, 2(2), 177-199.
https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/bitstream/handle/1887/9878/1_953_023.pdf?sequence=1
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3.1 GENERAL ASPECTS
OF THE BIBLIOGRAPHIC
REFERENCES ON
PATRIMONIAL VALUATION

This section includes the study of the cha-
racteristics that the consulted references
have in common. The aspects developed
below are summarized for each element in
table 3.3., located at the end of the section
for formal reasons.

A. Type of document

Table 3.4. lists the distribution of the diffe-
rent references analysed according to the
type of document. The largest group corres-
ponds to articles in journals, with 20 publica-
tions. Of particular note are those related to
the Geological and Geomorphological He-
ritage, as well as the Landscape Heritage.
Next, the books or book chapters and the
papers in congresses or seminars are pla-

ced, with 7 copies each (14%). Next, there
are 6 National Plans prepared by the Insti-
tute of Cultural Heritage of Spain (Ministerio
de Educacion, Cultura y Deporte, hereinaf-
ter MECD). These are heritage management
instruments, whose objectives are linked to
the development of common criteria and
methods, and a programming of protection,
conservation, restoration or dissemination
activities. Finally, we find reports or web
pages (5 documents), theses (3) and other
typologies (2).

B. Themes of the documents

Table 3.5 shows the classification of the
works analysed according to their subject.
We have differentiated five sets:

1. The most numerous theme is related to the
establishment of a ‘wealth of heritage’ mana-
gement tool, which holds half of the works
analysed. These documents analyse activi-

TABLE 3.4. Classification of bibliographic references (by code), according to the type of document

HERITAGE Total
Book Magazine National plan| Web page | Dissertation
01 - - - - - 3

Archaeological
Architectonic
Bibliographic
Cultural

Geol. and Geom.
Intangible
Landscape
Paleontological
Touristic
TOTAL

%

02, 03
04 05, 09 06, 11, 12
- 17
18, 20, 22, 23, 24 21,28 25, 26
31, 32, 35, 38, 39, 40 36
42,43, 45, 46 -
47,48 -
49, 50 -
7 20 7
14 40 14

Source: Own elaboration

14,15,16 07,10, 13 08 - 13
- - - - 1
29 27 19,30 13
- 37 33,36 - 10
41 - - - 1
44 - - - 5
- - - - 2
- - - - 2
6 5 3 2 20
12 10 6 4 100%
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ties and actions dedicated to assessment,
planning, management, knowledge, control,
and disclosure of heritage assets.

2. The second most numerous group corres-
ponds to those works based on the descrip-
tion of criteria and variables, which repre-
sents the fifth part of the localized references.
In these works, the definition of the proposed
evaluation indicators constitutes the main or
exclusive purpose of the reference.

3. The third segment is related to the de-
velopment of an evaluation method, with 8
publications. A methodological system of
patrimonial evaluation is exposed, with the
development of its different phases, such as
the analysis of indicators, their punctuation,
description, and analysis, etc. These works
have a special interest for our study, since
they carry out a methodological deploy-
ment, which is an objective that we intend
to achieve. However, they lack a series of
contents that are included in other methodo-
logies analyzed.

Evaluation of Cultural Heritage,
Geographic Information System and Territory Museum.
Tools for Sustainable Management

4. The next group is made up of 6 works
related to patrimonial aspects, but its main
objective is not the evaluation or patrimonial
valuation.

5. Finally, there are 2 publications related to
matters other than equity analysis, but they
include a section dedicated to their valuation.

C. Management methodology developed

Half of the references analysed to develop
a management methodology (table 3.3),
which describes and analyses the different
stages of inventory, cataloguing, and valua-
tion of heritage elements. These works are
not limited to the development of a patrimo-
nial evaluation system or the explanation of
its indicators.

TABLE 3.5. Classification of bibliographic references (by code), according to their subject

Bibliographical reference

HERITAGE .
Heritage management Values or criteria
tool
01

Evaluation
methodology
development

03

Total
“
- - 3

Archaeological 02, 03

Architectonic 09, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16 05, 06, 07 04,13 - 08 13
Bibliographic - 17 - - - 1
Cultural 19, 20, 22, 24, 27, 29 18, 21 26 23, 25, 30, 28 = 13
Geol. and Geom. 34, 35, 36, 37, 38 31,32 39, 40 - 33 10
Intangible 41 - - - 1
Landscape 42,44 46 43, 45 - 5
Paleontological 48 47 - 2
Touristic - 50 49 - - 2
TOTAL 24 10 8 6 2 50
% 48 20 16 12 4 100%

Source: Own elaboration.
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D. The objective of the evaluation criteria

Table 3.6 collects the grouping of the wor-
ks consulted according to the main purpose
of their patrimonial valuation indicators. The
most numerous objective is the enhance-
ment of the patrimonial element, with 72%
of the references consulted. These publica-
tions propose criteria for the conservation
and protection of goods. Next, there are the
documents that aim to establish a methodo-
logy or referenced criteria. Then we find two
publications whose indicators are intended
to prepare a heritage diagnosis. Finally, the-
re are three references with evaluation crite-
ria for purposes other than those mentioned.

E. Adaptation of the criteria
to the characteristics and/or
particular geographical location

12 bibliographical references that present in-
dicators adapted to the characteristics and/

or location of the patrimonial elements object
of evaluation have been identified. They are
criteria designed ad hoc according to the
particularities of the goods located in speci-
fic territories. These are references that de-
velop methodologies of patrimonial valuation
applicable specifically to specific geographi-
cal areas. For example, Henao and Osorio
(2012) adapt the indicators of the proposed
method to the peculiarities of Geological He-
ritage in Colombia. In their document they
point out ‘the research developed, seeks
the implementation of a guiding methodo-
logy (...) in the specific geological, environ-
mental and social conditions of Colombia”.
Cirvini and Raffa (2010) intend to adapt to
the characteristics of cities in Latin America:
“We sought to contribute with this pilot ex-
perience to the development of a replicable
model for other cities in Argentina and Latin
America.” However, 75% of the publications
considered use universal criteria, which are
intended to apply to any element of a heri-
tage typology regardless of its particularities
or location.

TABLE 3.6. Classification of bibliographic references (by code), according to the main objective of the evaluation criteria

HERITAGE

Archaeological
Archaeological
Bibliographic
Cultural

Geol. and Geom.
Intangible
Landscape
Paleontological
Touristic
TOTAL

%

Objective of the evaluation criteria

Value, conservation, and protection

02,03
04, 05, 08, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 13
17
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 27, 29, 30
31, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 40
41
42,43, 44
48
50
36
72

Source: Own elaboration.

Methodological development
and references criteria

m
Diagnosis
- - 3

07 06, 09 - 13

- - - 1
24, 26, 28 - - 13
32,39 36 10

- - - 1

46 45 5

47 2

- - 49 2
9 2 3 50

18 4 6 100%

46 Analysis of the bibliographic references on the criteria and methodologies of patrimonial evaluation



F. Structure of the evaluation criteria

The bibliographic references consulted use
different structures in the proposal of their
indicators. 36% of the publications use crite-
ria broken down into variables, most of them
linked to the Geological and Geomorphologi-
cal Heritage and the Architectural Heritage.

Evaluation of Cultural Heritage,

03

Geographic Information System and Territory Museum.
Tools for Sustainable Management

In the practical methods, we consider varia-
bles to those parameters to which numerical
scores are attributed, while in the exclusively
theoretical works they suppose specific in-
dicators. Also with 17 documents are those
that only use criteria, without the use of more
specific categories or variables. Then there
are 13 references that distinguish

TABLE 3.7 Classification of the bibliographic references (by code), according to the adaptation of the criteria to the patrimonial good.

Criteria adaptation

Archaeological 01, 02, 03

Architectonic 05, 06, 07, 08, 09, 10, 13 04, 11,12, 14, 15, 16 13
Bibliographic - 17 1
Cultural 27 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30 13
Geol. and Geom. 36, 38 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 39, 40 10
Intangible = 41 1
Landscape - 42,43, 44, 45, 46 5
Paleontological 47, 48 - 2
Touristic - 49, 50 2
TOTAL 12 38 50
% 24 76 100%

Source: Own elaboration.

TABLE 3.8 Classification of bibliographic references (by code), according to the structure of the evaluation criteria.

Structure of the evaluation criteria

HERITAGE Total
criteria
- 3

Archaeological 01, 02

Architectonic 07, 08, 14, 15 11,12, 16 04, 05, 06, 09, 10, 13 - 13
Bibliographic - 17 - - 1
Cultural 19, 20, 22, 23, 25, 26, 30 18, 21, 24, 27, 29 - 28 13
Geol. and Geom. 31, 38 - 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40 - 10
Intangible 41 - - - 1
Landscape 42, 43, 45 44 46 - 5
Paleontological 48 - 47 - 2
Touristic - 50 49 - 2
TOTAL 18 13 18 1 50
% 36 26 36 2 100%

Source: Own elaboration.

Analysis of the bibliographic references on the criteria and methodologies of patrimonial evaluation 47



N
L
EULAC

MUSEUXIS

general and specific criteria, without the use
of parameters. The general indicators are
homogeneous categories or sets of values.
Finally, the reference of Mrak (2014) analy-
ses various methodologies of patrimonial
evaluation, so that the existing structures are
diverse.

G. Formulation of the evaluation criteria

As can be seen in table 3.9, 37 bibliographic
references define the indicators used for the
patrimonial valuation, which represents 74%
of the documents located. The remaining 13
works do not define their criteria, but in 6 of
them, parameters are used for their quantifi-
cation and understanding for the evaluator is
facilitated.

H. Level of understanding
of the evaluation criteria

Table 3.10. classifies the bibliographic re-
ferences analysed according to the level of
understanding of the proposed patrimonial
valuation indicators. 86% (43) of the works
define the evaluation criteria or variables or
use parameters for their quantification, while
in the rest they are only mentioned. Among
the references that describe the indicators,
35 use understandable definitions, of which
21 are concrete and precise. However, the-
re are 8 publications that have difficulty un-
derstanding or readability of the indicators.
They use definitions that are too concise, im-
precise or suggest the use of an excessive
number of variables, so the indicators are not
operational.

TABLE 3.9 Classification of bibliographic references (by code), according to the formulation of the evaluation criteria.

HERITAGE

Archaeological
Architectonic
Bibliographic
Cultural

Geol. and Geom.
Intangible
Landscape
Paleontological
Touristic
TOTAL

%

Formulation of the evaluation criteria

01, 02, 03
04, 05, 07, 08, 09, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16
17
18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 30, 26, 27, 29
31, 32, 33, 37, 38, 39, 40

Source: Own elaboration.

Total
Definition and description With parameters but not defined Non defined
- - 3

- 06, 12 13
- - 1
- 19, 25, 28 13
34, 35, 36 - 10
- - 1
45 43, 44 5
48 - 2
49 2
6 7 50
12 14 100%
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TABLE 3.10 Classification of bibliographic references (by code), according to the level of understanding of the evaluation criteria.

3

Level of understanding of the evaluation criteria

HERITAGE Understandable definitions Difficulty

on defined
ofunderstanding | _ criteria

Archaeological 01, 02, 03 -

Architectonic 04, 09, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16 07, 08 05 06, 12 13
Bibliographic - 17 - - 1
Cultural 21, 29, 30 18, 20, 22, 283, 24, 27 26 19, 25, 28 13
Geol. and Geom. 32, 33, 34, 37, 38, 39, 40 - 31, 35, 36 - 10
Intangible = 41 - - 1
Landscape 46 - 42, 45 43, 44 5
Paleontological 47, 48 - 2
Touristic - 50 49 - 2
TOTAL 21 14 8 7 50
% 42 28 16 14 100%

Source: Own elaboration.

valuation of the patrimonial elements. Each

Table 3.11. shows the distribution of the bi-  ©Of these documents develops one or more

bliographic references according to whether
they apply the theoretical contents elabora-
ted in a practical way or not. As it is obser-

evaluation methods that can be reproduced.
The remaining 30 works are theoretical and
descriptive, without a quantitative explana-

ved, 20 documents (40%) develop practical  tion or explanation.

TABLE 3.11 Classification of bibliographic references (by code), according to their practical application.

Defined practical application
HERITAGE Total
ES

Archaeological 02, 03 01 3
Architectonic 04, 08, 10, 13 05, 06, 07, 09, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16 13
Bibliographic - 17 1
Cultural = 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30 13
Geol. and Geom. 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40 31 10
Intangible - 41 1
Landscape 45, 46 42,43, 44 5
Paleontological 47, 48 - 2
Touristic 49 50 2
TOTAL 20 30 36
% 40 60 100%

Source: Own elaboration.
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Ermita (Chapel) de Santa Ana. Albal. Religious heritage in La Huerta de Valencia

Conclusions

The analysis of the general aspects conside-
red in the different bibliographic references
studied, has allowed us to acquire ideas and
significant knowledge for the design of the
proposed evaluation method. We consider it
necessary to know and deepen the existing
methodological background.

Based on the bibliographic review carried
out, a wide variety of evaluation methodo-
logies have been observed in the different
types of heritage. All of these methods have
some interest, either for the territory of appli-

cation, for the type of element to be evalua-
ted or for the indicators used for the patrimo-
nial valuation. The objective that we intend to
achieve is the design of a common model,
SO we consider it convenient to standardize
the diversity of methods. We do not know the
existence of an comprehensive system. In
this sense, it has been detected the need to
elaborate a synthesis document that allows
to systematize the effort collected in the
previous methods. For this reason, aspects
such as its subject matter, the objective of its
criteria or its level of understanding, among
others, have been detailed for each work.
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Real Monasterio (Monastery) de Santa Maria. El Puig. Religious heritage, of symbolic character in La Huerta de Valencia. L’Horta Nord.

Consequently, due to the need for systema-  tion variables. From the analysis of the ge-
tization, we have considered convenient a  neral aspects of each work and the systema-
classification of each methodology, indica-  tization carried out, in the following section
ting for each its main weaknesses and stren-  we detail the criteria proposed in each of the
gths, in order to design a common model  bibliographic references analyzed.
consisting of categories, criteria and valua-
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TABLE 3.3 General aspects of the bibliographical references consulted.

IIHHHHIIIH%HI'IIIII:HE!II!IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIHHHHEIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII

Archaeological

Methodology

Objectives and criteria

01 1995 Book General theoric model development of values system No Archeological resources
development
02 1999 Magazine Heritage evaluation and management development. Yes Heritage management
Identification, classification, and valuation application
03 1999 Magazine Heritage management evaluation system development Yes Heritage management
application
Architectonic
04 1980 Book Valorisation and evaluation methodology development No Protection and conservation
05 1997 Magazine Heritage valorisation criteria No Future intervention
and valorisation.
Priorities
06 2002 Seminar Diagnosis indicators proposal No Diagnosis elaboration
and evolution
07 - Web page Heritage evaluation criteria development No directions for the coherent
evaluative approach
08 2009 Dissertation Analysis of modern architectonic, movements, Yes Valorisation and preservation.
authors and works. Conservation and valorization
09 2010 Magazine Patrimonial valorisation and activation. Methodology Yes Patrimonial activation.
development. Identification phases, relevance, Conservation
catalogation and analysis and state diagnosys
10 2010 Web page Patrimonial evaluation and valorisation. Management Yes Conservation and protection
tools development. Analysis, diagnosis
and protection. Methodology.
1" 2011 Seminar National plan importance for classification, valorisa- No Criteria unification. Valorisation,
tion, preservation and rehabilitation protection and preservation
12 2011 Seminar Patrimonial management tools. No Adequate management.
Patrimonial conservation questions. Conservation
13 2011 Web page Evaluative, valorisation methodology develoment. No Heritage classification
Criteria explanation, puntuation and classification. for preservation and protection
14 2015 National plan Analysis, preservation, valorisation and conservation. Yes Conservation, restauration
and valorisation
15 2015 National plan Patrimonial safeguard. Protection, conservation Yes Protection and safeguard
and restauration. Documentation and difusion
16 2015 National plan Patrimonial study, conservation and difusion. Yes Unified criteria. Valorisation,

protection and conservation.

Bibliographic

17

2003

Seminar

Desarrollo de criterios de valoracion patrimonial.
Tasacién Patrimonio

No

Valorisation and goods valuation

Cultural

18

19

1903

1979

1984

Book

ICOMOS charter

Book

Plan de reorganizacién de la conservacion de
monumentos publicos. Posibilidades de conservacion

Guia para la conservacion y gestion de los sitios
de significacion cultural

Propuesta de modelo de valoracion para
el Patrimonio Cultural. Bienes culturales
como recursos. Proteccién y conservacion

No

Goods conservation

Management and conservation

Protection, conservation
and valorisation
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Criteria
adaptation

No

Criteria and variable structure

3 generals; 9, 2 and 2 specifics

2 generals; 4 and 2 specifics

3 criteria (2, 2 and 4 variables)

Evaluation of Cultural Heritage,

Geographic Information System and Territory Museum.

Criteria formulation

Archaeological

Criteria definitions

Criteria definitions

Criteria definitions
and variables

Tools for Sustainable Management

Understanding of criteria

Understandable

Understandable but sometimes
with confuse definition.

Understandable

03

Defined
applications

Yes

Architectonic

No

Yes (Guayaquil,
Ecuador)

Yes (Catedral
Burgos

Yes (Auckland,
New Zeland)
Yes (Loja,
Ecuador)
Yes (Mendoza,

Argentina)

Yes (La Serena,
Chile)

No

No

Yes (Thorold,

Canada)

No

No

No

5 criteria (6, 3, 3, 5, and 3 variables)

8 criteria
(with variables)

2 generals; 7 and 7 specifics

(with variables)

13 criteria

8 criteria

4 criteria (4, 3, 3 and 2 variables)

2 methodology.
Criteria with variables.

3 generals; 4, 6 and 4 especifics

2 generals; 7 and 5 specifics

3 criteria (6, 6 and 4 variables)

10 criteria

3 criteria

3 generals; 4, 6 and 5 specifics

Criteria definitions

Criteria definitions

Non defined, with indicators

Criteria definitions

Criteria definitions

Variable definitions
and descriptions

Variables definitions

Criteria definitions

Non defined

Variables definitions

Criteria definitions

Criteria definitions

Criteria definitions

Understandable. Concretes.
Use of parameters.

Too many criteria.
Tediouswith long definition.

Without definition. Too many criteria
and nonoperatives

Understandable.
Defined trough questions

Understandable with confused
definitions sometimes

Understandable. Concretes.
Descriptions

Understandable. Concretes.
Descriptions

Understandable. Concretes.

Without definition

Understandable. Concretes.

Use of parameters.

Understandable.
Concretes

Understandable. Concretes

Understandable. Concretes

Yes

No

No

Bibliographic

No

2 generals; 3 and 2 specifics

Criteria definitions

Understandable

No

2 generals; 3 and 2 specifics
(and 2 variables)

5 criteria

4 criteria

Criteria definitions

Non defined

Criteria definitions

Understandable

Without definition

Understandable
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Cultural

Methodology

Objectives and criteria

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

1999

2001

2001

2002

2007

2011

2013

2014

2015

2018

Magazine

Book

Book

Book

Seminar

Seminar

Web page

Magazine

National Plan

Directions

Cultural assets conservation

Patrimonial management tool

Value theory. Economic and cultural relationship

Patrimonial values evaluative tools and strategies.
Comprehensive conservation planning.

Problematic heritage, historiography and new lines
of action.

It proposes a conceptual model for the evaluation
of the cultural heritage. Proposal of strategies,
methods, and values

Provide a framework for the incorporation of places
in the Queensland Heritage Registry. Explanation
of criteria.

Description of various evaluation methods and their
uses

The methodology of action for the conservation
and restoration of goods. Research, knowledge,
protection, and dissemination

Heritage World Convention Application

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Cultural assets conservation

Selection and valorisation

Value evaluation

Conservation and valorisation

Valorisation

Establishment of a conceptual
model for evaluation

Heritage Law Application.
Valuation and protection.

Comparison between
methodologies

Conservation, restoration
and enhancement

Registration of goods, protection
and conservation

Geological and Geomorphological

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

1997

1997

2006

2007

2010

2012

2013

2013

2014

2015

Magazine

Magazine

Dissertation

Dissertation

Magazine

Seminar

Web page

Magazine

Magazine

Magazine

Article dedicated to the explanation of patrimonial
valuation criteria.

Proposal of a Patrimonial valuation procedure. Article
dedicated to the explanation of patrimonial valuation
criteria and their application.

Thesis. Geomorphology Picos Europa.

Thesis characterization, evaluation, and management
of biodiversity resources

Methodological proposal for Heritage evaluation

Establish a methodology for identification and classifi-
cation Heritage.

Methodology for preparation of Heritage inventory

Development of valuation methodology

Application method for the selection of geosites for
Touristic use

Development methodology in its stage of inventory
and quantification of potential geosites

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Integration in National Heritage

Methodological standardization
and objective comparison

Management, conservation
and valorisation

Optimization of evaluation
methods and criteria.
Protection and sustainable use.

Protection and patrimonial
promotion

Potential evaluation geodiversity

Selection and identification,
prioritization for protection.

Formulation of management
plans

Selection of geosites

Inventory and valuation
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Criteria adaptation

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes
(Queensland,
New Zeland

No

No

No

Criteria and variable structure

2 generals; 3 and 5 specifics

3 criteria

6 criteria

2 generals; 5 and 2 specifics
(con 3 variables)

5 criteria

6 criteria

8 generals; with specifics

Various methodologies

2 generals; 4 and 3 specifics

10 criteria, + 2

Evaluation of Cultural Heritage,

Geographic Information System and Territory Museum.

Criteria formulation

Cultural

Criteria definitions

Criteria definitions

Criteria definitions

Criteria definitions

Non defined

Criteria definitions

Criteria definitions
and indicators

Various. Non defined

orin a terse way

Criteria definitions

Criteria definitions

Tools for Sustainable Management

Understanding of criteria

Understandable. Concretes

Understandable

Understandable

Understandable

Without definition

Criteria not operative. Definitions not
precise, confusing and extensive.

Understandable

Without a definition or concise
definitions.

Understandable. Concretes

Understandable. Concretes

03

Defined
applications

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Various

No

No

Geological and Geomorphological

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

(Colombia)

No

Yes

No

No

7 criteria

3 criteria (1, 5 and 5 variables)

3 criteria (10, 10 and 9 variables)

3 methodologies. Criteria with
variables.

2 general criteria; 2 and 2 specifics

(7, 3, 6, 2 variables)

2 criteria (5 and 7 variables)

3 criteria (18 variables)

5 criteria (+ 2)

2 criteria; 4 and 5 specifics

4 criteria (4, 6, 7 and 5 variables)

Definition of 4 criteria

Variables definitions

Variables definitions

Non defined, but variables
with parameters

Non defined, but variables
with parameters

Non defined, but variables
with parameters

Variables definitions.
Paramerters

Definition criteria.
Use of descriptors

Criteria definitions, variables
with parameters

Criteria definitions and variables

Criteria not operative.
Extensive definitions.

Understandable, concretes.
Use of parameters. Technicalities.

Understandable, concretes. Use of
parameters. Technicalities.

Understandable, concretes.
Use of parameters. Technicalities.

Need for a broader definition.
Use of parameters. Technicalities.

Necesidad de definicion mas amplia.
Uso de parametros. Tecnicismos.

Need for a broader definition.
Use of parameters. Technicalities

Need for a broader definition. Use of
parameters. Technicalities.

Understandable. Concretes.
Use of descriptors.

Understandable

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Objectives and criteria

m MethOdOIogy

Intangible
a4 2011 National Plan Analysis, identification, consensual methodology, Yes Delimitation object
dissemination and adequate management of protection. Preservation.
Landscape
42 2009 Magazine Identification, characterization, diagnosis and Yes Regulation, uses and
evaluation Heritage. Management and management management protection
43 2011 Magazine Agrarian landscape evaluation and its revitalization No Protection and revitalization
and protection
44 2012 National Plan Identification, protection, and management of the Heritage Yes Identification, enhancement.
45 2014 Magazine Analysis potential alternative tourism Yes Alternative tourism importance
and preservation Heritage evaluation
46 2016 Magazine Prioritization of sites to be integrated. No Visual quality assessment
Sustainable tourism proposal of the landscape
Paleontological
47 2015 Magazine Proposal of methodology to evaluate the No Protection and management
patrimonial values of Palaeontological sites.
Protection and management
48 2016 Magazine Strategy for the protection of the geological heritage No Evaluate scientific, educational,
tourist and vulnerability value.
Protection
49 1997 Magazine Identification, location, analysis, and evaluation Yes Objective and clear evaluation.
of heritage elements Determination of potential use
50 2011 Magazine Article dedicated to the explanation of patrimonial No Decision making in asset
valuation criteria. Asset Management. management. Precautionary
measures.
Source: Own elaboration.
3.2 AN ANALYSIS proposed in each work. They are classified
OF THE EVALUATION according to the type of heritage being eva-
CRITERIA FOR DIFFERENT luated and ordered chronologically, with the
TYPES OF HERITAGE purpose of analyzing their development and

the possible relationships. It is advisable to
consult table 3.12 to understand the con-

In this section, a detailed analysis of the
evaluation indicators proposed in the bi-
bliographic references is made. It looks at
the evolution and similarities that exist de-
pending on the evaluated heritage typolo-
gy. Table 3.12 (at the end of this section for
formal reasons) shows the list of the criteria

tents and statements of this part.

In the following sections different terms are
used to designate the valuation indicators
used in each work, designated according to
the hierarchical level that comprise: catego-
ries, criteria and variables. In this way, the
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Criteria adaptation Criteria and variable structure

No 12 criteria

Evaluation of Cultural Heritage,

Geographic Information System and Territory Museum.

Criteria formulation

Intangible

Criteria definitions

Tools for Sustainable Management

Understanding of criteria

03

Defined

applications

Understandable

No 4 criteria + questionaire

No 6 criteria

No 3 generals; 6, 4 and 3 specifics
No 7 criteria

No 2 criteria; 5 and 3 variables

Criteria definitions

Non defined

Non defined

Non defined, pero variables
with parameters

Definition criteria.
Use of descriptors

Missing concretion

Without definition

Without definition

Need for a broader definition.
Use of parameters.

Understandable.
Concrete and precise

Yes

Yes

Paleontological

Yes 6 criteria (21 variables)
(Argentina)
Yes (Cuenca 21 criteria
de Sousa,
Brasil)

Definition criteria and variables
with parameters

Non defined, but variables
with parameters

Understandable. Concretes.
Use of parameters

Understandable. Concretes.
Use of parameters

Yes

Yes

No 4 methodologies
(with criteria and variables)

No 2 generals; 5 and 6 specifics

Tourist

Non defined, but variables
with parameters

Need for a broader definition.
Use of parameters. Technicalities.

Criteria definitions specifics Understandable

Yes

categories (or general criteria) refer to the
nature of the patrimonial element and cons-
titute the higher level, which is why they in-
clude criteria and variables. The criteria are
the second level, and are related to the va-
lues of each element according to its intrin-
sic (singularity, authenticity ...) or extrinsic
(artistic, technological ...) component. Fina-
lly, the variables are in the third level, and
are more detailed and concrete conceptual
instruments that allow us to evaluate the cri-
teria and, therefore, the categories

1. Archaeological Heritage

The three references on the evaluation of
the Archaeological Heritage have been pu-
blished between 1995 and 1999. They are
constituted by general criteria disaggrega-
ted into specific or variable indicators and
are described by comprehensive definitions.

The proposed evaluation criteria show some
similarities since they contemplate aspects
related to the representativeness, the state
of conservation and the research potential
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that the element presents. However, most of
the criteria are different depending on the
methods analyzed and, due to the apparent
disconnection between these methodolo-
gies, there is no evolution over time in the
complexity of their indicators.

2. Architectural Heritage

The bibliographic references linked to the
evaluation of the Architectural Heritage are
the most numerous (together with the Cul-
tural Heritage) with 13 publications, repre-
senting a quarter of the works analyzed. The
chronology is comprised between the years
1980 and 2015, but it increases as of 2009,
with 9 publications. In the analysis of the
criteria, an evolution in its complexity is not
perceived, due to the general decoupling
between the works and their different geo-
graphical origin.

These criteria show relevant similarities. The
majority are linked to historical and architec-
tural aspects, architectural, sociocultural,
originality and use. The similarities detected
for the two works that value architectural
goods in the Ecuadorian cities of Guayaquil
and Loja, published in 1997 and 2009 res-
pectively (LEE, 1997 and DELGADO, 2009)
are relevant. The basis of the indicators of
the second is based on those proposed in
the previous work. It occurs in a similar way
in the practical references applied in Ca-
nada (KALMAN, 1980 and NEALE, 2011),
which show similar indicators and in which
a certain evolution is detected.

In the structures of the criteria used in the
works, significant differences are observed.
Six publications constituted by criteria and
variables have been counted, 4 that use
exclusively criteria, and 3 in which general
and specific are distinguished. These dissi-

milarities are a consequence of the different
applications of the theoretical contents sin-
ce quantitative methods generally use mea-
surable parameters and variables, and not
only criteria.

3. Gultural Heritage

13 valuation references of the Cultural Heri-
tage have been counted, although the crite-
ria of 12 of them have been analyzed since
the publication of Mrak (2014) deals with
different evaluation methodologies. Its chro-
nology covers from 1903 to 2017, although
it has accentuated the period since 2001.
Most works define the proposed criteria and
none employ variables with parameters.
This aspect is due to the fact that the indi-
cators are not proposed for a later practical
application or quantitative evaluation.

The comparison of the works allows obser-
ving a temporal evolution and of the different
cultures. As it is observed, the social value
is not mentioned in the publication of Riegl
(1903), the oldest of the analysed ones, nor
in that of Lipe (1984). However, this value is
contemplated in the Burra Carta (ICOMOS,
1979), which shows the originality of this
work (LABADI, 2007). This criterion and tho-
se linked to the identity value are mentioned
more and more from the nineties. Other eva-
luation criteria are also frequently used by
numerous references, such as the aesthetic,
singularity, historical or symbolic. However,
the economic or market value is considered
as a criterion in few methodologies (LIPE,
1984, LOSADA, 1999, MASON, 2002).

4. Geological and Geomorphological Heritage

In the assessment of the Geological and Geo-
morphological Heritage, a dozen bibliogra-



phic references have been identified. These
works show significant similarities in the cri-
teria used and an evolution in their variables
and concepts is observed. This progression
is a consequence of the numerous existing
antecedents linked with the identification and
evaluation of the Geological Heritage. Based
on the previous studies, a list of indicators
has been established that is widely used by
researchers from different sources.

Publications studied are between the years
1997 and 2015. The totality of works, with the
exception of Arranz et al. (1997), is applied
in a practical way. They describe one or
more methodological systems of patrimonial
evaluation destined to obtain a numerical va-
lue. There is an evolution in the concretion of
the criteria and variables used as well as in
the objectification of the evaluations.

Most publications are structured with crite-
ria and variables, resulting from the prac-
tical application of the proposed methods.
A list of parameters that assess geological
assets is grouped into three or four types of
criteria. Among the most common indicators
are the intrinsic quality, the scientific value,
the potential for use, the need for protection
or added value. The most frequent variables
are related to the state of conservation, di-
versity, abundance, representativeness, ac-
cessibility, vulnerability or cultural interest.

5. Landscape Heritage

The valuation of the Landscape Heritage
includes 5 references published between
2009 and 2016. These publications analyse
the landscape from different points of view.
The two most recent (VARJU et al., 2014;
DELGADO and PANTOJA, 2016) propose
practical evaluation methods and the crite-
ria used are oriented towards tourism analy-

sis. Most of their indicators evaluate exclu-
sively physical characteristics (relief, water,
vegetation ...) or related to visibility (visible
points, visual depth, etc.)

The three remaining references (MATA et
al., 2009, RECHNER et al., 2011, MECD,
2012) analyse the landscape from diffe-
rent perspectives (landscape sets, agrarian
landscape, and cultural landscape) but their
indicators show similarities. Social and inte-
grity values are present while others such
as fragility, uniqueness or territorial impor-
tance are also frequently mentioned. They
do not use definitions in their criteria or they
are concise, nor do they use parameters or
variables since they are exclusively theore-
tical references. There is no evolution in the
use of the indicators or in their complexity.

6. Paleontological Heritage

The valuation of paleontological goods su-
pposes a very specific typology in terms of
patrimonial valuation. Two works have been
located, both of the year 2015 and applied in
South America. The structures used are di-
fferent since that of Endere and Prado (2015)
uses criteria and variables defined in a con-
cise way, while that of Sa Dos Santos et al.
(2015) uses 21 indicators without explaining,
although with parameters. However, relevant
similarities are observed, since many eva-
luated values are used in the two evaluation
methodologies, such as geodiversity, didac-
tic interest, scientific potential, vulnerability,
aesthetics and geographical context.

7. Tourist Heritage

The localized references on tourism evalua-
tion have been published in the years 1997

03
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and 2011. The structures of the indicators
show relevant differences. The oldest one
does not describe the proposed criteria, al-
though it uses variables with numerical sca-
les for the subsequent evaluation. The pu-
blication by Vifials et al. (2011) defines the
indicators but uses quantitative parameters.
The indicators used in both methods also
show significant differences and no evolu-
tion or relationship is observed. The 1997
publication assesses elements of different
types (historical, natural, landscape and in-
frastructures), while the subsequent one fo-
cuses on the tourist evaluation of the Natural
Heritage, which entails the aforementioned
differences.

8. Others

In the valuation of the Bibliographic and
Intangible Heritage, a single reference has
been located for each one of them, so it has
not been possible to analyse the evolution
and similarities with other works of the same

type.

Conclusions

The bibliographical references considered
employ numerous and varied criteria, so it
was necessary to systematize and classify
them according to the types of heritage stu-
died. Based on the analysis of the evalua-
tion indicators, the most frequently used va-
lues have been identified and the different
approaches have been considered. This re-
vision has allowed to configure the design of
the method that we propose and to establish
the basic parameters in our methodology.
We opted for a hierarchical structure, which
starts from the general to the particular. This
vision is usually used by the classifications
consulted and obeys a methodological lo-
gic. In this sense, we have established three
levels of indicators: categories, criteria and
variables, whose definitions are developed
in section 4.2. of the present report. This
structure is used by several revised metho-
dologies, such as those of the Ministerio de
Educacion, Cultura y Deporte (2015c¢), Ber-
nal (2002), Aguilar (2011) or Pereira and Pe-
reira (2010). In addition, the ESTEPA (Stu-
dies of Territory, Landscape and Heritage)
research group developed a heritage eva-
luation methodology for hydraulic elements,
designed with the aforementioned structure
and used in various projects with satisfac-
tory results (HERMOSILLA, MAYORDOMO,
2016 and 2017).



Evaluation of Cultural Heritage, | Q3

Geographic Information System and Territory Museum.

TABLE 3.12 List of the evaluation criteria in the bibliographic references consulted.

01. DARVILL (1995)

02. BARREIRO, VILLOCH and CRIADO (1999)

Archaeological

Tools for Sustainable Management

03. DEEBEN, GROENEWOUDT, HALLEWAS, WILLEMS (1999)

3 generals (9, 2 and 2 specifics)

1. Value of use
* Archaeological research
e Scientific investigation
e Creative arts
e Education
 Recreation and tourism
e Symbolic representation
e Legitimization of the action
e Social solidarity and integration
* Monetary and economic gain

2. Option value
e Stability
* Mystery and enigma

3. Value of existence
e Cultural identity
* Resistance to change

2 generals (4 and 2 specifics)

1. Archaeological evaluation
e Significance
¢ Representativeness
* Exceptionality
 Diversity

2. Financial situation
e State of conservation
* Vulnerability

3 criteria (2, 2 and 4 variables)

1. Perception
* Aesthetic value
 Historical value

2. Physical quality
* Integrity
e Preservation

3. Intrinsic quality
® Rarity
* Research potential
e Value of Group
* Representativeness

Source: Own elaboration.

Architectonic

04. KALMAN (1980)

5 criteria
(6, 3, 3, 5y 3 variables):

8 criteria (with variables):

05. LEE (1997) 06. BERNAL (2002) 07. AUCKLAND

REGIONAL COUNCIL

2 generals
(7 specifics each

e General architectural

with variables):

1. Architecture characteristics 1. Indicators referring
e Style e Particular architectural to the values of good
* Building characteristics « Landscape importance
* Age * Urban characteristics « Environmental importance
* Architect * Antiouity e Qualitative importance
 Design * Historical facts « Historical importance
- g * Significance * Social and cultural

* Maintenance of original .

=l features |mporltance:
e Person « Formal syntax e Functional importance
o B * Management
¢ Context

3. Environment
e Continuity
* Atmosphere
* Hito

4. Use
* Compatibility
* Adaptability
* Public
 Services
® Cost

5. Integrity
® Location
e Alterations
e Condition

2. Indicators referring

to the interventions

that affect the good

* Monument interventions

e Interventions around
monument

e Significant changes in values

® Economic and financial
resources

* Advantages
for the population

e Use of the Good

* New management
mechanisms

08. DELGADO (2009)

8 criteria:
13 criteria: .
* Chronological assessment
1. Historical  Historical
2. Place e Urbanism
3. Community association  Conceptual
4. Memorial * Functional
5. Symbolic ® Technological
6. Educational * Author
7. Archeological e Original features
8. Scientist

9. Technological
10. Architectonic
11. Context
12. Rarity
13. Integrity
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Architectonic

4 criteria
(4,3,3 and 2 variables):

1. Architectural
e Environment
* Use
* Materiality
e Style

2. Ingenieril
 State
* Typology
* Answer

3. Historical
e Antiquity
* Meaning
e Singularity rarity

4. Socio-cultural
e |dentity
* Memory

10. MINISTERIO DE VIVIENDA Y URBANISMO REGION DE COQUIMBO et al. (2010)

Methodology 1.

Historical Preservation Properties

4 criteria (3, 3, 2 and 3 variables):

1. Urban
* Image
® Set
¢ Heritage environment

2. Architectonic
* Representativeness
e Singularity
* Morphology

3. Historical
* Relevance
e Specialized recognition

4. Social Economy
* Real estate conservation status
e State conservation environment
e Community recognition

Methodology 2.
Historical Conservation Areas

5 criteria (3, 3, 2, 1 and 1 variables):

1. Urban
* Image
® Set
* Heritage environment

2. Architectonic
* Representativeness
e Singularity
* Morphology

3. Historical
* Relevance
® Specialized recognition

4. Economic
 State conservation of the area

5. Social
e Community recognition

11. AGUILAR (2011)

3 general criteria
(4, 6 and 4 specifics):

1. Intrinsic value
® Testimonial value
e Singularity /
Typological representativeness
o Authenticity
* Integrity

2. Patrimonial value
 Historical
® Social
* Technological
o Artistic
* Architectonic
e Territorial

3. Potential value
* Restoration possibility
e State conservation
e Viability plan
® Legal status

12. MECD (2011) 13. NEALE (2011) 14. MECD (2015a) 15. MECD (2015b) 16. MECD (2015c)

¢ Creative genius

e Designer / Constructor
* Physical condition
e Interior elements (Bonus)

. Environmental (cultural)

e Compatibility with the design
of the urban landscape/
surroundings

e Community context

¢ Reference point

® Location

2 general criteria 3 criteria (6, 6 and 4 variables): 10 criteria: 3 criteria: 3 general criteria
(7 and 5 specifics) (4, 6 and 5 specifics):
1. Historical 1. Historical 1. Historical and identity value
1. Tangible values: ¢ Construction date 2. Symbolic 2. Intangible and symbolic value 1. Intrinsic value
e Location * Association with trends 3. Functional 3. Scientific value ® Testimonial value
® Design /patterns/historical reasons 4. Typological e Singularity /
e Construction * Association with events 5. Systemic Typological representativeness
systems * Association with a person 6. Landscape * Authenticity
* Facilities or Group 7. Structural * Integrity
* Material * Archeological Resources 8. Constructive i .
e Esthetic (Bonus) 9. Formal = Patrlmc?nlal velle
* Use  Historical grouping 10. Aesthetic ° H'St9r'0al
(Bonus) ® Social .
2. Intangible values: e Technological
e Historical . Architectonic e Artistic
 Social * Design * Architectonic
e Scientists e Construction style e Territorial
e Spiritual * Architectural integrity

3. Potential value
 Possibility of integral action
 State conservation
* Management and maintenance
e Social profitability
¢ Legal status

Source: Own elaboration.
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Tools for Sustainable Management

Bibliographic

17. DEXEUS (2003)

2 general criteria (3 and 2 specifics):

1. Testimonial interest for History 2. Aesthetic quality
* The importance attributed to the object on which it provides testimony o Material characteristics
e Guarantee and completeness degree (autograph, first editions) e State conservation
® Rarity

Source: Own elaboration.

Cultural
and JUAN (2001)
2 general criteria 5 criteria: 4 riteria: 2 general criteria
(3 and 2 specifics, and 2 variables): . (3 and 5 specifics): 3 criteria:
1. Aesthetic 1. Economic
1. Rememorative values 2. Historical 2. Aesthetic 1. Cultural values 1. Value of use
« Value of seniority 3. Scientist 3. Associative / Symbolic ¢ Identity value 2. Formal value
* Historical value 4. Social 4. Informative * Relative technical or artistic value ~3- Symbolic value
¢ Intentional remembrance value 5. Spiritual ® Value of originality
2. Values of contemporaneity 2. Socio-economic values
e Value of use or instrumental * Economic value
e Artistic value ® Functional value
* Novelty value e Educational value
* Relative artistic value ¢ Social value

e Political value

23. THROSBY (2001) 24. MASON (2002) 25. AGUILAR (2007) 26. O’CONNOR (2011)

6 criteria: 2 general criteria (5 and 5 specifics): 5 criteria: 6 criteria:

* Aesthetic value 1. Sociocultural values * Aesthetic 1. Significance in relation to a certain Group
e Spiritual value e Historical e Historical 2. Historical interpretation

¢ Social value e Cultural/symbolic e Symbolic 3. Rarity, Quality, and Representativeness
 Historical value ® Social * Use 4. Aesthetic qualities

* Symbolic value e Spiritual/religious e Scientific 5. Context

* Authenticity value * Aesthetic 6. Sustainability

2. Economic values
* Market use value
® Value of non-use of the market

® Existence
* Option
® Legacy
27. HERITAGE BRANCH, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT 29. MECD (2015) 30. UNESCO (2017)
AND HERITAGE PROTECTION (2013)

2 general criteria (4 and 3 specifics): 10 additional criteria + 2:
1. Intrinsic values

e

8 general criteria (with specifics): - Exceptionality

e Authenticity 2. Technological
1. Historical (evolution) * Integrity 3. Ethnographic singularity
2. Rarity, exceptionality e Artistic/expressive 4. Architecture
3. Historical e Technical 5. Use of the medium
4. Architectonic . 6. Artistic-Patrimonial
5. Aesthetic 2. So‘,:'al or 'cultural 7. Landscape
6. Technological ° Smgula.nty 8. Geological
7. Social ° SYme’l'C 9. Ecobiological
8. Historical (person or Group) * Historical, dotl:umentary 10. Biodiversity

or representative Authenticity
Integrity

Source: Own elaboration.
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Geological and Geomorphological

32. BARBA, REMONDO and RIVAS (1997) 33. GONZALEZ (2006)

* Pedagogical resources

* Pedagogical levels

e Scientific value

e Scientific representativeness

31. ARRANZ et al. (1997)

7 criteria: 3 criteria (1, 5 and 5 variables): 3 criteria (10, 10 and 9 variables):

1. State of Conservation 1. Scientific or intrinsic
® Degree of deterioration ¢ Genesis
* Morfostructures

1. Content quality
2. Documented and accepted

publication 2. Intrinsic quality ) * Real Touristics contents
3. Specific int + ) e Erosion forms o Pt faurist s
. Specific interes! o Relative abundance VR otential tourist attraction
(composition, constitutive * Diversity ® | egacy elements 3. Use and management
process, time value and o Size gacy ’

* Current elements ® Accessibility

e Timeline e Fragility

e Lithology ¢ Vulnerability

* Geological structures e Intensity use

* Sedimentary structures e Risk degradation

. . e State conservation
* Number of inhabitants 2. Cultural or added values

* Accessibility ) . ® Impacts

Servi e Landscape and aesthetic evaluation o Olssarvaiion cendliens
L]
ervices ® Association elements heritage value « Acceptable change limit
e Cultural content

e Historical content

34. BRUSCHI (2007)

spatial meaning)
Vulnerability risk
Originality

Utility as a social good
Communicability

¢ Representativeness
e Degree of knowledge

3. Potential of use
* Associated activities

ENCHEE

e Observation conditions

Methodology 1:
19 criteria:

* A good example of a process

e Rarity / abundance

e State conservation

e Educational interest

* Naturalness

e | andscape Interest

e Observation conditions

 Fragility

 Variety elements

e Cultural interest

e Interrelation with Other processes
® Process / man interrelation

© Recreational interest

* Accessibility

e Protected natural space

* Degree knowledge

* Environmental education services
 Size

e Economic importance

Methodology 2:
3 criteria (1, 5 and 5 variables):

1. State of Conservation
* Degree of deterioration

2. Intrinsic quality
* Relative abundance
 Diversity
® Size
* Representativeness
* Degree of knowledge

3. Potential of use
* Associated activities
* Number of inhabitants
* Accessibility
 Services
e Observation conditions

Methodology 3:
3 criteria (9, 6 and 6 variables):

1. Intrinsic quality:
* Abundance / rarity
* The degree of scientific knowledge
* Example of process
 Diversity elements
¢ Age (history)
* Type of locality
* Association with another heritage

(artistic, historical, Archeological)

¢ Association with other natural heritage
e State of conservation

2. Potential use
* Activities that can be carried out
* Observation conditions
* Accessibility
® Extension
© Proximity to service centers
® Socioeconomic condition of the area

3. Need for protection
¢ Inhabitants in the vicinity
* Present or potential threats
¢ The possibility of collecting objects
* Relationship with existing plans
* Interest in mining exploitation
¢ | and ownership

Source: Own elaboration.
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Geological and Geomorphological

36. HENAO and OSORIO (2012)

35. PEREIRA and PEREIRA (2010) 37. IGME (2013)

2 generals, 4 specifics (7, 3, 6, 2 variables):

Geomorphologic value
1. Scientific value
* Rarity
* Integrity
* Representativeness
e Diversity
e Other geological features with heritage value
e Scientific knowledge
¢ Rarity at the national level

2. Additional value
e Cultural value
* Aesthetic value
e Ecological value

Management value
3. Value of use
* Accessibility
o Visibility
e Current use of geomorphological interest
e Current use Other interests
e Legal protection and limitations
e Support equipment and services

3. Protection value
* Integrity
e The vulnerability of use as a geomorphological place

2 criteria (5 and 7 variables):

1. Sufficiency matrix
 Diversity
* Geological Age
e Geological Processes
* Geological framework
 Scientific value

2. Matrix of use
e Educational Potential
* Potential Touristic
* Relationship with the Natural
Environment
* Recognition of the Community
* Type of Responsible Administration
® Access
* Vulnerability

3 criteria (divided into 4) (18 variables):

1. Intrinsic:
* Representativeness
 City of the type locality
* The degree of scientific knowledge of the place
 State of conservation
¢ Observation conditions
* Rarity
* Geological diversity
e Spectacular or beautiful

2. Intrinsic and use:
¢ |Informative content
* Teaching content
* Possible activities to be carried out

3. Use:
e Logistics infrastructure
® Socioeconomic environment
* Association with other heritage elements

4. Use and protection:
* Population density
* Accessibility
e Intrinsic fragility
 Closeness to recreational areas

38. RENDON et al. (2013) | 39. MOREIRA and RODRIGUES (2014) 40. MEDINA (2015)

4 criteria (4, 6, 7 and 5 variables):

5 criteria (+ 2 indexes) 2 criteria (4 and 5 variables):

1. Educational value
* Abundance and rarity
e Variety of geodiversity
 Diversity
* Teaching potential

1. Scientific value
2. Diversity

3. Didactic value

4. Aesthetic value
5. Geological age
Potential Use Index

Threat Index 2. Didactic value

* Aesthetic appearance
* Accessibility

1. Intrinsic value
e Extension
® Observation conditions
e State of conservation

2. Scientific / educational value

e Scientific knowledge
* Representativeness

* The possibility of carrying out scientific activities

* Observation conditions
® Use in progress
e Cultural relevance

e Utility as a model to illustrate geological processes
e The possibility of didactic activities
¢ Informative knowledge

3. Touristic value
¢ Association with elements of a cultural nature
¢ Association with elements of a natural nature
* The possibility of carrying out tourist activities
* Accessibility
e The proximity of populations that would be beneficiary
with the disclosure of the geosite
* Proximity to service centers
e Scenic ability

4. Value in vulnerability
e The possibility of collecting geological objects
e Current or potential threats
e Interest in mining
e Fragility
e Protection of the premises

Source: Own elaboration.
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Intangible

41. MECD (2015)

12 criteria:

1. The inescapable protagonism of the community
2. The Imminent danger of disappearance
3. Specificity

4. Continuity

5. Ways of transmission
6. Own traditional organization

7. Involvement of participants

8. Diversity of multisensory expressions
9. Own space frames

10. Temporal integrity and internal rhythm
11. Relevance of objects

12. Autonomy

Source: Own elaboration.

Landscape

42. MATA et al. (2009)

43. RECHNER et al. (2011)

4 criteria: 6 criteria:

1. Traditionally cultivated land and adaptability to the natural structure
2. Associates with symbolic, cultural and other values

3. Rarity

4. Special values of its structure

5. Significance for regional identity

1. Ecological bases of the landscape
2. Coherence

3. Aesthetic values

4. Fragility

Survey. Social participation

44. MECD (2012) 45. VARJU, SUVAK and DOMBI (2014) 46. DELGADO and PANTOJA (2016)

3 generals (6, 4 and 3 specifics):

1. Intrinsic values
e Typological representativeness
® Exemplary
e Territorial significance
e Authenticity
® |ntegrity
e Singularity

2. Patrimonial values
e Historical significance
e Social meaning
¢ Environmental significance
e Procedural significance

3. Potential values and feasibility
¢ Legal status
e Fragility and vulnerability
e Viability and social profitability

7 criteria:

1. Absolute relief

2. Relative relief

3. Dissection index

4. Points visibility

5. Water surface

6. Relative evaluation of vegetation / land use
7. Protected areas

2 criteria (5 and 3 variables):

1. Intrinsic landscape
* Physiography
* Water
* Vegetation
e Artificial elements
e Composition

2. Extrinsic landscape
¢ Visual depth
e Quality of the theme
e Altitudinal position

Source: Own elaboration.
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Paleontological

47. ENDERE and PRADO (2015)

6 criteria (21 variables):

1. Paleontological Criterion 4. Integrity criterion
e Nature of fossils * Geographic situation
e Preservation e Vulnerability to damage related to fossil harvesting

e Diversity of fossils
* Type of locations
e Taxonomic information

5. Sociocultural criterion
 Historical value
* Educational interest and interpretation

2. Geological criteria e Touristic interest
* Geological meaning e Complementary value
* The geological integrity of the site * A community association or public esteem

e Scientific potential
6. Socioeconomic

3. Contextual criteria e Urban value
e Context * Mineral value
e Visual contribution to the landscape ® Public Works

* Association with Archeological remains

48. SA DOS SANTOS et al. (2015)

21 criteria:

1. Representativeness 11. Accessibility

2. Local character 12. Security

3. Integrity 13. Logistics infrastructure

4. Rarity 14. Association with Other values 15- Scenic beauty
5. Scientific knowledge 16. Scope potential

6. Geological diversity 17. Proximity to recreational areas

7. Teaching potential 18. Deterioration by natural and anthropic action
8. Geodiversity of elements 19. Proximity to potentially degraded areas

9. Observation conditions 20. Protection regime

10. Vulnerability 21. Accessibility for vulnerability analysis

Source: Own elaboration.
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Touristic

Methodology of historical elements:
5 criteria:

1. Military typology

2. Antiquity element
3. Graphic fonts

4. Current status

5. Current recognition

1. Intrinsic valuation
e Significance

e Singularity
e Naturalness
® Integrity

* Representativeness

49. MARTINEZ et al. (1997)

Methodology of natural elements:

7 criteria:

1. Protection situation

2. Representativeness
and exclusivity

3. Wealth species in precarious
conservation status

4. Pristinity

5. Maintenance of vital processes
between species

6. Size

7. Classified in Natural
heritage System

Methodology Elements
Landscapes:
6 criteria:

1. Variety elements

2. Visual amplitude

3. Variety of colors

4. Variety forms

5. Landscape aesthetic
quality

6. Attractive level

2. Recreational Assessment
e Fragility
o Attractive
* Accessibility

* Availability of time and space

 Feasibility

Infrastructure evaluation methodology:
3 criteria (9, 2 and 2 variables):

1. Decisive factors
® Roads
e Transportation
® Security
e Traffic intensity
e Time to urban centers
e Communications
e Water availability
e Electric power
* Sewerage

2. Important
e Accommodation
* Food

3. Desirable
® Recreation
® Services

50. VINALS, MORANT and QUINTANA (2011)

2 generals; 5 and 6 specifics:

* The potential for education and heritage interpretation

Source: Own elaboration.

68 Analysis of the bibliographic references on the criteria and methodologies of patrimonial evaluation




3.3 APPLIED EVALUATION
METHODOLOGIES

In this section, the patrimonial evaluation me-
thodologies that are applied in a practical
way are analyzed. These methods nume-
rically express the value of the patrimonial
elements evaluated. Consequently, the set of
methodologies selected in this section follow
a quantitative approach, and respond to one
of the objectives of the methodological sys-
tem that we have developed: the design of
a method that will serve as an instrument for
decision making of those actors in the territory
with competences for this, from civil society,
to the government of public administration.
However, we understand that the quantitative
approach does not substitute the qualitative
one. Moreover, the quantitative vision requi-
res the criteria and parameters of the qualita-
tive approach.

Table 3.13 shows the distribution of the eva-
luation methodologies applied according
to the heritage object of valuation. A score
of publications have been identified that
present one or more methods applied, so
there are 26 differentiated methodological
systems. References that have more than
one applied method have been assigned
the same code assigned to their reference

Evaluation of Cultural Heritage,
Geographic Information System and Territory Museum.
Tools for Sustainable Management

and an additional number is added for their
identification. The most numerous are the
evaluation methodologies of Geological and
Geomorphological Heritage, with 11 sys-
tems, representing 42.3% of those located.
Then there are the Architectural Heritage
with 5 methods, and the Tourist Heritage,
with 4. These 3 typologies represent 77% of
the analyzed methodologies.

Below there is an analysis of the 26 practical
methodologies. It details aspects such as
weighting methods, the level of complexity
in its application, the way of scoring, etc. Ta-
ble 3.14 (at the end of this section for formal
reasons) summarizes the main characteris-
tics of each practical evaluation procedure.

1. Implementation of the evaluation:
homogeneous or uniform scoring
of the indicators

Table 3.15 classifies the methodological sys-
tems according to the homogeneity in the
scoring of their indicators. We have identi-
fied 22 methods (84.6%) that give different
maximum score to the proposed criteria and/
or variables so that the considered values
have a different relevance. The remaining 4
methods (DELGADO, 2009, BRUSCHI, 2007
-method 1-, RENDON et al., 2013, SA DOS

03

TABLE 3.13 Classification of applied evaluation methodologies (by code), according to the assets subject to valuation.

HERITAGE APPLIED EVALUATION METHODOLOGIES TOTAL
2 7,7

Archaeological 02, 03

Architectonic 04, 08, 10.1, 10.2, 13 5 19,2
Geological and Geomorphological 32, 33, 34.1, 34.2, 34.3, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40 1 42,3
Landscape 45, 46 2 7,7
Paleontological 47, 48 2 7,7
Touristic 49.1,49.2,49.3, 49.4 4 15,4
TOTAL 26 100

Source: Own elaboration.
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SANTOS et al., 2015) establish an homoge-
neous scoring (same maximum scoring) for
their criteria.

2. Interpretation and quantification
of indicators

We have identified 14 practical procedu-
res that do not require an interpretation of
the indicators for the assignment of scores.
The proposed indicators and variables are
objective and precise so that the final value
will be the same regardless the evaluator.

For example, in the methodology of Endere
and Prado (2015), the variable called “mine-
ral value” of the socioeconomic criterion, is
scored with O points if there are no fossils,
with 1 point if fossils have been located in
abandoned mines, and with 2 points if the
fossils are in mines in exploitation. Conse-
quently, this variable is objective, since it
does not give rise to subjective interpreta-
tions. However, 12 systems require an inter-
pretation of the indicators for their score, so
the attribution of values is done according to
the judgment of the evaluator himself, a sub-

TABLE 3.15 Classification of the evaluation methodologies applied (by code), according to the equitable score
of the criteria and/or variables.

HERITAGE

Archaeological
Architectonic
Geol.l and Geom.
Landscape
Paleontological
Touristic

TOTAL

%

Homogeneous score of the criteria and/or variables

Total
“ Criteria no / variables Yes Criteria Yes / variables no
- 02 03 -

2

08 04 10.1, 10.2 13 5

34.1, 38 32, 33, 35, 36 34.2, 34.3, 37, 39, 40 - 11

- 45 46 - 2

48 47 - - 2

= 49.1,49.2, 49.3, 49.4 - - 4

4 12 9 1 26
15,4 46,2 34,6 3,8 100%

Source: Own elaboration.

TABLE 3.16 Classification of the evaluation methodologies applied (by code), according to the interpretation
and quantification of the criteria/variables.

HERITAGE

Archaeological
Architectonic
Geol.l and Geom.
Landscape
Paleontological
Touristic

TOTAL

%

Interpretation and quantification criteria / variables

Interpretation is not required for quantification

32, 33, 34.2, 34.3, 37, 39
45, 46
47,48
49.1,49.2, 49.3, 49.4
14
53,8

Source: Own elaboration.

- - . g . TOtaI
Interpretation is required for quantification

02, 03 2
04, 08, 10.1,10.2, 13 5
34.1, 35, 36, 38, 40 11
= 2
- 2
- 4
12 26
46,2 100%
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jective view. This approach assumes that if
the methodology is applied by different peo-
ple, the final result may also be different.

3. Implementation of the evaluation:
weighted scores

The purpose of the weighting of the values
is the hierarchy of the indicators used ac-
cording to their relative importance conside-
red. As can be observed in table 3.17, 16
systems have been located that apply some
method of weighting or attribution of weights
to the criteria and/or determined variables.

Evaluation of Cultural Heritage,
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The following table shows the weighting
methods used in the different systems of
patrimonial evaluation. We found 11 metho-
dologies, 69%, where the different weights
attributed to the indicators are assigned
based on the judgment or criterion of the
author of the method. Then there are 4 me-
thodologies that weight the values from the
importance assigned by different experts,
which is a quarter of the systems. For exam-
ple, as Delgado and Pantoja (2016) point
out, “both the criteria and the weighting
were previously established with the GEL
-Group of Local Experts-". Finally, the me-

TABLE 3.17 Classification of applied evaluation methodologies (by code), based on the use of weighting methods.

HERITAGE
Yes

Archaeological -
10.1,10.2, 13
32, 34.2, 34.3, 37, 38, 40

Architectonic

Geol. and Geom.

Landscape 45, 46
Paleontological 48
Touristic 49.1,49.2, 49.3, 49.4
TOTAL 16

% 61,5

Source: Own elaboration.

Weighting (weight)

02, 03
04, 08
33, 34.1, 35, 36, 39

47

10
38,5

TABLE 3.18 Classification of applied evaluation methodologies (by code), according to the weighting method.

Weighting method

HERITAGE

Architectonic 10.1,10.2, 13
Geol. and Geom. 37, 38, 40
Landscape -
Paleontological 48
Touristic 49.1,49.2,49.3,49.4
TOTAL 11

% 68,8

Source: Own elaboration.

32, 34.2,34.3 =
46 45

4 1
25,0 6,3

26

N O

-

03

100%

otal

T
luations Criterion Other authors

100%
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thodology of Varju et al. (2014) establishes
the weighting of its indicators based on the
criteria of another author.

4. Method of obtaining the final value

Most of the analysed methodologies (77%)
obtain the final value of the patrimonial ele-
ments by means of the sum of the scores
granted to each indicator, either with the
application of some weighting method or
not. Other 5 procedures employ other ma-
thematical formulas different from the sim-
ple sum of the values and are usually consti-

tuted by more complex expressions. Finally,
there is a system that uses the Delphi me-
thod to obtain the final grade. It is based on
expert judgment, in which the consensus of
their opinions is sought through the comple-
tion of successive questionnaires.

5. The complexity of obtaining the final value

Table 3.20 shows the degree of complexity
presented by the methods applied to obtain
the final scores for each of the elements. As
indicated in the previous point, 20 systems
use simple methods based on the sum of

TABLE 3.19 Classification of applied evaluation methodologies (by code), according to the method of obtaining the final value.

HERITAGE

Archaeological
Architectonic
Geol.l and Geom.
Landscape
Paleontological
Touristic

TOTAL

%

04,08, 10.1,10.2, 13 -
33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39
45, 46 -

47,48 -
49.1,49.2,49.3, 49.4 -
20 5

76,9 19,2

Source: Own elaboration.

32, 34.2, 34.3, 40

Method of obtaining the final value

Total
Summation criteria / variables Other formulas Delphi method
02 03 - 2

= 5
34.1 1

= 2

- 2

- 4

1 26
3,9 100%

TABLE 3.20 Classification of applied evaluation methodologies (by code), according to the degree of complexity
of obtaining the final value.

HERITAGE

Archaeological
Architectonic
Geol.l and Geom.
Landscape
Paleontological
Touristic

TOTAL

%

02, 03 -
04, 08, 10.1, 10.2, 13 -

33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39 32,34.2,34.3
45 46
47, 48 N
49.1,49.2, 49.3, 49.4 }
20 4
76,9 15,4

Source: Own elaboration.

Complexity obtaining the final value

Total
| ey | wewwm | oDt

2

= )
34.1, 40 1"
= 2

- 2

- 4

2 26

7,7 100%
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the scores of each indicator. Numerous pro-
cedures use numerical scales for the attri-
bution of qualifications, which facilitates the
application. There are 4 methods that have
an average degree of complexity since the
total score is the result of more complicated
mathematical formulas or more laborious
procedures. Finally, we find two methods
with high difficulty. Methodology 1 of Brus-
chi (2007) uses the Delphi method to obtain
the final grade. Obtaining the final value has
been considered complex due to the exe-
cution time involved in its implementation,
the necessary participation of different ex-
perts and the completion of questionnaires.
The method of Medina (2015) has also been
determined as difficult since it involves the
achievement of 4 steps, the calculation of
various values and indices and the use of
different formulas.

Evaluation of Cultural Heritage,
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6. The complexity of application and the level
of specific knowledge required

Methods analysed present varying de-
grees of complexity according to the level
of knowledge required of the evaluator for
the application of the procedures. Most me-
thodologies develop understandable defi-
nitions, but on occasion, the use of techni-
calities makes it difficult for the operator to
correctly attribute scores. More than half of
the methods use simple criteria and/or va-
riables that do not require specialization or
the study of any subject for their readability.
However, 7 systems have been detected
that implies an average complexity since
many indicators use technicalities and spe-
cific knowledge is needed in some patrimo-
nial aspect. Finally, we found 5 methodolo-
gies considered difficult. The operator must
be a specialist in some subject to be able
to correctly assign the qualifications since
they use specific and technical vocabulary.
In addition, the method of Pereira and Pe-
reira (2010) does not define the indicators.

TABLE 3.21 Classification of applied evaluation methodologies (by code), according to the degree of complexity of the application.

Complexity of application

HERITAGE Total
mm

Archaeological

Architectonic 04, 10.1,10.2, 13

Geol.l and Geom. 34.1, 38, 39, 40
Landscape 45, 46
Paleontological 47
Touristic 49.3,49.4
TOTAL 14

% 53,9

Source: Own elaboration.

08
32,34.2,34.3,37 33, 35, 36
48 -
49.1,49.2 -
7 5
26,9 19,2

1"

26
100%
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TABLE 3.14 Characteristics of evaluation methodologies applied.

Code Year

Location

Santiago
de Compostela

Holland

Number criteria
(and variables)

2 generals; 4 y 2 specifics

3 criteria (2, 2 and 4 variables)

Homogeneous score

criteria and / or variables

Archeological

No

They do not score
the same criteria,
the variable does

CG1: Each specific criterion is rated from 1 to 8 points
(2 criteria are mutually exclusive).

CG2:lt is scored from 0 to 2 points (medium joint
interpretation of the 2 specifics).

C1:is not scored. If it is fulfilled, the good is preserved, if
C2 is not evaluated.

C2: its variables are scored from 1 to 3 and the arithmetic
medium is calculated. If it is 5-6 it goes to C3.

C3: their variables are scored from 1 to 3. If the medium is
7 or greater, the good is preserved, if C4 is not evaluated.
C4: not scored. If it is done, the good is preserved.

Canada

Loja (Ecuador)

5 criteria
(6, 3, 3, 5 and 3 variables)

8 criteria

4 criteria
(3, 3, 2 and 3 variables)

Architectonic

No

Yes

They do not score
the same criteria,
the variable does

The maximum sum of the criteria is 100, but each one
is assigned a different score. The variables use different
scoring sequences of 4 values

Each criterion is rated with 0, 50 or 100 points.

Each criterion has a different maximum score
(6, 6, 4 and 6 points). The variables are scored
from 0 to 2 points

La Serena
(Chile)

Thorold
(Canada)

5 criteria
(3,3, 2, 1 and 1 variables)

3 criteria
(6, 6 and 4 variables)

They do not score
the same criteria,
the variable does

The criteria score
the same, the variable
doesn’t

Each criterion has a different maximum score
(6, 6, 4, 2 and 2 points). The variables are scored
from 0 to 2 points

Each criterion is valued with a maximum of 100 points.
The variables use different scoring sequences of 4 values.
There are bonus variables that grant additional points

Geological and Geomorphological

02 1999
03 1999
04 1980
08 2009
10 2010
13 2011
32 1997
33 2006

Cantabria
(Spain)

Picos de Europa
(Cantabria,
Spain)

3 criteria
(1, 5 and 5 variables)

3 criteria
(10, 10 and 9 variables)

No

No

The variables are rated from 0 to 4 points
(with the exception of the first criterion,
whose variable is scored from 0 to 1)

C1: 100 points. Each variable is rated with a maximum
of 10 points.

C2: 70 points. Each variable is rated with 5 or 10 points.
C3: 18 points. Each variable is rated from 0 to 2 points.
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Interpretation and quantification
of criteria / variables

Weighting
(weight)

Weighting method

Archeological

Method of obtaining
of the final value

Application

Interpretation of the definitions is No - Summ of the general criteria Easy Difficult
required for the quantification of (CG1: Variable arithmetic mean
the criteria. Assignment of value CG2: Score assigned according
according to evaluating judgment to the evaluator criterion)
Interpretation of some of the No - A final value is not obtained. Easy Easy

variables is required for their
quantification. Assignment of value
according to evaluating judgment

The method determines
if the evaluated good must be
preserved.

Architectonic

Interpretation of most variables

No

- Summation score criteria (variables) Easy Easy
is required for their quantification.
Assignment of value according
to evaluating judgment
Interpretation of the definitions No - Summation score criteria Easy Difficult
is required for the quantification
of the criteria. Assignment of value
according to evaluating judgment
Interpretation of most variables Yes (to each Prevalence of architectural and Summative score criteria Easy Easy
is required for their quantification. criterion) historical values over urban and (variables). Weighing
Assignment of value according economic-social values. Greater
to evaluating judgment relevance according to author
Interpretation of most variables Yes (to each Prevalence of Architectonics, Summative score criteria Easy Easy
is required for their quantification. criterion) historical and social values, (variables). Weighing
Assignment of value according on urban and economic values.
to evaluating judgment Greater relevance according
to author
Interpretation of most variables Yes (to each Ranking according to whether Summative score criteria Easy Easy

is required for their quantification.
Assignment of value according
to evaluating judgment

criterion)

the building is evaluated
individually (greater significance
of Architectonic and historical
value) or in a district/heritage area
(greater significance to environ-
mental value). Author Criterion

(variables). Weighing

Geological and Geomorphological

Use of measurable parameters,

Yes (to each

Weight allocated based on the Formula C1 (2C2 + C3) Medium Medium
punctuate specific and precise variable) importance granted by specia- The score of each criterion
characteristics. Reproducible lists. Simple sum and reduction is obtained by adding the sum
results by different evaluators to 100 of the evaluations of the of the products of each variable
experts to the variables by its weight
Use of measurable parameters No Triple rating (one score per criterion). Easy Difficult

(except the third criterion),
punctuate specific and precise
characteristics. Reproducible
results by different evaluators

Some of the variables
(after calculation on a maximum
of 10 points)
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Code

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

Year

2007

2010

2012

2013

2013

2014

2015

Location

Number criteria
(and variables)

List of criteria based
on expert surveys

criteria and / or variables

Geological and Geomorphological

Yes

Homogeneous score

The criteria are scored based on the assessment
of the expert surveyed

Cantabria
(Espafia)

3 criteria, (1, 5 and 5 variables)

They do not score
the same criteria,
the variable does

The variables are scored from 0 to 4 points

Portugal

Colombia

Espafa

Departamento
Antioquia
(Colombia)

Parque Estatal
de Ibitipoca
(Brasil)

Argentina

3 criteria (9, 6 and 6 variables)

2 generals; 2 and 2 specifics
(7, 3, 6 and 2 variables)

2 criteria in 2 matrices
with 5 and 7 variables

3 criteria
(18 variables)

5 criteria + 2 indixes

2 criteria
(4 and 5 variables)

4 criteria
(4, 6,7 and 5 variables)

They do not score
the same criteria,
the variables do

No

No

They do not score
the same criteria,
the variable does

Yes

They do not score
the same criteria,
the variable does

They do not score
the same criteria,
the variable does

The variables are scored from 0 to 4 points

The general criteria are worth 10 points, but the maximum
value of the specifics is different (5’5, 4’5, 7 and 3).

The variables are also scored with different maximum
scores (0.5, 1 and 1.5)

The variables are scored with different scores

The variables are rated with 1, 2 or 4 points

The criteria are scored from 1 to 5

The variables are scored from 0 to 3 points

The variables are scored from 1 to 3 points

45

46

2014

2016

Hungria-Croacia

El Tambo, Narifio
(Colombia)

7 criteria

2 criteria
(5 and 3 variables)

No

They do not score
the same criteria,
the variable does

The criteria are scored with different scores

The variables are scored with a maximum of 5 points
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03

Interpretation and quantification

Weighting
of criteria / variables

Method of obtaining
(weight)

of the final value

Weighting method

Application

Geological and Geomorphological

Value assignment according to the No - Delphi method. Some of the criteria Difficult Easy
synoptic judgment of experts surveyed based on the scores assigned
by experts surveyed
(other formulas indicated)
Use of measurable parameters, Yes Pesos allocated based on the Formula C1 (2C2 + C3) / 48 Medium Medium
punctuate specific and precise (to each importance granted by specialists. (final value between 0 and 1).
characteristics. Reproducible results variable) Simple sum and reduction to 100 | The score of each criterion is obtained
by different evaluators of the evaluations of the experts by adding the sum of the products
to the variables of each variable by its weight
Use of measurable parameters, Yes Pesos allocated based on the Formula (C1 + C2 + C3) /3 Medium Medium
punctuate specific and precise (to each importance granted by specialists. (final value between 0 and 1).
characteristics. Reproducible results variable) Simple sum and reduction to 100 | The score of each criterion is obtained
by different evaluators of the evaluations of the experts by adding the sum of the products
to the variables of each variable by its weight
Interpretation of the variables i = Summation score criteria Easy Difficult
s required for their quantification. No (variables)
Assignment of value according
to evaluating judgment
Interpretation of most variables - Double rating Easy Difficult
is required for their quantification. No (one score per criterion).
Assignment of value according Summ score variables
to evaluating judgment
Majority use of measurable Yes Criteria author according Summative score criteria (variables). Easy Medium
parameters punctuate concrete and (to each to the interest to be evaluated Weighting according to the interest
precise characteristics. Reproducible variable) (scientific, didactic rate to be valued
results by different evaluators or Touristic/recreational)
Interpretation of the definitions Yes Author Criterion Summative score criteria. Easy Easy
is required for the quantification (to each Weighing
of the criteria. Assignment of value variable)
according to evaluating judgment
Use of measurable parameters, No - Summative score criteria (variables). Easy Easy
punctuate specific and precise You get an evaluation by criterion
characteristics. Reproducible results and a final
by different evaluators
Interpretation of most variables Yes Author criterion according Different weights and formulas Difficult Easy
is required for their quantification. (to each to the value or index to obtain are applied according to the value
Assignment of value according variable) or index to be obtained
to evaluating judgment
Use of measurable parameters, Yes Weights from other authors’ Summative score criteria. Easy Easy
punctuate specific and precise (to each criteria. It is weighted according Weighing
characteristics. Reproducible variable) to the importance
results by different evaluators for alternative tourism
Interpreation of most variables Yes Pesos granted by a group Summative score criteria. Medium Easy
is required for their quantification. | (to each criterion of local experts Weighing
Assignment of value according and variable)
to evaluating judgment

Analysis of the bibliographic references on the criteria and methodologies of patrimonial evaluation 77



A
L
EULAG

MUSEUXIS

Number criteria
(and variables)

Code Year Location

Homogeneous score
criteria and / or variables

Patrimonio Paleontolégico

47 2015 Argentina 6 criteria No Each criterion has a different maximum score.
(5, 3, 3, 2, 5 and 3 variables) The variables are also scored with different scores.
48 2016 | Cuenca de Souza | 21 criteria Yes The variables are scored with points from 1 to 4
(Brasil)
Patrimonio Turistico
1 5 criteria No The criteria are scored with different scores.
Values between 1 and 5 or between 0 and 5
7 criteria No The criteria are scored with different scores.
Octava P
Reai6 Values between 1 and 5 or between 1 and 4
49 1997 egion
del Biobio 6 criteria No The criteria are scored with different scores
f 3
(Chile)
3 criteria No The variables are scored with different scores
4 | (9, 2 and 2 variables)

The table 3.14 includes the synthesis of
the most significant aspects that characte-
rize the heritage evaluation methodologies
applied in a practical way. It shows features
such as the scoring system used, the weigh-
ting method and the complexity of its imple-

mentation. We have considered convenient
the elaboration of a table that synthesizes
the main difficulties and advantages that
each of the applied methods possesses, in
order to design an easy evaluation metho-
dology based on a simple scoring system.
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Interpretation and quantification
of criteria / variables

Weighting
(weight)

Weighting method

Patrimonio Paleontolégico

Method of obtaining
of the final value

Final
value

Application

Use of measurable parameters, No - Summative score criteria Easy Easy
punctuate specific and precise (variables).
characteristics. Reproducible
results by different evaluators
Use of measurable parameters, Yes Author criterion according Summative score criteria. Easy Medium
punctuate specific and precise (to each to the interest to be evaluated Weighting according to the interest
characteristics. Reproducible criterion) (scientific value, educational value, rate to be valued
results by different evaluators Touristic value, and vulnerability)
Patrimonio Turistico
Majority use of measurable Yes (to each Criterion author for the later use Summative score criteria. Easy Medium
parameters punctuate concrete criterion) of the patrimonial asset Weighing
and precise characteristics. as Touristic attractive and not .
Reproducible results by different Yes.(to. each in its existence value Easy Medium
evaluators criterion)
Yes (to each Easy Easy
criterion)
Yes (to each Criteria author to avoid Summative score criteria Easy Easy
criterion) distortion between a large city (variables). Weighing
and a lower-ranking urban center
Conclusions addition, the evaluation methods do not con-

The analysis of the applied methods has
allowed to observe that the majority of sys-
tems grant maximum qualifications different
to the indicators, for which reason there are
criteria considered more relevant than others.
Also, in many occasions, the indicators re-
quire an interpretation of the evaluator for as-
signing marks, so that the final score of each
item may vary depending on the evaluator. In

template, in general, the participation of the
community for the allocation of scores. Howe-
ver, it is common to use simple mathematical
formulas aimed at obtaining the overall va-
lue of the good. The study of these aspects
has given us ideas and suggestions aimed
at designing a practical and effective imple-
mentation method, which can be applied
by different evaluators and does not require
outstanding knowledge in any subject.
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3.4 CONCLUSIONS EXTRACTED
FROM THE ANALYSIS
OF THE BIBLIOFRAPHIC
REFERENCES

The detailed analysis of fifty bibliographical
references in terms of patrimonial evaluation
has allowed us to identify their most signifi-
cant characteristics and values. The indica-
tors used in each type of localized heritage
have been studied, and various aspects
have been detected that should be impro-
ved. The works are developed in multiple
geographical spaces, which gives us a vi-
sion of the valuation of heritage from different
territories and cultures.

Our main conclusions are as follows:

1. Numerous references are limited to the
development of a methodological system of
patrimonial evaluation or to the proposal of
values or indicators. We consider convenient
the establishment of an effective asset ma-
nagement instrument with the incorporation
of inventory, cataloguing, valuation and dis-
semination phases of the heritage elements.

2. The valuation indicators show similarities
according to the type of heritage assessed,

although the criteria and variables differ ac-
cording to the method analyzed. The struc-
ture and treatment of the different procedu-
res also present relevant differences. These
aspects are linked to a lack of homogeniza-
tion and normalization of the indicators as
well as to the different applications of the
theoretical contents.

3. The definition and treatment of the indi-
cators are usually understandable, althou-
gh sometimes the use of technicalities and
specific vocabulary makes it difficult for the
evaluator to correctly assign the scores.

4. In some typologies of patrimonial eva-
luation, we observe a temporal and cultural
evolution of the values and indicators used,
mainly those related to the Geological and
Geomorphological and Cultural Heritage.
These typologies present relevant simila-
rities due to the numerous existing ante-
cedents and the relationship between the
works.

5. Most applied methods do not determine
homogeneous scores for their indicators,
due to the importance assigned to the crite-
ria or variables. In general, the value of each
indicator is assigned based on the criterion



of the author of the method, without the use
of any systematic analysis.

6. Approximately half of the evaluation me-
thodologies analyzed require an interpreta-
tion of the criteria by the evaluator for the
assignment of scores. In this sense, if the
procedure is performed by different opera-
tors, the qualification of the property may
also be different. We are aware that it is not
always possible to quantify the indicators in
a totally objective way, so it is convenient to
establish a control of subjectivity.

7. The formula to obtain the final qualifica-
tion of the patrimonial elements is usually
simple, usually based on the sum of the sco-
res assigned to the indicators.

8. With few exceptions the methodological
systems do not contemplate the participa-
tion or involvement of the local or indige-
nous community in the patrimonial valuation
of their goods and landscapes.

Based on the bibliographic review carried
out, we have designed a proposal of me-
thodology for the evaluation of cultural he-
ritage, in which a hierarchical and clear
indicators structure is stated: categories,

criteria and variables. This basic structure
constitutes the main proposal of the three
methodologies designed, adapted to the
material, immaterial and landscape cultu-
ral heritage. The valuation categories re-
present a first level of valuation and are the
following three: “Intrinsic values”, “Heritage
values” and “Potential and viability values”.
These categories are constituted by criteria,
which, in general terms, include values such
as representativeness, authenticity, integri-
ty, historical, social, symbolic or identity,
artistic or vulnerability. The criteria are also
broken down into variables, such as func-
tionality, state of conservation, visibility and
accessibility ... This structure, made up of
categories, criteria and variables, involves
the technical evaluation of the element. The
evaluation method also includes the realiza-
tion of complementary actions based on the
participation of social agents.
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A methodology of evaluation
for Cultural and Landscape Heritage

The analysis of bibliographic references
analyzed in terms of patrimonial valuation,
combined with the wide experience of the
ESTEPA research group (Studies of the Te-
rritory, Landscape and Heritage) in patri-
monial and landscape studies have made
possible the design and development of
methodological proposals on Cultural and
Landscape Heritage. Specifically, the afore-
mentioned team carried out a methodology
of patrimonial evaluation for hydraulic ele-
ments, used in various projects with satis-
factory results (HERMOSILLA, MAYORDO-
MQ, 2016 and 2017).

The analysis of the evolution of the values
of cultural elements and of the various laws
and international organizations for their con-
ceptualization and protection has allowed
us to contemplate the main social aspects
of each historical period. Likewise, the evo-
lution of the conception of heritage in Latin
America and Europe has been compared
with the aim to investigate the peculiarities
and evolution of both visions and consider
the most significant values in both socio-cul-
tural contexts.

4.1 CONCEPTUALIZATION
AND DEFINITION OF THE METHOD

The purpose of the proposed evaluation
system is the objective evaluation of the di-
fferent material and immaterial elements of
the Cultural Heritage and of the landscape

units. These are multi-criteria quantitative
methods, which recognize the multidiscipli-
nary nature required by the studies and eva-
luation of this typology of goods and territo-
ries. The employed indicators contemplate
aspects of structural and functional type
and make possible the comprehension of
patrimonial works and landscapes from di-
fferent dimensions: historical, artistic, social,
symbolic, cultural and scientific. They are
based on the general principles that allow
us to define and value the Cultural Heritage.

Our proposed common methodology for the
valuation of tangible and intangible goods
and landscapes are structured into three
categories: “Intrinsic values”, “Heritage va-
lues”, and “Potential and viability values”.
These homogeneous sets of values are
used in various national plans of the Insti-
tute of Cultural Heritage of Spain (MECD,
2012, MECD, 2015c¢) and show certain si-
milarities with those employed in other me-
thodological systems analysed (AGUILAR,
2011; GONZALEZ, 2006; IGME, 2013; ME-
DINA, 2015). The three categories are each
constituted by a different set of criteria: the
methodologies of evaluation of the material
cultural elements and the landscapes are
composed of 15 criteria or indicators, whi-
le the one dedicated to assessing the im-
material manifestations is structured in 13
criteria. Each one of these criteria is broken
down into three specific variables. Likewise,
attempts have been made to maintain the
same criteria and variables in all three me-



thods, although they have been adapted,
suppressed or expanded according to the
particular characteristics of the material, im-
material and landscape elements.

Quantification proposal

The proposed evaluation method is quantita-
tive. As mentioned and after the analysis of
the previous documents, we consider rele-
vant a proposal that allows the quantification
of the heritage value of the cultural elements,
in order to establish their hierarchy. One of
the objectives of the evaluation method is
the design of a useful tool for decision ma-
king, so it is necessary to qualify the ele-
ments and landscapes considered throu-
gh a quantitative approach. However, this
quantitative vision requires the criteria and
indicators from the qualitative point of view.

The variables that structure the different me-
thods are valued for each of the elements or
landscapes evaluated. If the quality is fulfi-
lled, the value “1” it is assigned, if not, the
value “0”, without weighting some indicators
over others. Each category (“Intrinsic values”,
“Heritage values” and “Potential and viability
values”) and criterion is evaluated separately
so that three modalities of qualifications are
obtained for each cultural element or lands-
cape unit: scores by criterion, scores by
category and a global score. The individual
qualifications allow a precision of the most
significant sets of values and a comparison
of their features and particularities.

The valuation of each criterion is established
by the sum of the scores awarded to the
variables that constitute it. For each indica-
tor, a figure of 0 to 3 is obtained in this way
depending on the compliance or not of the
proposed qualities. Four levels of valuation
are established according to the patrimonial
interest: High (3), Medium (2), Low (1) and
Very Low (0).

The score of each category is obtained
through the sum of the scores for each crite-
ria. The maximum score will depend on the
number of variables that structure each ca-
tegory. The result is expressed based on a
decimal scale (0-10 points) and 6 levels of
valuation are proposed based on the equi-
ty value: Very High (8.6-10); High (7.2-8.5);
Medium (5.8-7.1); Low (4.4-5.7); Very Low
(3-4.3); and No Interest (0-2.9).

Finally, a global assessment is calculated
as a result of adding the scores awarded to
the three categories. The value obtained is
also transformed to a decimal scale and the
same 6 levels of valuation are proposed.

Table 4.1 shows an example of how to
quantify the scoring modalities in a cultural
element. As noted, the variables are scored
with “1” or “0” depending on their complian-
ce or not. The scoring of each criterion is
obtained by adding the scorings of its va-
riables, while the scoring of the category
is calculated through the summation of the
results of its criteria. The final assessment
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is the result of adding the scores of all the
variables. The general structure of the me-
thod can be found on page 66.

Complementary actions

The proposed methodological systems
allow the technical evaluation of the cultu-
ral elements and landscapes of the Cultu-
ral Heritage and are applicable in any geo-
graphical area. Likewise, the methods also
contemplate the implementation of comple-
mentary actions based on the participation
of the community and social agents. The
active involvement of the population in the
management and valuation of their heritage
assets and territories constitutes a funda-
mental and necessary action. These addi-
tional tasks are constituted by two types of
actions: the completion of surveys by local
inhabitants, and the formation of a panel of
experts made up of specialists from the area
considered. Both procedures are structured
according to the indicators that make up the

TABLE 4.1 Example of scoring for a category in a tangible cultural element

Intrinsic

Values

Variables

evaluation methods, which allows an analy-
sis of the results by categories and criteria
and their comparison with the scores obtai-
ned in the technical assessment. Its appli-
cation would reveal the opinions and valua-
tion of the community about its heritage.

In addition to the aforementioned proposals
for complementary actions, the evaluation
method is open to any additional action that
implies the participation and involvement
of the community and social agents. In this
way, and at the suggestion of the Chilean
partner, it is possible to incorporate some
of the experiences described by Caraballo
(2008) in Latin America, in which social par-
ticipation acquires a significant importance.
In its publication, it describes the organiza-
tion of participatory workshops, in which the
opinion of the actors directly related to the
good is collected. From the vision of each
participant, the patrimonial values of the co-
llective are built.

1

Typological representativeness
Representativeness Association to ways of communities/indigenous life 1 2 | Medium

Traditional or community uses 0
Morphology and the primary image 1

2. The credlibility of the procesges that influe.ncle 0 ’ 6 Medium

Authenticity the physical and morphological characteristics Low (6,7/10)

No enviromental or locational modifications 0
Optimal conservation 1

3.

Integrity Conservation of the constitutive attributes 1 3
) . High

Functionality 1

Source: Own elaboration.
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Surveys of the local population

Surveys of the local population can be gai-
ned by the use of questionnaires which
would allow quantifying the degree of
knowledge and assessment that the com-
munity has about its heritage elements and
landscapes. We are aware that the selection
of goods and landscape units to be evalua-
ted will depend on various social proces-
ses, and may be carried out by technicians,
institutions, decision makers, the community
itself, etc. In this sense, it is possible that
the local population does not always know
all the goods that need to be evaluated — or
have very different views of what their ‘heri-
tage’ is-.

For each evaluation method, a questionnai-
re composed of questions formulated ac-
cording to the proposed criteria has been
prepared. These are closed dichotomous
issues, with answers of “yes”, “no” and “do
not know”. This type of question requires
less effort to the respondent for their respon-
se and are easier to quantify and analyze.
At the beginning of the survey, several iden-
tification questions are included, referring
to the characteristics of the subject such as
age, sex, level of studies, occupation, etc.
These questions allow us to analyze the
main sociodemographic characteristics of
the sample and make a more profuse and
detailed statistical exploitation of the data.

Respondents should only answer the ques-
tions for those elements and landscapes
they identify, which will allow quantifying the
proportion of inhabitants who know them.
The answers answered with a “yes”suppose
favourable opinions. The scores of each ele-
ment or landscape unit are obtained throu-
gh the relationship between the number of
positive responses and the total number of
responses, without counting the category of
“does not know”. The result is expressed in

a decimal scale and according to the levels
of patrimonial interest proposed in the tech-
nical evaluation.

The application of questionnaires can be
a difficult task, mainly in those areas with a
high number of inhabitants. The formulas in-
dicated by Oncins de Frutos (1991) in their
work allow to determine the minimum num-
ber of inhabitants that a survey should have:

e For an infinite population:
(population bigger than 100,000
inhabitants)
n= z2,pg/e?,
provided that np>=5y ng>=5

e For a finite population:
n = Nz?,pa/[e* (N-1)+z%pq],
provided that np>=5y ng>=5

Where:

n = sample size.

N = size of the population.

a= level of confidence chosen.

z,= the value of z (where z is a normal
centered and reduced variable), which
leaves out of the range +z4 a proportion
an of the individuals.

p = proportion in which the variable studied
is given in the population.

g=1-p.

e = estimation error.

The following tables show the size of the
sample for finite and infinite populations ac-
cording to different margins of error with the
risk conditions:
a=0,052z,=196=~2;,p=9=0,50

These sampling procedures will be followed
whenever possible. If we want the evaluation
method we have designed to have a scien-
tific basis, our proposal must address the
population sizes of the surveys, according to
the expected error regime. We are aware that
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TABLE 4.2 Determination of the size of the sample in th

e case of finite populations.

Error margins

Population
_
- - - 83

500 - 222

1.000 = = = 385 286 91

5.000 - 1.667 909 556 370 98
10.000 5.000 2.000 1.000 588 385 99

50.000 8.333 2.381 1.087 617 397 100
100.000 9.091 2.439 1.099 621 398 100

Note: Cells without data obtain values higher than half of the population, so it is advisable to take the total population directly.

Source: Oncins de Frutos, M. (1991).

TABLE 4.3 Determination of the size of the sample
in the case of infinite populations.

0,1 1.000.000
0,5 40.000
1,0 10.000
2,5 1.667
5,0 400

Source: Oncins de Frutos, M. (1991).

the implementation of these complementary
actions entails greater complexity and addi-
tional costs.

Expert Panel

Using an Expert Panel is another method to
gain additional information. Seeking advice
from them makes it possible to know the opi-
nion of local specialists and technicians in
the patrimonial elements and landscapes of
the study area. The experts will be knowle-
dgeable about a relevant subject in depth.
Such an approach consists of two phases:

88 A methodology of evaluation for Cultural and Landscape Heritage

A. 1st phase: local specialists should apply
the proposed methodological system in
the same way, i.e. the allocation of 1 point
is made for each variable that is met and
0 points if it is not met. The quantification
method follows the same guidelines as the
aforementioned assessment process and
the results obtained are adapted to a deci-
mal scale. The 6 levels of interest proposed
in the technical assessment and in the com-
munity surveys are used, which facilitates
the comparison of qualifications: Very High
(8.6-10); High (7.2-8.5); Medium (5.8- 7.1);
Low (4.4-5.7); Very Low (3-4.3); and No In-
terest (0-2.9).

B. 2nd phase: roundtable. The specialists
will meet together to discuss aspects related
to the heritage elements and landscapes
evaluated. This procedure allows the ob-
taining of qualitative information of interest
since the specialists present their opinions
and considerations from their point of view.
A moderator structures the debate and con-
trols the time allocated for discussion.
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4.2 METHOD OF EVALUATION: of the three areas under consideration — Tan-
gible Cultural Heritage, Intangible Heritage
g:rﬁé;?Aoch;‘:iﬁ?:BIEE’s and Cultural Landscapes are given. Using

these same structures complementary ac-
tions can be developed using questionnai-
Below, the structure and explanation of the  res with the local communities and panels of
three methods proposed for the evaluation  experts.

A. Tangible Cultural Heritage

Typological representativeness

1. Representativeness Association to ways of communities/indigenous life

Traditional or community uses

Intrinsic Morphology and the primary image

Values 2. Authenticity The credibility of the processes that influence the physical and morphological characteristics

No environmental or locational modifications

Optimal conservation

3. Integrity Conservation of the constitutive attributes

Functionality

Link to historical figures, civilizations or institutions

4. Historical The provision of traces of the community’s history and culture

Testimony of a moment or historical place

Expression of a living heritage

5. Social Link to traditional ways of life

Procedural significance (productive activities, traditional knowledge, rituals)

Identification and knowledge by local communities

G}Ing‘l:i?;ic Association of the tangible asset with popular and community customs and traditions
The feeling of identity and belonging to the group or community
Creative action: artistic authorship and collective authorship

Heritages 7. Artistic Aesthetic values
Values Capacity for expression

Techniques used in the construction of the element

8. Technical Formal and structural beauty
Innovations and technological improvements
Territorial culture linked to communities

9. Territorial Integration in the territory
Participation of communities in the knowledge and mediation of local cultural heritage
Natural, environmental, protected, interesting landscape

10. Landscape The degree of environmental sustainability linked to the element

Heritage visibility and accessibility

Incorporation in inventories or heritage catalogues

11. Educational

nedanit Presence and impact on references and documentary, artistic or literary works
/ Scientific

Integration and transmission in the educational and training field
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Administration and other groups’ investments and actions

Potential
and
Feasibility
Values

12. Awareness
of social agents

Inclusion in sustainable cultural and tourism programs and routes

Dissemination and communication strategies

13. Participation and

Participation in cultural property management

integration of local

Participation in the documentation, research and interpretation processes

communities

Participation as a social actor in the story

The possibility of integral action. The contribution of the heritage asset to the development

of the community

14. Socioeconomic

profitability
endogenous development

The asset as a support for socio-economic activities that contribute to the sustainable

Legal status and ownership of the territory and the patrimonial elements

The absence of natural threats

15. Vulnerability

The absence of anthropogenic threats

The absence of intrinsic vulnerability or abandonment situation

Source: Own elaboration.

DEFINITIONS AND EXPLANATIONS
FOR THE USE OF THESE CATEGORIES,
CRITERIA AND VARIABLES

Below we provide detailed descriptions of the
terms used in the table above. We have used
the same numbering system as in the table.

INTRINSIC VALUES

Intrinsic values decide the inherent value
of the cultural element itself, regardless of
its context. They consider the attributes or
characteristics of the heritage feature and
its importance in relation to similar elements,
hence it is a comparative analysis of the cul-
tural asset (MECD, 2015¢, MECD, 2015d).

1. REPRESENTATIVENESS

Representativeness considers the testimo-
nial value and the singularity of the cultural
element, as well as its typological represen-
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tativeness. This criterion establishes the in-
trinsic value of the element, its importance
in relation to others of the same typology. It
is about evaluating the good as a testimo-
nial vestige in a more or less immediate en-
vironment, either because of its singularity
or because it is the most representative mo-
del in its kind, or because it responds to the
characteristics that define a building, artistic,
ethnological type. As a singularity, the repre-
sentative aspects of those cultural elements
that are part of the life of the communities,
especially the indigenous ones, have to be
taken into account, and they have value as
living heritage linked to the traditional use or
to the evolutionary permanence linked to the
local development of the communities.

Variable 1.

Typological representativeness

It values the testimonial degree and the sin-
gularity of the cultural element regarding
other tangible or intangible elements of its
immediate surroundings. Within this assess-
ment, the following aspects would be taken
into account: form and design or concep-



tion, tangibles and substance, uses and
functions, traditions, techniques and mana-
gement systems, location and environment,
language and other forms of links with the
intangible heritage, and spirit and sensitivity.

Variable 2.

Association to ways of communities/
indigenous life

This variable values the representativeness
of the cultural asset as an element that plays
important social and economic roles for the
community, maintaining close links with the
community and contributing to the local de-
velopment of society. The value of heritage
in the protection of the nearby natural envi-
ronment (ecosystems in the sites and their
surrounding areas) must be taken into ac-
count and serves as a driving force for the
injection of vitality into communities. This
variable takes especial regard to high value
areas, such as places that contain outstan-
ding, special or unique features (historical
sites or important natural areas of conser-
vation value because of their biodiversity
or geodiversity), especially those related to
areas inhabited by indigenous peoples or
that are important as anthropological or uni-
que cultural niches.

Variable 3.

Traditional or community uses

This variable values the link with other ex-
pressions, tangible and intangible, in relation
to its nearby territory, landscape, culture, and
heritage. The attributes considered make re-
ference to the existence of a systemic link
with other heritage assets, allowing the pro-
tection of less tangible assets of the goods
(communities, cultures, and knowledge), be-
ing an important promoter of cultural diversity
and agent in the continuation of compatible
uses of land or economic activity.

2. AUTHENTICITY

Authenticity values the conservation and
maintenance of the original characteristics
and values of the element, although inevitable
there will have been interventions and subse-
quent processes (MECD, 2015d). The attri-
butes considered are related to tangible and
morphological features, but are also linked to
the processes and activities that affect their
physical qualities or their original location.
The nature of the constructive elements must
be considered since the tangibles of some
goods must be replaced in a cyclical way as
a consequence of their fragile nature.

It is convenient to consider the meaning of
Authenticity contemplated in the Regional
Document of the Southern Cone, known as
the Charter of Brasilia and prepared at the
V Regional Meeting of ICOMOS Brazil. This
document relates authenticity to the idea of
truth and contemplates the peculiarities of
architecture based on the ephemerality of
its tangibles. In this sense, the vernacular
architecture is constituted by ephemeral
tangibles (earth, wood, etc.), so “the repla-
cement of some elements with traditional te-
chniques, is an authentic response”. Also, in
the Inter-American Symposium on Authenti-
city in the Conservation and Management of
Cultural Heritage, held in Texas in 1996, “the
concept of authenticity had been limited to
its Eurocentric interpretation (...). With the
expansion of the concept of cultural herita-
ge including new categories, such as verna-
cular architecture and cultural landscapes,
authenticity has demanded a new definition
that goes beyond physical matter”. Conse-
quently, the concept of authenticity should
not be applied to the vernacular heritage in
the same way as to the monumental one. It
is convenient to take into account the tan-
gibility but also the intangible values of the
heriage element (GARCIA, 2012).
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Variable 1

Morphology and the primary image

This variable assesses the degree of fideli-
ty that the element maintains compared with
its original appearance. It contemplates as-
pects related to the structure and morpho-
logy of the work, its image, design and the
tangibles used in a traditional way (UNESCO,
2017). The work should keep its original va-
lues intact, and any interventions that have
been carried out should have used traditio-
nal techniques in a respectful manner. The
presence of overlapping contaminations
from other periods is evaluated negatively
(MECD, 2015c), as well as mimetic and his-
toricist falsifications (MECD, 2015b). The va-
lue associated with originality compares the
cultural good with others of the same type,
style, author, period, region or combination
of them and define the representativeness
or originality of the good. This group of va-
lues is related to the previous one (repre-
sentativeness) and may have an influence
on the level of protection that is established.

Variable 2

The credibility of the processes

that influence the physical

and morphological characteristics

This variable refers to the veracity or credibi-
lity of the processes associated with the care
of the element against damage to its physical
qualities. It considers changes in agricultural
or natural practices, traditions, techniques
and management systems, forms of social
organization, cultural practices or characte-
ristics linked to the spirit and sensitivity of the
place (UNESCO, 2017).

Variable 3

No environmental

or locational modifications

This variable refers to the modifications that
the territory in which the property has tra-
ditionally been located has experienced; it

values continuity and the preservation of a
traditional landscape. It contemplates in a
negative way the transformations of the ori-
ginal landscape that could have damaged
the harmony and integrity between the work
and its original environment. For example, it
refers to the existence of processes linked
to urban expansion, the construction of new
buildings, the development of activities, etc.,
that influence the historical relationship of the
element with the territory. The change of the
original location of the element is also consi-
dered harmful.

3. INTEGRITY

Integrity refers to the state of conservation of the
patrimonial element and its attributes, as well
as to the functionality currently available. It va-
lues that none of the essential parts of the work
has lost its worth or is without any of its consti-
tuent elements or attributes (UNESCO, 2017).

Variable 1

Optimal conservation

The patrimonial element has an excellent or
satisfactory state of preservation overall and
has suffered no serious damage or dete-
riorations derived from its use and function
(MECD, 2015d). Optimal conservation is a
significant component of the asset’s attrac-
tiveness and can lead to its inclusion in va-
lue-added policies.

Variable 2

Conservation of the constitutive

attributes

The element has all the relevant attributes
and constituent parts which have not been
damaged or have deteriorated. The cultural
element shows a unitary character, comple-
te and intact, and its essential or constituti-
ve parts haven't lost their inherent values or
characteristics.



Variable 3

Functionality

The considered element maintains its origi-
nal function or has another alternative use,
adapted to the peculiarities and characteris-
tics of the vernacular heritage of each area
or region (MECD, 2015b). If the element has
a new functionality, it must be compatible
with the culture and sustainable develop-
ment of the communities. The continuity of
traditional functions reinforces the meaning
of the element. Proper use will favour the
preservation of the element, while incompa-
tible functionality can lead to its loss of value.
Unused works are susceptible to abandon-
ment and degradation due to lack of main-
tenance (MECD, 2015a). To maintain func-
tionality of primitive and wild areas they must
be specially preserved from deleterious na-
tural processes, and from infrastructure de-
velopment or techniques of manipulation of
the territory that are prohibited.

HERITAGES VALUES

The patrimonial values contribute to the
descriptive analysis of the heritage element
(MECD, 2015c¢). The cultural and environ-
mental attributes that condition and enrich
the intrinsic characteristics and particulari-
ties of the element are considered.

4, HISTORICAL

This criterion considers the history of the
patrimonial property or object itself and the
history of the community as a witness to its
creation and evolution. Historical value rela-
tes to the ability to transmit knowledge and
cultural aspects, as well as the events and
experiences that occur in or around it. It acts
as a testimony to the history and ways of life

in which it was built and offers cultural, social
or economic evidence of the periods and so-
cieties who lived alongside it (MECD, 2015a).

Variable 1

Link to historical figures,

civilizations or institutions

This element is associated with relevant his-
torical figures, civilizations of interest or sig-
nificant organizations of historical character
(MECD, 2015d). This variable is important
for its ability to explain and recall the life of
a famous person, an ethnic group or a local
or indigenous community, or an institution.

Variable 2

The provision of traces

of the community’s history and culture

This variable refers to the ability of the ele-
ment to transmit events considered signi-
ficant in the history and culture of a com-
munity. It contemplates the existence of
testimonial traces of the past activity of
humankind, experiences, knowledge, tra-
ditions, and aspects associated with cultu-
ral diversity or democratic culture (MECD,
2015Db).

Variable 3

Testimony of a moment

or historical place

Values the association of the patrimonial
work with a relevant historical phase, event
or with significant spaces of a certain period
and culture. It considers the historical value
of the element as a testimony or reflection of
a historical moment or past place framed in
a specific culture (MECD, 2015d).

5. SOCIAL

This criterion values the current social use of
the heritage element, as well as its capacity
to provide the tools and framework to help
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shape and direct the development of tomo-
rrow’s societies. It is related to the “living”
sites as part of the heritage because of its
condition as testimonies to the relevance of
ancient traditions in todays culture, and gi-
ving implicit proof of its sustainability. The
social value of a cultural asset is related to
traditional social activities (and therefore to
intangible cultural heritage — see page 87),
and to the current compatible use, and plays
a fundamental role in the establishment of
social and cultural identity, but especially in
the strengthening of values in the culture of
peace and democracy. Social value is un-
derstood as a vehicle for the improvement
of living conditions, especially on new equi-
pment, infrastructures and ways of living.

This value as an exceptional element will
be estimated for traditional and indigenous
users, in which development should be
linked to provide basic services for traditio-
nal users within protected areas (primitive
or wilderness areas), in which development
should have a minimum impact and serve
only to the immediate users of the designa-
ted area.

On the other hand, change is an element in
all societies, so it is important to avoid ex-
clusive visions that favour manifestations
of certain movements or times, to the detri-
ment of others.

Variable 1

Expression of a living heritage

This variable addresses social and com-
munity aspects that are integrated into the
governance structures and in the innovation
processes that contributed to the creation of
heritage elements. It recognises the signifi-
cance of the integration and participation of
the community in the design of places. The-
se variables are important for the unders-
tanding of one’s own place from a social,

active and participative point of view. Wi-
thin the social values granted to the cultural
element, its originality and evolution within
society and its development are especially
important.

Variable 2

Link to traditional ways of life

This variable asseses the heritage element as
a dynamic process within the territory and its
importance to the community in their defini-
tion of their culture and heritage. It reflects on
how the element is used, rooted in the living
culture of its inhabitants. It appreciates the
fact that the heritage element serves as a per-
manent laboratory of research or experimen-
tation in order to use it as a cultural, social
and economic resource. It will be considered
of importance to the community as a group
carrier of knowledge, but also as an agent in
decision making. Balance and sustainability
within the territory will also be considered.

Variable 3

Procedural significance

(productive activities,

traditional knowledge, rituals)

This variable assesses the relationship of
the heritage element with its territorial and
social environment, based on the concern
and connection of local communities with
the local environment. The interests of com-
munity origin are taken into account as crea-
tors of civic action movements that facilitate
the conservation of cultural, tangible and
intangible goods, based on coherence and
social appreciation.

6. SYMBOLIC / IDENTITY

This criterion relates to the bonds and emo-
tions of local communities towards their
cultural elements and sites. It considers the
sentimental, spiritual or religious ties with



the heritage feature, but also the symbolic,
patriotic or other types of values originated
in emotional or identity perceptions (LOSA-
DA, 1999). It refers to the recognition of the
element by local communities, its associa-
tion with popular customs and traditions,
and the feeling of identity and belonging to
the group or community.

Variable 1

Identification and knowledge

by local communities

This variable assesses how the cultural ele-
ment is identified and recognized by the di-
fferent sectors of the local community, using
oral sources closely linked to the preserva-
tion of historical memory. The local and in-
digenous community and the traditional se-
ttlers give the work its patrimonial character
and consolidate the idea that it is a signifi-
cant element in society (GUTIERREZ, 2014).

Variable 2

Association of the tangible asset with
popular and community customs

and traditions

This variable explores the relationship be-
tween the heritage element with popular
traditions and intangible manifestations that
create the local memory of the communty
(MECD, 2015a). It contemplates the main-
tenance of traditional social and productive
activities linked to the cultural element. Con-
sequently, the conservation of customs by its
inhabitants, who sustain the traditional activi-
ties associated with the element is relevant. It
considers the contemporary use of the heri-
tage by cultural groups, the impact of herita-
ge on everyday life, as well as the processes
that constitute the identity of a community.

Variable 3

The feeling of identity and belonging

to the group or community

This variable assesses if and how the patri-

monial element arouses a sense of identity
and belonging to the local or indigenous
group or community in which it is located. It
is the affective and emotional bond attribu-
ted by the population to the heritage which
generates and makes visible a local iden-
tity (CARABALLO, 2008). The community
recognizes the element as an integral part
of its cultural heritage with a significant va-
lue, transcending even its authenticity. It is
related to the emotional and identity percep-
tions and the symbolism that the element
has for all the local population, leading to
an appreciation of cultural diversity and the
understanding of others.

7. ARTISTIC

The artistic value is related to the aesthetic
and cultural value of the cultural element,
alluding to its visual qualities, expressed in
its composition and its relationship to the
environment, whether natural or urban, in
which the expression of the artist, the skills
and materials used are fundamental, as well
as excellently executed. In addition to tra-
ditional appreciations of aesthetics relating
to formal beauty, balance, and proportions,
their capacity for expression, the manifes-
tation of feelings, ideas or emotions, and
the expression of the worldview of the au-
thor through resources perceptible through
the senses, are considered. Artistic value
relates not only to the formal beauty of the
content but also the capacity for expression
linked to the creativity of the author.

Variable 1

Creative action: artistic authorship

and collective authorship

This variable considers the element for its uni-
versality rather than making a comparison to
specific artists or technical or stylistic proces-
ses of well-known buildings or works of art.
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Even the most mundane, anonymous works
of art, including the built heritage, (urban, rural
and territorial), must be addressed expressly.
Any value given to this variable should con-
sider the ideological implications of colonia-
lism, imperialism and the totalitarianism.

Variable 2

Aesthetic values

This variable considers the aesthetic or ar-
tistic value of the good, based on scientific
and historical assessments, the consequen-
ces of investigations that have identified the
outstanding features that mark the element
in relation to its own time, other periods and
the present. Importance is given to the de-
sign, aesthetics and tangible values of the
cultural asset, but bearing in mind the rele-
vance of its conception in technical, structu-
ral and functional terms.

Variable 3

Capacity for Expression

This variable asks that the artistic value be
weighed in relation to the era when it was
created, that is, associated with the forms
and ways of constructing and creating re-
presentative of the paradigms of the socie-
ties when it was made. This may be the deep
past, the industrial era, or of the current
communities, or made by someone from a
surviving indigenous society. The capacity
for expression not only refers to the artistic/
expressive value for its aesthetic qualities or
formal beauty but also alludes to its capa-
city for expression and transcendence from
tangible to the conceptual world — what sto-
ries can the object tell us?.

8. TECHNICAL

The technical criterion considers the tech-
nological value of the heritage asset as a
response to the development and evolution

of the art of construction and the specific te-
chniques used. It contemplates the design,
the forms and structure of the work as well
as the innovations and interventions made.
The aspects evaluated here are the tech-
nique used in the construction of the work,
its relevance in formal and structural terms,
and the innovations made to recover or im-
prove its morphology and performance.

Variable 1

Techniques used in the construction

of the element

This variable evaluates the techniques used
in the construction or elaboration of the cul-
tural property or object. It reflects the te-
chnology of an era and a society that has
allowed the construction of the element. A
higher value is assigned if the technique
used is complex, new or exceptional within
the framework of the historical and social
period in which the element was built.

Variable 2

Formal and structural beauty

This variable refers to the formal beauty of
the element, in terms of balance and pro-
portions (MECD, 2015d). It evaluates the
design and value of the image and consi-
ders the relevance of its result according to
its structural and morphological aspects.

Variable 3

Innovations and technological improvements
It considers the innovations and improve-
ments that have been included in the work,
as well as the incorporation of technology
solutions aimed at the recovery or impro-
vement of its performance or image. The
interventions carried out must respect the
original design or the harmonious balance
between appearance and structure. The im-
provements made involve the contribution
of a certain degree of innovation in the tech-
niques and procedures used.



9. TERRITORIAL

This criterion refers to the areas that corres-
pond to the territory and the management of
heritage and natural resources, and territo-
rial and cultural identity, as well as the com-
munity and their family histories (collective
memory').

Variable 1

Territorial culture linked to communities

This criterion relates to the interaction of the
cultural property with the territory. This rela-
tionship between the traditional uses of the
territory and the structures spread over it is
inseparable from the traditional landscape,
as we perceive it today, linked to the com-
munity’s territorial culture.

Variable 2

Integration in the territory

This variable assesses the systemic orga-
nization and geographical distribution of
the cultural asset as part of a group without
which it partially or totally lacks meaning.
The safeguarding of the systemic value must
thus imply the protection of all the elements
through the analysis, understanding, and
articulation of the links that compose it. It will
be important to address cases associated
with indigenous communities and their rela-
tionship with the territory they inhabit.

Variable 3

Participation of communities

in the knowledge and mediation

of local cultural heritage

This variable considers the connection of
the community with the cultural heritage of
its territory through the different channels of
participation in its management and conser-
vation. The formation of a territorial vision, or
‘sense of place’ and the notion of the terri-

10. LANDSCAPE

This criterion relates to the interaction be-
tween the patrimonial element and the
landscape of the territory where it is located.
It values the combination of the physical pre-
sence of the work with the visible elements
that surround it and that characterise the te-
rritory (MECD, 2015a). It considers the natu-
ral or environmental interest of the settlement
in which the heritage asset is found, the cha-
racteristics associated with the sustainability
of the site and the relationship of the property
with its visual and accessible environment.

Variable 1

Natural, environmental, protected,
interesting landscape

This variable refers to the location of the he-
ritage asset in a space of natural and en-
vironmental interest. Biotic values, such as
the presence of water or forests, contribute
to the landscape value of the element. The
location of the element in an environment
that has official recognition and protection is
also important since its declaration limits the
performance of activities that are harmful to
its conservation and that of its environment.
Landscape and environmental protection
figures are considered at an international,
national, regional or local level, the most
relevant to this project are the Biosphe-
re Reserves declared by UNESCO, or the
protected areas of the International Union
for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), such as
nature reserves, wild natural areas, national
parks and natural monuments.
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Variable 2

The degree of environmental

sustainability linked to the element

This variable considers the presence of ac-
tivities associated with the element that may
harm the sustainability of the territory. The
damaging actions linked to the work are va-
lued in a negative way, such as agricultural
overexploitation, the excessive generation,
and accumulation of waste, tourist pressure
and uncontrolled overcrowding generated
by the attraction of the good, and the noi-
se, light, atmospheric or any other type of
pollution.

Variable 3

Heritage visibility and accessibility

This variable concerns the relationship of
the heritage feature with its visual environ-
ment and the other visible elements loca-
ted in the territory. It assesses the visibility
of the good and its easy access since both
aspects facilitate the identification, analysis,
and evaluation of the patrimonial element by
the territorial agents. However, in those as-
sets affected by mass tourism, access will
be assessed in a positive manner, provided
that the load or reception capacity is low.
Likewise, in territories and elements belon-
ging to or claimed by the indigenous com-
munities as their own, there should be plan-
ning tools and controls on access, given the
fragility of these spaces. One example of
this type of critical situation is the one su-
ffered by the population in the Moche coun-
tryside, Peru, due to a new access road to
the huacas, by cutting off the freedom of the
settlers to circulate freely and graze their
cattle (PONTIFICIA UNIVERSIDAD CATOLI-
CA DEL PERU, 2017) .

11. EDUCATIONAL / SCIENTIFIC

This criterion relates to the scientific quali-
ties of the heritage asset associated with the
creation of knowledge in any thematic area
and its educational potential and dissemina-
tion. Its registry in inventories or patrimonial
catalogues is valued positively, as is the in-
fluence of the work in the development of
disciplines and professional practices, its
presence in references or scientific studies,
and the disclosure of its values in the edu-
cational field.

The educational value understands the cul-
tural asset as an intermediary to transmit and
generate empathy with messages that have
to do with the highest concerns and aspira-
tions of our vital interests: peace, education,
sustainability, development or solidarity.

Variable 1

Incorporation in inventories

or heritage catalogues

This variable refers to different types of de-
claration, cataloguing or protection coming
from official bodies. The objective of inclu-
ding the patrimonial elements in inventories
and patrimonial catalogues is to promote
their viability and value. The inventories con-
tribute to the awareness of the population
regarding their heritage and promote their
identity and self- esteem. It is necessary to
involve the local and indigenous commu-
nity in the identification and assessment of
their patrimonial elements and in the prepa-
ration of catalogues. The preparation of an
inventory requires the participation of local
communities, groups or individuals who-
se heritage must be identified and defined
(UNESCO, s.a.1, MACHUCA, 2010, GAR-
CIA, (Dir.) 2008.



Variable 2

Presence and impact on references

and documentary, artistic or literary works
This variable values the existence of works,
publications or documents that expressly
mention the patrimonial element conside-
red. It includes the existence of any type
of reference, either through bibliographical
consultation (monographs, contrasted stu-
dies, scientific articles, Ph.D. dissertations),
planimetric (cartography, topographic ele-
vations), photographic (collections of old
photographs), artistic, literary, etc. Their
contribution to the development of any dis-
cipline or subject will be valued, as well as
the creation and consolidation in later goods
(MECD, 2015d). In some EU-LAC partners’
countries, such as Chile, such documenta-
tion may be scarce. A review of the Cultural
Heritage of the Los Rios Region, prepared
by the Universidad Austral de Chile (2010),
notes there are few indigenous or local re-
searchers who disseminate or publish infor-
mation related to the indigenous communi-
ties of the country.

Variable 3

Integration and transmission

in the educational and training field

This variable refers to the appropriate inte-
gration of heritage studies in the educatio-
nal field, whether in formal or non-regulated
education. It evaluates the development of
pedagogical projects related to the disclo-
sure of the values associated with heritage
assets. It also contemplates the presence
of museums of any type or other organi-
zed cultural associations, dedicated to the
transmission of knowledge and traditions
linked to the work.

POTENTIAL AND FEASIBILITY VALUES

These values determine the potential value
of the asset and make references to their fu-
ture prospects (MECD, 2015c). They value
the possibilities of the element linked to their
restitution and value. It considers the invol-
vement and awareness of the social agents,
the participation of the local communities,
the socioeconomic profitability and the vul-
nerability of the element.

12. AWARENESS
OF SOCIAL AGENTS

This criterion refers to the involvement, com-
mitment, and awareness that social agents
have in the protection, conservation and
enhancement of the elements of cultural he-
ritage. This participation can be developed
in different ways: through investments and
actions aimed at the conservation and feasi-
bility of the work, its insertion in tourist-cultu-
ral routes and programs, or the existence of
graphic, documentary and audiovisual tan-
gibles and mechanisms for dissemination
and signaling.

Variable 1

Administration and other

groups’ investments and actions

This variable considers the involvement and
investments of administrations, public and
private entities, associations or the local
and native communities, aimed at the imple-
mentation of actions for the conservation of
the element and its feasibility. It is neces-
sary that the heritage asset is valued by
local communities and the administration.
Ignoring the asset could lead to its progres-
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sive abandonment and deterioration. The
investments and actions carried out must
involve the community itself and preserve
the values that this heritage represents. It
appreciates the presence of organized and
knowledgeable cultural groups in favour of
the good and its protection and value. As an
example of positive action, in 2008 the Re-
gional Heritage Table was created in Chile,
an entity in charge of identifying investment
initiatives that could be financed by the He-
ritage Value Program (UNIVERSIDAD AUS-
TRAL DE CHILE, 2010).

Variable 2

Inclusion in sustainable cultural

and tourism programs and routes

This variable refers to the inclusion of the
patrimonial asset in programs or routes of
cultural or tourist typology. This may be
done by a) reconditioning of the installa-
tion and its surroundings for the controlled
and sustainable reception of visitors; b) the
presence of approved routes and trails that
make access to and dissemination of infor-
mation about the property easy; and c) the
existence of interpretive routes that have as
one of their main attractions the visit to the
patrimonial element. In those spaces where
growing tourism poses a significant threat,
the absence of planning tools aimed at con-
trolling visitor flows will be negatively as-
sessed. Numerous monuments and tourist
environments are subject to high pressure
derived from the development of mass tou-
rism. For example, one of the most relevant
reasons that have motivated the recovery of
historic centres in Latin American and Ca-
ribbean cities has been the promotion of
tourism and its associated cultural activities.
However, in some cases, these activities
led to real estate speculation, the expulsion
of local communities or the loss of intangi-
ble heritage (LUQUE and SMITH, 2007).
Unplanned tourism can mean the economic

exploitation of the asset and the loss of its
traditional values and meanings.

Variable 3

Dissemination and communication
strategies

This considers the existence of informative
and didactic supports such as information
panels, signs, guides, brochures, leaflets or
triptychs, as well as another documentary,
graphics and audiovisual equipment. These
instruments contribute to the dissemination
of information about the cultural element and
the explanation of its meaning, values, and
uses. The presence of an efficient network
of information and dissemination is viewed
favourably (AREA, 2010). It contemplates in
a positive way the elaboration of strategies
for the communication of the element throu-
gh mechanisms that improve the collabora-
tion between public and private institutions,
as well as the presence of regional networ-
ks to improve the exchange of information
(UNESCO, 2014).

13. PARTICIPATION AND INTEGRATION
OF LOCAL COMMUNITIES

The active participation of local communi-
ties in policies that preserve cultural herita-
ge is considered under this criterion. This
criterion will take into account the existence
of programs based on social agreement,
collaborative work and the full participation
of interested parties. It is about valuing the
link between the social actors and those
who study, value and work on heritage, from
the social commitment leading to its preser-
vation and conservation. There are different
levels of participation, including educational
and training programs integrated into the
socio-educational and cultural structures of
the territory. However, participation in the
decision-making processes themselves, the



management of the property or in the tasks
and processes linked to it (documentation,
research or interpretation) are especially
important. Participation demands three ba-
sic actors: heritage professionals, the local
community, and heritage researchers.

Variable 1

Participation in cultural property
management

This refers to the assessment of community
participation in the cultural, economic and
social management processes of the pro-
perty or object, defining uses, donations,
deposits, exhibition, and contributions to
the development of the community and the
sustainability of natural and cultural heritage
resources.

Variable 2

Participation in the documentation,

research and interpretation processes

This variable contemplates the participation
of the community in the processes of investi-
gation, documentation and local knowledge,
through the interpretation of the patrimonial
resources, the participation in educational
contents, diffusion and activities, or media-
tion from the social function of heritage. An
example is the research work developed in
the Heritage Value Program in Chile. This
makes a diagnosis of cultural assets in the
Los Rios Region, identified in workshops of
citizen participation and consultation with
specialists, among other sources (UNIVER-
SIDAD AUSTRAL DE CHILE, 2010).

Variable 3

Participation as a social actor in the story

It considers the participation of the mem-
bers of the community as actors in the cons-
truction of the story about the heritage asset,
using mechanisms to exchange information
regarding family histories of engagement
with the site. It includes the interpretation

and mediation in the decision making in the
management of the oral history (script, sam-
ple, contents), and in the sort of story as a
reflection of the territorial and cultural iden-
tity, keeping in mind the information coming
from the community.

14. SOCIOECONOMIC PROFITABILITY

This criterion refers to the possibility of carr-
ying out actions linked to the recovery and
enhancement of the cultural asset, as well as
its contribution to the development of local
communities. The variables are associated
with the possibility of integral action of the
element, its contribution to the sustainable
growth of the communities, and its legal and
property situation and that of the territory in
which it is located, from a perspective asso-
ciated with sustainable development.

Variable 1

The possibility of integral action.

The contribution of the heritage asset

to the development of the community.

This variable refers to the ease with which
the value or restitution of the patrimonial ele-
ment is valued. It is linked to the presence of
revaluation projects and management insti-
tutions. For example, the Los Rios Region of
Chile has a significant diffusion and support
to the tangible heritage. There are several
initiatives in the tourism sector, which are
the main driving force behind the enhance-
ment of the territory’s heritage, linked to visi-
tor attraction and patrimonial promotion, as
well as other valuation mechanisms related
to public works plans and improvement of
connectivity (UNIVERSIDAD AUSTRAL DE
CHILE, 2010). This criterion contemplates
the management and intervention on the he-
ritage element in a negative way, without the
direct participation of the local, traditional
and native communities that coexist with it.
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One of the objectives contemplated in the
Action plan for World Heritage in Latin Ame-
rica and the Caribbean (2014-2024) (UNES-
CO, 2014) is to strengthen the participation
of communities (local, traditional and nati-
ves) in the identification and management
of World Heritage.

Variable 2

The asset as a support for socio-economic
activities that contribute to the sustainable
endogenous development

This variable considers the value of produc-
tion and the sources of income generated
by the heritage asset that contributes to sus-
tainable development and the improvement
of life of local communities. It refers to the
element as support for socio-economic ac-
tivities aimed at the growth of the place in
which it is located, such as trade, tourism,
agriculture, employment, etc. The genera-
tion of economic income derived from the
patrimonial work as long as they create local
and sustainable development for the com-
munity in which they are located is positively
valued. For example, in Latin America and
also in Europe, the declaration of various
urban spaces as world cultural heritage
has generated significant economic flows
and productive reactivation, but has led to
a worsening of social problems, the loss of
collective identity and new gaps of social
exclusion, poverty and inequality (GUERRE-
RO, 2012). In many situations, the benefits
generated by heritage have not improved
the living conditions of the community.
The Action plan for World Heritage in Latin
America and the Caribbean (2014- 2024)
(UNESCO, 2014) has as its general objec-
tive the use of heritage as a factor for sus-
tainable development, which contributes to
a) improving the quality of life of people and
communities, b) poverty reduction; c) gen-
der equality; d) promotion of cultural and
natural diversity. The plan includes among

its actions the development of sustainable
opportunities aimed at the benefit of local,
traditional and indigenous peoples.

Variable 3

Legal status and ownership of the

territory and the patrimonial elements

This variable considers the legal framework
linked to the protection, conservation, and
dissemination of the heritage. It apprecia-
tes the presence of mechanisms and legal
instruments aimed at the protection of he-
ritage assets against their improper use. If
an adequate legal framework is applied,
the possibility of exploiting the goods for
commercial purposes by people outside
the communities is reduced. The analysis of
the type of property of a good and its re-
lationship with the public or private sector
is a fundamental indicator, mainly due to its
connection to different legal natures (UNI-
VERSIDAD AUSTRAL DE CHILE, 2010). In
Latin America, the legitimacy of administra-
tions and other entities to manipulate and
dispose of property claimed by native com-
munities as their own has been questioned
in recent years. As a result, there are claims
from these communities and organizations
aimed at obtaining the ownership of the te-
rritory they occupy and to recover their sa-
cred places and patrimonial elements (WI-
LLIAMS, 2013). The native communities of
Latin America make efforts to obtain legal
recognition and ownership of the lands they
inhabit, as well as the recovery of the clai-
med property. For example, the knowledge
and natural resources of the Mapuche com-
munity have generated the interest of trans-
national pharmaceutical companies, which
has led to the theft of information or biopira-
cy, allowed by a legal vacuum on the herita-
ge of the original peoples of Chile (UNIVER-
SIDAD AUSTRAL DE CHILE, 2010). In short,
it is necessary to have legal instruments for
the protection of the property rights of local



and indigenous communities (protection of
intellectual property, patent registration, co-
pyright, etc.) (UNESCO, SA1, and UNESCO,
SA2).

15. VULNERABILITY

This criterion refers to the existence of na-
tural and anthropic threats and the potential
impacts on the cultural asset and its values.
It considers the capacity of the heritage fea-
ture to withstand potential damage and de-
terioration. It also contemplates the fragility
of a heritage asset linked to a possible situa-
tion of abandonment.

Variable 1

The absence of natural threats

Different world areas are subject to varying
geographical and climatological vulnerabi-
lity. Natural disasters such as hurricanes,
earthquakes, fires or torrential rains have
significant impacts on heritage assets, as
set out in the Action plan for World Heritage
in Latin America and the Caribbean (2014-
2024) prepared by UNESCO. The higher the
natural risk, the lower the future potential of
the heritage element. The existence of tools
or instruments dedicated to the analysis,
prevention, and mitigation of possible im-
pacts on cultural heritage is valued positi-
vely (UNESCO, 2018). We must remember
the impacts left by the EI Nifio phenomenon
in 2017 in Peru, as explained in our partner’s
work from the PUCP where they stated the
significance of relationships between mu-
seums and their communities to reduce the
vulnerability of their territories. Two aspects
are remarked in this report respecting risk
prevention in the regions of Lambayeque
and La Libertad: to take advantage of local
knowledge acquired from archaeological
research and to encourage community par-
ticipation.

Variable 2

The absence of anthropogenic threats
Heritage elements are sometimes exposed
to anthropogenic risks that can have sig-
nificant impacts on their conservation and
maintenance. These include threats derived
from the construction of equipment and in-
frastructures to satisfy the tourist demands,
to the increasing attraction of visitors without
proper planning, changes in land use, and
the risks derived from armed conflicts. Some
of the most significant examples are related
to the presence of unplanned tourism that
contributes to the loss of collective identity
(GUERRERO, 2012), the lack of interest of
sectors of the community, and the improper
commercialization of traditional products
by people outside the community. The fu-
ture viability of the patrimonial element will
be lower if there are significant anthropic
threats to the heritage asset and its values.
The development of adequate mechanisms
and tools to deal with these threats is a posi-
tive assessment.

Variable 3

The absence of intrinsic vulnerability

or abandonment situation

This variable considers the degree of de-
gradation that the cultural work itself has
reached or be subject to. It evaluates the
possibility of deterioration of the element
due to its intrinsic qualities, for example,
derived from the absence of relevant cons-
tructive elements, low resistance materials,
etc. Even the situation of abandonment can
lead to the ruin of the asset due to lack of
maintenance (MECD, 2015a). If the intrinsic
vulnerability of the work is high, its potential
and future viability will be lower.
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QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE EVALUATION
METHOD OF TANGIBLE CULTURAL
HERITAGE AIMED AT THE LOCAL
POPULATION

Having set out the key criteria and variables
to be assessed, a more simplified set of
questions has been produced to obtain data
from local communities. These questions
can be applied to any Heritage element they
wish to assess, and are given below.
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Evaluation of Cultural Heritage, | Q4
Geographic Information System and Territory Museum.
Tools for Sustainable Management

If you know the patrimonial element, answer the following questions with “Yes”, “No” or “Do not

know”:

1. Is the element of greater importance or interest than the other assets in the territory?

2. Does the element maintain its original form and image, even if interventions have been carried out?
3. Is the element well-preserved at present times?

4. Is the element related to any important historical character, event or institution?

5. Does the community carry out any social activity in the element or related to it?

6. Does the element have a sentimental or identity value for the community?

7. Does the element stand out for its aesthetic or artistic value?

8. Was the technique used in the construction or elaboration of the element complex?

9. Is the element integrated into your landscape or traditional territory?

10. Does the element preserve the sustainability of the environment where it is located, that is,
it does not cause damage to the environment (for example, light, atmospheric pollution,
tourist mass generated by its attraction, etc.)?

11. Does the element contribute to scientific knowledge or it appears in publications
of any type (articles, theses, photographs, cartography, etc.)?

12. Are the administrations, institutions or any other collective of the territory sensitive
about the element or invest in its conservation and dissemination?

13. Does the local community participate actively in the management of the element
(tasks such as uses, dissemination, documentation, etc.)?

14. Does the element favour the growth and sustainable socioeconomic development of the territory
(with activities such as trade, tourism, employment, etc.)?

15. Is the element absent of important anthropic or natural threats, or at least has mechanisms
that would prevent or reduce them?
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B. Intangible cultural heritage

S S I 7

1. Representativeness

Maintenance of the specificity of cultural expressions and knowledge

Association to ways of communities/indigenous life

Traditional or community uses

Continuity and transmission of the intangible asset in the community without interruption

Intrinsic . .
Values zcynﬁltr?t::‘t:;l Own traditional organization. Preservation by the community
Autonomy. Heritage inherent to the community and preservation of identity links
Intergenerational transmission and conservation of traditional knowledge and skills
3. Integrity Temporal integrity and internal rhythm; the importance of temporality
Optimal conservation
Link to historical figures, civilizations or institutions
4. Historical Recollection of experiences and traditions of the history and culture of the community
Testimony of a moment or historical place of a culture
Expression of a living heritage
5. Social Link to traditional ways of life
Procedural significance (productive activities, traditional knowledge, rituals)
Identification and knowledge by local communities
6. Symbolic/ - : ) ) ; -
Identity Association of the intangible asset with popular or community customs and traditions
Patrimonial Feelings of identity and belonging to the group or community
values . : . : . :
Creative action: artistic authorship and collective authorship
7. Artistic Aesthetic values
Capacity for expression
Landscape environment of interest and relationship with the territory
8. Landscape
and territorial Degree of territorial sustainability linked to the intangible asset
environment
Own space frames
Incorporation in inventories or heritage catalogues
9. ES?:lil::ttiifti):aV Presence and impact in references and documentary, artistic or literary works
Integration and transmission in the educational and training field
Administration investments and actions
10. Av_vareness Inclusion in sustainable cultural and tourism programs
of social agents
Dissemination and communication strategies
11. Participation Participation in the management of Intangible Cultural Heritage (ICH)
andcl’?tltce’%;altlon Participation in the documentation, research and interpretation processes of ICH
Potential communities Participation as a social actor in oral history of the community
and Possibility of revitalization of the intangible expression and its contribution
Feasibility to the community development
Values 12. Socioeconomic

profitability

The intangible asset as support for socio-economic activities that contribute
to sustainable endogenous development

Legal status and ownership of the territory and the intangible patrimonial assets

13. Vulnerability

The abscence of threats linked to unplanned and mass tourism

The abscence of threats linked to the improper marketing of knowledge
or traditional products

The absence of threats linked to transmission, and the lack of knowledge
or lack of interest of sectors of the community

Source: Own elaboration.
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DEFINITIONS AND EXPLANATIONS
FOR THE USE OF THESE CATEGORIES,
CRITERIA AND VARIABLES

Below we provide detailed descriptions of
the terms used in the table above. We have
used the same numbering system as in the
table.

INTRINSIC VALUES

They determine the inherent value of the in-
tangible cultural element itself, regardless
of its context. It considers the attributes or
characteristics of the patrimonial asset and
its importance in relation to other manifesta-
tions with the same typology, so providing
a comparative analysis of the cultural asset
(MECD, 2015e and MECD, 2015d).

1. REPRESENTATIVENESS

This considers the testimonial value and uni-
queness of the specific intangible heritage,
especially its use by the communities as a
living heritage. This criterion determines as
intrinsic value of the intangible good and its
importance in relation to others of the same
typology. It is about evaluating the good as
a testimonial of its immediate environment,
either because of its singularity or because
it is the most representative one in its kind,
or because it responds to the characteristics
that define a type of intangible asset. The-
se heritage features that are part of the life
of the communities, especially indigenous
ones, have to be taken into account, and
they have a value as living heritage linked
to their traditional use. They demonstrate
evolutionary permanence linked to the local
development of the communities. One of the
most representative values is the inesca-

pable importance of the community, main-
tainer and legitimate user of these cultural
manifestations. According to Blake (2008)
“it is only through its enactment by cultural
practitioners that ICH has any current exis-
tence and by their active transmission that it
can have any future existence”.

Variable 1

Maintenance of the specificity of cultural ex-
pressions and knowledge

This variable assesses the heritage element
in relation to other intangible elements of its
immediate surroundings. This assessment
will take into account aspects such as func-
tion, traditions, techniques and manage-
ment systems, location and environment,
language, spirit and sensitivity, as well as
other forms of linkage with intangible he-
ritage associated with concepts such as
originality and unique value. The evolution
of ICH over time is considered as a way
to maintain the knowledge associated with
traditional cultural expressions. The speci-
ficity of cultural expressions and associated
knowledge will be valued in order to combat
the standardization derived from mass com-
munication processes.

Variable 2

Association to ways

of communities/indigenous life

This criterion assesses the representative-
ness of the cultural asset as a living ele-
ment, one that plays important social and
economic functions, which maintain close
links with the communities and contribute
to the local development of society. It takes
into account the value of heritage in the pro-
tection of the nearby natural environment
(ecosystems in the sites and their surroun-
ding areas) and serves as a driving force
for the injection of vitality into communities.
Special value areas, such as places with
special or unique natural or man-made fea-
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tures that support the representativeness of
ICH within a community are especially va-
lued. This is especially true for those areas
inhabited by natives or those important and
especially valued as anthropological or uni-
que cultural niches.

Variable 3

Traditional or community uses

This variable explores the link with other ex-
pressions, tangible and intangible, in rela-
tion to its territorial, landscape, cultural and
patrimonial surrounding. The attributes con-
sidered make reference to the existence of
a systemic link with other heritage assets,
allowing to protect the less tangible assets
of the goods (communities, cultures, and
knowledge), being an important promoter
of cultural diversity and agent of compatible
uses of land or economic activity.

2. HISTORICAL CONTINUITY

Intangible heritage is constituted by dyna-
mic cultural processes. Concepts of perma-
nence, preservation and authenticity, nor-
mally used in the conservation of tangible
heritage cannot be applied here. Intangible
manifestations are dynamic and processual
and are constantly updated and transfor-
med, so it is essential to replace the notion
of authenticity with that of historical continui-
ty (MARCIA, 2010, MUJICA, 2010, GONZA-
LEZ and QUEROL, 2010). Formal changes
and adaptations to contemporary sociocul-
tural environments must be respected, and
the permanence of the values it represents
must be considered.

Variable 1

Continuity and transmission

of the intangible asset

in the community without interruption

This variable considers the permanence of
the patrimonial manifestation throughout its

history and its transmission in the commu-
nity without interruption or discontinuities.
It assesses the continuity of the intangible
asset over time. Expressions that were re-
covered after temporary abandonment will
be considered of less legitimacy (MECD,
2015e).

Variable 2

Own traditional organization.

Preservation by the community

This variable explores how the manifesta-
tions of the intangible cultural heritage are
characterized by the presence of traditional
internal organizations or collectives (com-
missions, fraternities, associations, local
communities, etc.), sometimes represented
by specific local people. These collectives,
formal or informal, make continuous efforts
aimed at the preservation and maintenance
of intangible heritage. The existence of their
own criteria or norms, orally or written, that
govern these organizations and differentiate
them from other similar practices, will be va-
lued. Those manifestations mediated by the
aforementioned groups and their authority
to dialogue and manage internal conflicts
are positively considered (MECD, 2015¢).

Variable 3

Autonomy. Heritage inherent

to the community and preservation

of identity links

The manifestations of intangible cultural he-
ritage are internalized in people and com-
munities through learning and experiences
transmitted over time. They can be con-
sidered the ethos of a community since it
shapes their character or identity. These
intangible celebrations are sometimes open
to foreign audiences, which often entail the
demand for changes in their interpretation
and staging. The manifestations that con-
serve their autonomy and do not turn into
simple shows or simulations will be valued,



although they suppose striking celebrations
from the sensorial and kinaesthetic point
of view (MECD, 2015e). However, the dis-
tinction between evolution and distortion is
convenient, although it is difficult to specify
the limits between both concepts. Intangible
heritage has a dynamic of continuous upda-
ting and transformation, so those changes
and adaptations that do not detract from its
original values should be respected (MAR-
CIA, 2010).

3. INTEGRITY

Integrity refers to the intergenerational
transmission and adequate recreation of the
heritage manifestation, to the respect of the
temporal patterns and internal rhythm, and
to the conservation of the traditional tangible
elements related to the event, skill, belief or
celebration. Integrity demands the involve-
ment of local agents and communities in the
correct transmission and preservation of the
knowledge, skills, sequences, and objects
associated with the work.

Variable 1

Intergenerational transmission

and conservation of traditional

knowledge and skills

This variable assesses the active intergene-
rational transmission of skills, abilities, and
all other forms of ICH by primary socializa-
tion institutions, especially via the family,
local and indigenous communities or other
traditional community organizations. Our
partner in Peru, for example, highlights the
importance of giving continuity to the ances-
tral knowledge of the process of making of
chicha de jora (traditional drink) and its di-
fferent varieties by local residents (PONTIFI-
CIA UNIVERSIDAD CATOLICA DEL PERU,
2017). These groups are the transmitters of

the knowledge and techniques necessary
for the safeguarding of ICH. Since child-
hood, the receivers acquire a set of skills
and knowledge, which they will execute in
an appropriate manner and transmit to fu-
ture generations (MECD, 2015e). For exam-
ple, the severe sanctions established in the
Mapuche community for those who disse-
minate their knowledge about their world-
view, has favoured the stable and secret
transmission of the tradition (UNIVERSIDAD
AUSTRAL DE CHILE, 2010). It is necessary
to guarantee the transmission of the knowle-
dge and techniques inherent in the work so
that it continues its practice as a way of sub-
sistence and as an expression of identity
(UNESCO, s.a.2).

Variable 2

Temporal integrity and internal rhythm;

the importance of temporality

This variable refers to the respect of the tem-
po and the sequences and temporal patter-
ns in the development of the ICH element. It
values the internal rhythm itself as an intrin-
sic characteristic of the intangible tradition
and a fundamental feature in the harmony of
the element. Intangible heritage is governed
by traditional temporal rhythms. The works
usually acquire meaning framed in a certain
period or date and accepted in a consen-
sual manner. The celebration at different ti-
mes to those traditionally prescribed or the
temporary changes introduced by external
actors will diminish the patrimonial value of
the work. However, temporary modifications
determined by the community or derived
from the dynamics of these manifestations
will not be considered in a negative way
(MECD, 2015€).

Variable 3

Optimal conservation

In many manifestations of intangible cultural
heritage, tangible traditional objects such
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as clothes, ornamentation or musical instru-
ments support ICH elements. The tangible
object is a product of community collective
sentiment and transmitter of cultural mea-
nings. The maintenance of the celebration
requires the preservation and use of the
original objects related to the celebration,
S0 it is impossible to separate the tangible
from the intangible aspects. In this sense,
the conservation and use of the traditional
tangible element as well as the continuity in
the elaboration and design of the cultural
products will be valued. We recognise that
original tangible objects must be replaced
by due to deterioration or time, and these
will be produced using traditional techni-
ques and with the involvement of local com-
munities (MECD, 2015e).

HERITAGE VALUES

The patrimonial values correspond to the
descriptive analysis of the intangible patri-
monial manifestation (MECD, 2015c). They
consider the cultural and environmental at-
tributes that condition and enrich the intrin-
sic characteristics and particularities of the
ICH element.

4. HISTORICAL

This criterion considers the history of the ICH
element and the community as a witness of
its origin and evolution. It assesses the abi-
lity to transmit knowledge and cultural as-
pects of the work, as well as the events and
experiences that remember and represent
a living memory of the community. It acts as
a testimony of the history and ways of life
in which it was created and offers cultural,
social or economic evidence of the periods
and societies lived (MECD, 2015a). The re-
membrance process is not fossilized but is

redefined and revitalized by the community
in the present (MECD, 2015e).

Variable 1

Link to historical figures,

civilizations or institutions

The intangible asset is associated with a
relevant historical figure, civilizations or
significant historical organizations (MECD,
2015d). The intangible work stands out for
its ability to explain and recall the life of a
famous person, a local or indigenous ethnic
group or community, or an institution.

Variable 2

Recollection of experiences

and traditions of the history

and culture of the community

This variable values the ability to transmit
events considered significant in the history
and culture of a community. The work is part
of the living collective memory and refers to
activities, experiences, knowledge, and tra-
ditions considered relevant due to its histo-
rical and cultural nature (MECD, 2015e). It
also considers aspects associated with cul-
tural diversity or democratic culture.

Variable 3

Testimony of a moment

or historical place of a culture

This variable values the association of the
ICH element with a relevant historical phase
or with significant spaces/places/sites of a
certain period and culture. It considers the
historical value of the manifestation as a tes-
timony or reflection of a historical moment or
place framed in a particular culture (MECD,
2015d).

5. SOCIAL

This criterion values the current social use
of the ICH element, as well as its capacity



to provide the tools and framework to help
shape and direct the development of to-
morrow’s societies. It is related to the living
heritage, being the testimony of ancient tra-
ditions, and provides implicit proofs of its
sustainability. The social value of an ICH
asset is related to traditional social activities
and with its current use. The ICH element
plays a fundamental role in the establish-
ment of social and cultural identity, and ar-
guably in the strengthening of a culture of
peace and democracy.

Variable 1

Expression of a living heritage

This variable assesses the social and com-
munity aspects of an ICH element. ICH is
integrated into the social structures and into
the innovation processes that contributed to
their creation. The ICH is regarded as an es-
sential element in the community, who par-
ticipate fully in its design. ICH therefore is
important for the understanding of the com-
munity from the social, active and participa-
tory point of view. In a broader cultural fra-
mework, not only the value of the singularity
must be included according to its originality,
but also the character of novelty.

Variable 2

Link to traditional ways of life

This variable values the ICH element as a
dynamic element of the territory. It is a link
between communities, and their culture and
heritage. This variable reflects on the use
made of the ICH element, and how it is roo-
ted in the living culture of its inhabitants. The
use of the ICH element may strengthen the
cultural, social and economic capital of the
communities and their territories. An assess-
ment is made of the importance of the ICH
element to the user community as a group
carrier of knowledge, but also as an agent
in decision making, as well as balance and
sustainability towards the territory.

Variable 3

Procedural significance (productive
activities, traditional knowledge, rituals)

This variable assesses the relationship of
the ICH element as a process within its te-
rritorial and social environment, based on
the concern and connection of local com-
munities with the surrounding environment.
The interests of the community as creators
of civic action movements that facilitate the
conservation of intangible heritage, based on
coherence and social appreciation, must be
considered.

6. SYMBOLIC / IDENTITY

This criterion is related to the bonds and
emotional perceptions of local communi-
ties towards their intangible cultural heri-
tage. It considers the sentimental, spiritual
or religious ties with the ICH element, but
also the symbolic, patriotic or other types
of values originated in emotional or identi-
ty perceptions (LOSADA, 1999). It refers to
the recognition of the ICH element by local
communities, and the feeling of identity and
belonging the ICH gives to the community.

Variable 1

Identification and knowledge

by local communities

The ICH element is identified and recogni-
zed by the different sectors of the local com-
munity, so it is possible to obtain relevant
information from the oral sources, closely
linked to the preservation of historical me-
mory. However numerous forms of ICH of
high social, religious, aesthetic and cultural
value are unknown to most of the popula-
tion (AREA, 2010). The local and indigenous
community and the traditional settlers are
those who give the work its patrimonial cha-
racter and consolidate the idea that it is a
significant ICH element in society (GUTIE-
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RREZ, 2014). The definition of the intangi-
ble cultural heritage of the Convention for
Safeguarding Intangible Cultural Herita-
ge indicates that the heritage can only be
maintained if it is recognized as such by the
communities, groups or individuals that ori-
ginate, maintain and transmit it.

Variable 2

Association of the intangible

asset with popular or community

customs and traditions

This variable considers the relationship of the
ICH element with the popular or communal
traditions that determine local community
memory (MECD, 2015a). It contemplates the
maintenance of traditional social and pro-
ductive activities, as well as the beliefs linked
with the intangible asset. The inhabitants’
appreciation of customs is essential to sus-
tain traditional activities. Intangible manifes-
tations are linked to daily life, but their asso-
ciation with the latent traditions in the memory
of the community is valued (MECD, 2015e).
This variable also considers the contem-
porary uses of the ICH element by cultural
groups, the impact of it on daily life, and its
significance as a part of community identity.

Variable 3

Feelings of identity and belonging

to the group or community

This variable considers if the ICH element
arouses a feeling of identity and belonging
to the local or indigenous group or commu-
nity in which it takes place. It assesses the
affective and emotional bond attributed by
the population to the ICH element, which
generates and makes visible a local identity
(CARABALLO, 2008). The community recog-
nizes the ICH as an integral part of its cultural
heritage and gives it significant value. This
variable considers the relationship between
the ICH element and the emotional and iden-
tity perceptions, and the symbolism, that the

element has for the local population. Its abi-
lity to encourage collective participation are
valued, with the opening of the ICH element
to any social group, regardless of age, sex,
profession, social class or cultural dimen-
sion. In short, does ICH contribute to social
cohesion, reinforce identity bonds and foster
a sense of belonging to the community.

7. ARTISTIC

This criterion of artistic value is related to the
aesthetic and cultural value of the tangible
manifestations associated with the ICH ele-
ment, as well as the aesthetics of the intan-
gible manifestations themselves. It refers to
the plastic qualities expressed in its compo-
sition and its relationship with the environ-
ment, whether natural or urban, in which the
expression of the artist/craftsperson, the
techniques and tangibles used. In addition
to traditional appreciations of the aesthe-
tics, beauty, balance, and proportions of
ICH, this variable considers their capacity
for expression, the manifestation of feelings,
ideas or emotions, and the expression of the
worldview of the author through the senses.

Variable 1

Creative action: artistic authorship

and collective authorship

This variable considers the actions of the
author(s)/actor(s) associated with the in-
tangible heritage, as well as the associated
tangible elements. The anonymous and dai-
ly creation of the intangible heritage should
be linked expressly to the territory, and
where relevant collective participation un-
derstood.. An objective assessment of the
relationship between the ICH element and
the past history of the locality is important.

Variable 2
Aesthetic values



This variable considers the relative aesthe-
tic, formal or artistic value of the tangible
good associated with intangible cultural ex-
pressions. While importance is given to the
design, aesthetics and qualities of the intan-
gible asset, the relevance of its conception
in technical, structural and functional terms
associated with the maintenance of tradi-
tional uses, knowledge, and techniques is
taken into account. In intangible cultural
manifestations, the diversity of multisensory
expressions (images, sounds, smells, tastes
and touch) will be valued.

Variable 3

Capacity for expression

This variable explores the ability of the artis-
tic value of the ICH element to express the
times of which it is testimony. Values will be
associated with the forms and ways of cons-
tructing and creating, representative of the
paradigms of the societies of the past, of the
industrial era, or of the current communities
and survival in indigenous societies today.
Hence the ability to express not only aes-
thetic qualities or formal beauty, but also the
capacity for expression and transcendence
from the intangible to the conceptual world
is important. ICH should lead to the mani-
festation of feelings, ideas, and emotions, in
which artistic forms are the product of com-
munity expression, expressed through the
senses.

8. LANDSCAPE ANT TERRITORIAL
ENVIRONMENT

This criterion values the use of space, the
limits and the traditional routes linked to the
intangible heritage . Intangible assets contri-
bute to the preservation of natural elements
and traditional landscapes that are present
in collective memory and conceived as
symbolic places (MECD, 2015e). Numerous

emotional feelings related to the intang