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Abstract 

This thesis explores how intergenerational thinking can help identify and inform heritage approaches in 
rural landscapes in need of sustainability transitions. Although there is growing interest in the intersection 
of heritage and sustainability, little research is done about how intergenerational thinking can guide 
heritage planning in rural contexts. Through a systematic literature review, six intergenerational heritage 
approaches were identified and synthesized into a typology: Preserve & Protect, Shared Legacy, Heritage 
as Capital, Living Landscapes, Learning from Legacy, and Legacy by Design. Each approach has its own 
intergenerational function, vision on heritage, methods, and reflections.  

To validate the typology, three expert interviews were conducted in the Dutch Green Heart: a rural area 
under many pressures. The interviews confirmed the recognizability and usefulness of the typology in 
practice. It opened up conversations and supported more conscious and well-informed decision-making 
about heritage in rural areas undergoing sustainability transitions. Based on the findings, the typology was 
refined: the economically focused approach was reframed to emphasize sustainability, and Legacy by 
Design was removed due to overlap with other approaches. However, the study confirms the importance 
of integrated and multifunctional approaches in heritage planning. 

The research highlights that while intergenerational functions are often present, they are rarely made 
explicit. There remains room for a stronger and more conscious engagement with future generations in 
heritage thinking. This study provides a first step in exploring heritage from a more adaptive, future-
oriented perspective.  

Key words: Intergenerational thinking, heritage planning, rural landscapes, sustainability transitions, 
typology, spatial development, Green Heart (Netherlands), adaptive heritage, cultural landscapes, future-
oriented planning  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 

With accelerating climate change, loss of biodiversity and land degradation, it has become clear that 
decisions made today will have long-lasting consequences for future generations (United Nations, 2001; 
Olsson et al, 2001). Therefore, intergenerational justice is an essential component in addressing 
contemporary sustainability challenges. Intergenerational justice is a central principle in frameworks such 
as the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and planetary boundaries, both calling for long-term 
ecological and social responsibility (Rockström et al., 2009; United Nations, 2015). Intergenerational 
justice focuses on the ethical obligation to manage the environment and resources in a way that ensures 
equitable access, quality, and opportunities to both present and future societies (United Nations, 1987; 
Brundtland Report, 1987; Ross, 2019). Intergenerational justice consist of intergenerational equity, which 
emphasizes the fair distribution of resources and opportunities between generations, ensuring that future 
societies are not disadvantaged by the actions of the present ones (Page, 2006; Weiss, 1992). The 
incorporation of intergenerational perspectives into decision-making is essential for maintaining climate 
and ecological resilience and for fostering economic and social stability for generations to come (Caney, 
2019; Teodoro et al., 2022). 

The Netherlands is known as a small country facing significant spatial challenges. The country is 
confronted with complex spatial challenges related to urbanization, climate adaptation, nature 
conservation, water management, and agriculture, that are all competing for limited space (Planbureau 
voor de Leefomgeving, 2021). Conditions for a healthy living environment are under pressure, and major 
decisions and transitions are required to ensure livability and sustainability, for now and in the future 
(Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2024). Scientists from Wageningen University 
& Research (2019) also emphasize that significant changes are needed to address major challenges such 
as the energy transition, sustainable agriculture, biodiversity restoration, urbanization, and climate 
adaptation. Scholars stress the need for long-term decision-making frameworks that extend beyond 
immediate economic and political cycles (Howarth, 1997; Tremmel, 2009). 

Over the past few years, many policy makers and scholars in the Netherlands have developed numerous 
policy visions and programs focused on sustainable development for future generations (Baptist et al., 
2019; Rijksoverheid, 2016; Ministerie van Economische Zaken en Klimaat 2020; Ministerie van 
Economische Zaken en Klimaat 2022; Delta Commissioner, 2024; Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en 
Koninkrijksrelaties, 2024). The newest Delta Program and the Voorontwerp Nota Ruimte explicitly address 
the importance of not shifting problems onto future generations, emphasizing the importance of 
intergenerational justice in the context of sustainable spatial development (Delta Commissioner, 2024; 
Ministerie van Binnnelandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2024). They imply that by making choices today, 
problems can be prevented from being shifted to future generations, and highlight that the Netherlands 
faces major challenges in securing new certainties in the future. The motivation behind the vision of the 
Voorontwerp Nota Ruimte is to provide future generations with a high quality of life, with a safe, pleasant, 
and healthy living environment. One of the guiding principles of the strategy is the right to future 
generations: “We do not shift problems elsewhere or into future generations, and we strive for a fair 
distribution of benefits and burdens”. 

The paragraphs above indicate that there is awareness of the importance of intergenerational thinking in 
addressing spatial sustainability challenges. Future-oriented strategies are needed to handle rapid 
changes in landscape due to changing needs. This leads to a challenge for nature conservation and 
cultural heritage, because at the same time there is a desire to keep traditional systems alive, as the 
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authentic and local sense of landscaping is highly valued (Peterson, 2005). Rahman et al (2018) express 
concerns about disappearing rural landscapes and the spread of new and emerging features in the 
landscape that have become a severe issue. They state that with rapid urbanization, the rural landscape is 
under constant threat of being converted to more valuable economic activities. Additionally, 
Rzeszotarska-Pałka (2024) states that evolving political, economic, and social landscapes present threats 
to the preservation of natural and cultural heritage. She indicates that historical landscapes reveal various 
social, economic, political transformations that create an identity of place, one which should be protected 
for future generations. 

Representatives from nature conservation, cultural heritage, and many other fields have a desire to 
preserve cultural landscapes from the past (Peterson, 2005). Various scholars emphasize the importance 
of preserving cultural landscapes and heritage for future generations. According to Pulpón et al. (2023), 
agriculture has not only a productive function, but also a cultural one.  It is it is rich in heritage that is the 
result of interaction between nature and people over time and it contains resources that form a legacy that 
must be preserved and transmitted to future generations. Havlíček et al. (2024) further argue that it is 
desirable to preserve and restore valuable landscape structures within rural landscapes. The future of 
cultural landscapes is a collective responsibility and needs continued commitment of preservation, in 
order to ensure that meaningful parts of our global heritage continue to enrich our lives and those of 
generations to come (Olivadese & Dindo, 2024). This involves actively safeguarding these landscapes for 
future exploration, learning, and inspiration. In light of the ongoing destruction of environmental and 
cultural heritage, the notion of intergenerational commitment has become an increasingly urgent and 
relevant issue (Salerno, 2018). 

However, traditional preservation beliefs often clash with the transformative character of the necessary 
sustainability transitions that require innovation and change. According to Ducros (2017), contemporary 
societies struggle between honoring the past and developing the future. On the one hand, there is a 
growing desire to commemorate and preserve people, places, events, and objects from the past. At the 
same time, there is increasing pressure to break away from the past in order to create a future that is more 
just and sustainable for both people and the planet. 

Several researchers call for new approaches to heritage in the light of contemporary spatial sustainability 
challenges. Olivadese & Dindo (2024) argue that as we move forward, the preservation of cultural 
landscapes will increasingly depend on our ability to innovate, adapt, and collaborate. Similarly, Peterson 
(2005) states that we need to improve our ability to develop dynamic concepts rather than concepts that 
regard landscape as something static. Sargent & Slaton (2015) add that current approaches to historic 
preservation will need to be adapted in order to continue to protect our cultural heritage with the same 
level of care that we expect today. They state that in attempting to anticipate the needs of a constantly 
changing future, preservationists need to plan for a range of eventualities, consider new strategies, and 
determine how these strategies can be tested. 

This raises a critical question: how can we protect the heritage of tomorrow in a landscape that is already 
changing today? The literature offers few concrete answers on how heritage should be addressed in the 
light of intergenerational thinking. The debate involves fundamental choices about what we want to 
preserve, adapt, or let go of. In this field of tension, thinking about heritage gains on a new urgency: for 
whom are we preserving, and with what vision of the future in mind? 
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1.2 The Green Heart 

The Green Heart (het Groene Hart, in Dutch) is an example of a region where many complex and sensitive 
challenges come together in area where space is scarce. It is a rural area within the highly urbanized 
Randstad of the Netherlands that faces major spatial challenges. The coordinating body of the Green Heart 
stresses that climate change, land subsidence, and declining biodiversity cause the area to run up against 
natural, legal and financial limits (Coördinatiebureau Groene Hart, 2024). The organization argues that only 
significant changes and transformations can enable the Green Heart to respond effectively to these issues, 
and to offer opportunities to make and maintain the area livable and vital for future generations. Janssen 
et al (2022) also highlight that land subsidence, biodiversity decline, high emissions, and economic 
pressures require changes in landscape use in the area. 

The region contains various cultural values and heritage elements. Kooij (2010) argues that the area is 
valued as a unique cultural landscape, characterized by its peatlands, open pastures, and historic 
settlements, shaped by centuries of human intervention. According to the coordinating body of the Green 
Heart, characteristic traditional farmhouses, historic village centers, and numerous windmills contribute 
to the authentic Dutch charm of the area, making it attractive to both residents and visitors 
(Coördinatiebureau Groene Hart, 2024). The region also maintains a sense of tranquility compared to the 
surrounding urban hectic. In a future vision, the organization stresses that the area should remain rural 
and open, preserving its relative calm and cultural-historical value (Coördinatiebureau Groene Hart, 2024).      

These multiple interests make sustainable development in the Green Heart a sensitive topic and bring 
difficulties for implementing the sustainable transitions needed to address the area’s diverse spatial 
challenges. However, engaging with heritage could help build societal support for these transitions within 
this politically sensitive region (Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2024).  

The required spatial transitions, combined with the cultural value of the Green Heart, make this region a 
suitable case study for exploring the role of heritage within the context of complex spatial transitions. 
Heritage may offer valuable opportunities to support sustainable transitions in the area, and it is essential 
to reflect on how we can understand, approach, and apply heritage through the lens of intergenerational 
thinking. In this way, the Green Heart can serve as a practical setting for an ethical exploration of heritage, 
that will not only be relevant to this region, but also to other areas in the Netherlands and over the world. 

1.3 Research Aim and Approach 

The aim of this thesis is to explore how intergenerational thinking can serve as an analytical lens for 
understanding and informing heritage in rural landscapes undergoing sustainability-driven spatial 
transitions. While the concept of intergenerational thinking is frequently referenced in the context of 
sustainability and policy, its application within heritage remains vague and often abstract. This exploratory 
research seeks to clarify and conceptualize this application by developing a typology of intergenerational 
heritage approaches. In doing so, it aims to inspire new ways of thinking about heritage by engaging with 
its potential role in guiding meaningful transitions in times of change. The aim of this exploratory research 
is not to assess different approaches and give strong advices, but to take a first step in thinking about 
heritage in a new and future-oriented way. It aims to create awareness, inspire, spark conversations, and 
encourage more research on the field of intergenerational thinking and heritage. 

The typology functions as a conceptual tool that makes different intergenerational perspectives on 
heritage more visible and discussable. It is designed to support policymakers, spatial designers, and 
heritage professionals in critically reflecting on long-term value, landscape change, and the role of future 
generations. The typology is first constructed through a systematic literature review and subsequently 
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validated through expert reflection. Through interviews, the practical and institutional application of the 
typology is tested, as well as its relevance to the context of the Green Heart, an rural area under many 
pressures and in need of a sustainability transition. Moreover, based on these practical insights, the 
typology will be revised and adjusted to improve its practical application. Ultimately, the typology aims not 
only to offer conceptual clarity, but also to spark conversations and provide direction for future-oriented 
heritage decision-making in times of sustainability transitions. 

The following research questions are formulated to guide the research:  

How can intergenerational thinking help identify and inform heritage approaches in rural landscapes in 
need of sustainability transitions? 

SRQ1: What intergenerational approaches to heritage can be identified in academic literature, and how 
can they be synthesized into a typology relevant to rural landscapes? 

• Objective: to identify and synthesize rural intergenerational heritage approaches found in existing 
literature. 

• Output: a typology of intergenerational heritage approaches, structured by core vision on heritage, 
intergenerational function, applications and methods. 

SRQ2: To what extent is the typology applicable and meaningful in practice, particularly in the context of 
the Green Heart: a complex rural area in need of a sustainability transition? 

• Objective: the assess the practical relevance and usability of the typology in the context of Green 
Heart. 

• Output: insights into the typology’s practical application and a revised typology.  

1.4 Reading Guide 

Chapter 2 details the Theoretical Framework that outlines the key theories and concepts that inform this 
research. Chapter 3 explains the Methodology of the research, consisting of two parts: the systematic 
literature review and the empirical analysis. Chapter 4 continues with the results of the literature review 
and the empirical analysis, closing with a revised end version of the intergenerational heritage typology. 
Chapter 5 details the Discussion, including interpretations of the findings, limitations and implications of 
the research, and suggestions for future research. The Conclusion (Chapter 6) answers the research 
questions and provides the key take aways of the research.  
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2. Theoretical Framework 

This chapter outlines the key theories and concepts that inform this research. Central themes that will 
guide this research are intergenerational justice, sustainable development, and heritage. By exploring  
these concepts and their underlying theories and principles, this chapter provides a theoretical lens to 
research how intergenerational thinking can inform heritage in the context of sustainable challenges.  

2.1 Intergenerational Thinking and Sustainable Development  

This sub-chapter will define underlying concepts and theories of intergenerational thinking and  
sustainable development. 

2.1.1 Intergenerational thinking 

Intergenerational thinking provides an ethical and conceptual framework for making long-term decisions 
in landscape and resource management. Central in this perspective is the idea of intergenerational justice, 
which means that current generations have a moral responsibility to preserve the resources and 
conditions that allow future generations to lead their lives in the same quality as we do today (Ross, 2019; 
Weiss, 1992; Tremmel, 2009). As Page (2006) argues, future citizens are vulnerable stakeholders, as they 
cannot represent themselves in present-day decision-making but are directly affected by the outcomes. 
In landscape planning, this challenges how choices of today may shape or limit ecological conditions in 
the future. 

Weiss (1990) provides three key principles of intergenerational equity. These include the conservation of 
options, quality, and access. These principles emphasize that future generations should not only still have 
access to cultural and ecological assets but should also have the freedom and capacity to engage with 
them meaningfully. Caney (2019) adds on this that future generations have a right to an ecologically and 
culturally rich landscape, meaning that cultural heritage should be treated as a shared inheritance. Thus 
not just a legacy of the past, but a promise to the future. 

From a more practical point of view, Jonas (1984) formulates the precautionary principle, which 
encourages contemporary societies to avoid actions that cause significant risks for future societies. In this 
way, intergenerational thinking requires not only protecting what exists, but also critically assessing which 
futures we make possible and impossible through decisions we make today. 

2.1.2 Sustainable development 

In de last decades, intergenerational ethics inform sustainable development practices. The Brundtland 
Report (1987) defines sustainable development as “meeting the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” This bridges ecological 
responsibility and social justice, and has informed major global frameworks, including the Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) (United Nations, 2015). More recent conceptualizations, such as the doughnut 
economy (Ross, 2019) and the planetary boundaries framework (Rockström et al., 2009), extend this 
thinking by linking environmental boundaries to social foundations. These conceptualizations recognize 
that sustainability is not only about ecological limits, but also about cultural, economic, and spatial 
structures that influence human well-being over the long term. 

Within the spatial landscape context, this calls for the need to balance the demands of present users with 
the stewardship of long-term values. Geels’ (2002) theory of sustainability transitions illustrates that 
change in systems of infrastructure, governance, and cultural norms are needed to reach this balance. 
However, this transition should not only been seed as a constraint, but as an opportunity to rethink societal 
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values, spatial development, and communities connections with their historical and ecological roots 
(Haworth, 1997).  

Sustainable development and intergenerational thinking form a critical lens through which heritage in 
transition rural landscapes can be understood. It broadens the view on heritage from a passive legacy of 
the past, to a more active component in shaping long-term, just, and resilient futures. 

2.2 Heritage and Cultural Landscapes 

This sub chapter explores existing literature on heritage, cultural values, and cultural landscapes. The aim 
is not to define the concepts, but to explore the great variety of views and approaches in this topic.  

2.2.1 Heritage 

According to UNESCO (n.d.) “Heritage is our legacy from the past, what we live with today, and what we 
pass on to future generations. Our cultural and natural heritage are both irreplaceable sources of life and 
inspiration.” Therefore, UNESCO seeks to contribute to the identification, protection, and preservation of 
cultural and natural heritage, which is captured in the international treaty in 1972 (UNESCO, 1972). Article 
1 states that cultural heritage includes monuments, groups of buildings, and sites which are of outstanding 
universal value from the historical, aesthetic, ethnological, art or science, or anthropological point of view. 
Article 2 formulates that natural heritage includes natural features, geological and physiological 
formations, and natural sites of outstanding universal value from the point of view of science, 
conservation, or natural beauty. The treaty is focused on conservation, preservation, and protection of 
these remarkable spaces.  

In article 2 of the text of the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage, UNESCO 
(2003) additionally defined intangible cultural heritage as “the practices, representations, expressions, 
knowledge, skills that communities, groups and, in some cases, individuals recognize as part of their 
cultural heritage. This intangible cultural heritage, transmitted from generation to generation, is constantly 
recreated by communities and groups in response to their environment, their interaction with nature and 
their history, and provides them with a sense of identity and continuity, thus promoting respect for cultural 
diversity and human creativity”.  

Harrison (2010) acknowledges the distinction of heritage in natural and cultural heritage as a common way 
of classifying the concept. He refers to cultural heritage as “those things manufactured by humans”, and 
to natural heritage as “those which have not been manufactured by humans”. Additionally, Harrison 
elaborates on another distinction that aligns with the concepts of tangible and intangible heritage. He 
states that “practices of heritage are customs and habits which, although intangible, inform who we  are 
as collectives, and help to create our collective social memory”. Moreover, he describes that “we use 
objects of heritage alongside practices of heritage to shape our ideas about our past, present, and future”. 
However, pressing contemporary social, economic, political, and environmental issues, provoke a tension 
between conservation and adaptation. Several scholars stress the need to reexplore the concept of 
heritage so that it can be connected more productively to these challenges (Harrison, 2012; Olivadese & 
Dindo 2024; Peterson, 2005; Sargent & Slaton, 2025).  

Smith (2006), Lowenthal (1985), and Olivadese & Dindo ( 2024) also recognize heritage as a socially and 
politically influenced concept that is constantly revised and interpreted in the context of contemporary 
values and societal needs. Lowenthal (1985) examined the different approaches to preservation of cultural 
heritage and discovered that intangible heritage is valued as much as the tangible. Smith (2006) questions 
that heritage must be preserved because of inherent importance. He argues that the value of heritage is 
not captured into physical objects or places, but rather that these physical elements are used to translate 
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the values of different communities into something tangible. Lowenthal (1985) discusses that looking after 
heritage is challenging, since values of contemporary society differ from those of previous societies. 
Future generations will also have different value sets and this rises question about who decides what is 
considered heritage and how it adapts to changing contexts.   

2.2.2 Cultural Landscapes 

While heritage is often imaged in terms of tangible and intangible elements, such as monuments, artifacts, 
or traditions, there are also broader views that include a spatially embedded understanding of heritage. 
This involves shifting the focus from heritage elements and objects to cultural landscapes. 

Cultural landscapes reflect the ongoing interaction between humans and their environments, including 
both material and immaterial dimensions. Salerno (2018) puts them as “the result of the combined work 
of man and nature,” while Sardaro et al. (2021) points out their relational character: landscapes are shaped 
by, and given meaning to, the communities that live in them. Peterson (2005) criticizes object-centered 
heritage practices as having a tendency to provide stereotypical or inflexible views of the past. He argues 
that what he refers to as a landscape-first approach should begin with establishing local landscape 
character and authenticity, before assessing which elements has historical value. This approach adresses 
landscape as a frame, were heritage values are shaped in. In line with this, Olivadese & Dindo (2024) also 
speak of the dynamic nature of cultural landscapes as being “living archives” that record the evolution of 
cultural identities and environmental care. These archives include material heritage, such as architecture 
and land use forms, as well as immaterial practices and knowledge systems. Above all, they are not static 
legacies but adaptive cultural systems connecting the past and the future. 

A specific type of landscape that contains much cultural value are rural landscapes, which holds deep 
layers of human nature interaction, agricultural knowledge, and place-specific traditions. Havlíček (2024) 
defines historical cultural landscapes as those formed by long-term, sustainable land use, often without 
machinery. These landscapes are not only acknowledged as historical records, but also as archives of 
sustainable agricultural management that preserve biodiversity and landscape character. Cilona & 
Granata (2016) draw a distinction between rural and urban landscapes, with the rural landscapes being a 
complete environmental system, consisting of agricultural practices, food production, and traditional 
architecture. Similarly, Rahman (2018) emphasizes that rural landscapes are shaped by both natural 
resource use and cultural expressions. In this way, rural heritage forms both a material and symbolic 
expression of human existence over time. Pulpón et al. (2023) states that agriculture carries a cultural 
function itself, by shaping heritage through the long-term co-evolution of human practice and landscapes.  

Knights (20140, further expands the idea of heritage by proposing the idea of cultural ecosystems, in which 
cultural value intersects with ecological functions and services. Knights (2014) describes that cultural 
ecosystems have many kinds of value: aesthetic, recreational, ecological, and historical. In this way, 
heritage is integrated within broader environmental systems that include both cultural meanings and 
ecosystem services, such as biodiversity, water regulation, or agricultural productivity. 

2.3 Scope and Position of the Research 

The overview above shows that there are endless views of heritage, values, cultural landscapes. This study 
therefore does not define these concepts, but rather explores different approaches. Exploring these 
approaches through intergenerational thinking, offers a new perspective. This provides future oriented 
perspectives that considers how different heritage approaches can reflect responsibilities over time. 
Through this lens, heritage is not only a legacy from the past, but a tool for ethical reflection that can give 
direction to sustainable spatial development. While acknowledging the close relation to tangible and 
intangible heritage, the scope of this research is limited to just tangible heritage. Moreover it focusses not 
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on urban landscapes, but only on rural areas. The consideration for this decision is the limited time that is 
available  for this research. 

This research is theoretically positioned at the intersection of heritage studies, intergenerational justice, 
and sustainable spatial development (figure 2.1). While heritage has often been approached as a spatial 
or cultural-historical concept, the ethical dimension of how heritage relates to future generations remains 
underexplored. Similarly, intergenerational thinking is increasingly present in sustainability literature, but 
its application within heritage theory is still limited. This research contributes to existing knowledge by 
conceptually linking heritage to intergenerational ethics and sustainable spatial development. It builds on 
fundamental theories from political philosophy, environmental ethics, and heritage studies to create a 
framework through which heritage can be explored as a future-oriented, just concept. 

 

Figure 2.1: Theoretical framework.  
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3. Methodology 

The methodology is composed of two parts: a conceptual and an empirical analysis. In the conceptual 
analysis, a systematic literature review is conducted to select, analyze, and synthesize relevant literature 
in order to design a typology of intergenerational heritage approaches. In the empirical analysis, the 
applicability of the typology is tested through expert interviews. These interviews explore the practical and 
institutional application, as well as the application to the context of the Green Heart, a complex rural area 
in need of a sustainability transition. Each part of the research contains its own research question, 
method, objective, and output as shown in figure 3.1 below. This chapter elaborates the research design.  

 

Figure 3.1: The research design of this thesis, consisting of a conceptual and an empirical analysis. Each 
analysis has its own sub-research question, method, objective, and output. Together, they inform the main 
research question. 

3.1 Systematic Literature Review 

The conceptual analysis of heritage from an intergenerational perspective is aimed at answering the 
following sub-research question: What intergenerational approaches to heritage can be identified in 
academic literature, and how can they be synthesized into a typology relevant to rural landscapes? To 
answer the sub-research question, a systematic literature review was conducted. The literature search 
and selection followed the PRISMA structure (Liberati et al., 2009; Moher et al., 2010). After the screening 
and selection, a manageable number of articles remained for the analysis (Moher et al., 2010). From the 
selected studies, relevant data was extracted, coded, and thematically clustered. After this, the data was 
synthesized in a typology of intergenerational approaches to heritage in transitioning rural landscapes. 
This chapter explains the methods conducted for this conceptual exploration.  

3.1.1 PRISMA 

Systematic reviews should be reported fully and transparently to allow readers to assess the strengths and 
weaknesses of the research (Liberati et al., 2009). To ensure this, this research followed the PRISMA 
Statement. The aim of the PRISMA Statement is to improve the reporting of systematic reviews (Moger et 
al., 2010). RPISMA was initially designed for research in healthcare interventions, however, it can be used 
as a basis for reporting systematic reviews of any types of research (Moher et al., 2010). PRISMA helps to 
ensure transparency and understanding of the processes adopted and the limitations of the information 
presented in systematic reviews of different types (Liberati et al., 2009). The PRISMA flow diagram will help 
structure the literature searching and selection. 
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3.1.2 Literature Search 

For the literature search, a defined but complete search query was needed to extract literature from 
available databases. To formulate this query, the sub-research question was first divided and translated 
into relevant scientific concepts and then into specific search terms. The PICOS approach, as described 
in box 2 in the paper of Liberati et al. (2009), was used for this process. Possible synonyms from different 
disciplines are included for each concept. Appendix 1 elaborates the PICOS approach and presents the 
final search terms. 

During the search process, it became clear that very few peer-reviewed articles explicitly connect 
intergenerational thinking, heritage management, and sustainability transitions in rural contexts. Rather 
than interpreting this as a methodological limitation, this scarcity itself indicates a conceptual gap in the 
literature. This thesis aims to fill this gap by synthesizing intergenerational approaches to heritage and 
exploring their relevance in the context of rural landscape undergoing sustainability driven transitions. 

Combining all four concepts (heritage management, rural landscape, sustainability transition, and 
intergenerational approaches) in one single search query, thus resulted in a very specific search query. 
Although sustainability transitions are a key contextual focus of this research, including this concept as a 
strict search term resulted in too few resulting records. Therefore, relevant literature was first identified 
based on broader concepts of heritage management, rural landscapes, and intergenerational thinking. To 
ensure that the context of sustainability transitions was included in the analysis, this concept was 
evaluated in a later stage of the literature search process during the screening and full-text analysis.  These 
considerations for not explicitly including the context of sustainability transitions in the search query, 
resulted in the following search query:  

(“heritag*” OR “place-based value*” OR “places-based identity” OR “historic* value*” OR “cultural value*” OR 
“traditional knowledge”) AND  

(“rural landscape*” OR “agricultural landscape*” OR “cultural landscape*” OR “historical landscape*” OR “rural 
area” OR “agricultural area”) AND  

(“intergenerational*” OR “thinking across generations” OR “long-term thinking” OR “future generation*” OR “future-
oriented planning” OR “long-term thinking” OR “temporal justice” OR “anticipatory governance” OR “future thinking” 
OR “environmental stewardship” OR “future strategies”) 

3.1.3 Data Selection 

After the identification of the records through the literature search, a few steps were taken to determine 
which studies were included in the synthesis. The PRISMA flow diagram template in figure 3.2 summarizes 
the study selection process and includes the following steps (Liberati et al., 2009):  

• Identification of records through database searching.  
• Abstract and title screening of the identified records for broad relevance. 
• Full-text screening of potentially relevant studies based on eligibility criteria.   



   

 

  17 

 

 

Figure 3.2: The PRISMA flow diagram template summarizes the literature identification, screening, and 
selection process. 

Using the query, records are identified in both the Scopus and Web of Science databases. All types of 
documents were included in the search. In Scopus, the search terms were searched within the article title, 
abstract, and keywords. In Web of Science, the search terms were searched within the abstract. 
Duplicates were removed. During the first screening phase, all remaining records were assessed based on 
their title and abstract to determine preliminary relevance. The following screening criteria were applied:  

• English text: the study is written in English. 
• Intergenerational approach: the study includes a reference to intergenerational thinking, long-

term responsibility, or future generations. 
• Rural/agricultural context: the study focuses on rural or agricultural contexts.  
• Tangible cultural heritage: the study discusses concepts related to tangible heritage 

management or cultural landscapes. 

Studies that clearly did not meet these broad criteria, were excluded from further full-text analysis. When 
a study did not meet all criteria, but still seemed relevant in informing the typology, the study was included 
for the full-text analysis. 

After the first screening phase, the full text of the remaining studies was assessed based on a set of 
eligibility criteria.  These criteria were designed to ensure conceptual and contextual relevance for 
developing a typology of intergenerational heritage management in rural areas. The following eligibility 
criteria were required to include studies in the synthesis:  

• Intergenerational focus: The study explicitly or implicitly addresses intergenerational values, 
responsibilities, or approaches within the context of heritage management. 

• Tangible heritage: the research concerns cultural, historical, or landscape heritage that includes 
tangible elements. 

• Conceptual or theoretical contribution: the study is conceptual or theoretical, or contains 
discussions of frameworks, models, or strategic approaches relevant to heritage management in 
(transitioning) rural landscapes. 

• Typological relevance: the study offers insights that support the development of a typology of 
intergenerational heritage approaches in (transitioning) rural landscapes. 
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• Rural or agricultural context: the study focuses on rural, agricultural, or comparable settings in 
which cultural and natural/environmental dimensions intersect. 

• Spatial or landscape component: the study engages with spatial planning, land use, landscape 
transformation, or the role of heritage in territorial development. 

• Change and transition: the study addresses processes of change, transition, or adaptation in 
rural or cultural landscapes, even if not explicitly framed as sustainability transitions. 

When studies met all the eligibility criteria, they were included for the synthesis.  

3.1.4 Data Extraction, Coding & Clustering 

After deciding what studies were included in the synthesis to create a typology, relevant data needed to be 
extracted and clustered to inform the typology. The first step was to extract relevant data. For each study, 
relevant information was highlighted and placed in a data-extraction document in Excel. Information that 
was relevant included: 

• Titel, author, publication year 
• Relevant core concepts  
• Descriptions of intergenerational approaches to heritage 
• Definitions of heritage 
• Theories or frameworks 
• Values (such as long-term thinking, visions on time frames, desires, responsibilities) 
• Context (such as rural, landscape, transition, sustainability issues) 
• Actors included 

The extracted data was coded with the aim to recognize and identify patterns and repeated concepts. By 
inductive coding, the data extractions were read line for line to label meaningful terms, definitions, 
examples, and statements. Inductive coding was used to ensure flexibility and an open attitude towards 
new insights. The labels summarized and indicated the main theme of each data extraction.  

The coded data was grouped in over coupling approaches by seeking connections and overlap between 
the codes. The codes were clustered based on e.g. shared values, attitude towards heritage, time horizon, 
actors involved, intergenerational values, and aim. Each group was eventually given its own approach 
name. This was an iterative process of revisiting the available data over and over, until suitable overarching 
approaches were formulated. 

3.1.5 Typology Development 

The resulted clustering was translated to clear approaches with characteristic features. For each 
approach in the typology these features were described. The features are: 

• Name of the approach 
• Core vision on heritage 
• Intergenerational function 
• Applications and methods from the literature (including a few illustrative examples) 

The approaches were displayed in a table where the features form the columns. The resulting framework 
presents the typology that can be used to support reflection, dialogue, and strategy development for 
heritage in spatial planning contexts. 
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3.2 Empirical Analysis 

The empirical analysis of this thesis is aimed at answering the following sub-research question: To what 
extent is the typology applicable and meaningful in practice, particularly in the context of the Green Heart: 
a complex rural area in need of a sustainability transition? To assess the practical relevance of the 
developed typology of intergenerational heritage approaches, semi-structured interviews with heritage 
experts were conducted. The aim of the interviews was to test both the practical and institutional 
application, as the application to the context of the Green Heart, a complex agricultural area in need of a 
sustainability transition. Moreover, the empirical findings provided practical insights that informed the 
revision and improvement of the typology.   

3.2.1 Speaking Cards 

In order to make the approaches more accessible to discuss, the typology was translated into speaking 
cards. Each speaking card represents one approach, with the corresponding core vision on heritage and 
the intergenerational function. Adding a symbol made the approach more recognizable. These cards made 
the subject easier to discuss both in the interviews and in practice. It was in fact the intention to open 
conversations with the approaches. 

3.2.2 Applicability in Practice & in the Green Heart 

The first aim of the expert interview was to explore the applicability of the typology in institutional and 
professional practice. This objective focused on whether the typology supports professionals in thinking 
differently about heritage by opening up new conversations. Additionally, whether it provide direction on 
discussions and decisions. Moreover, if it helps policy makers and designers to reflect more consciously 
on long-term value and future generations when making decisions about heritage.  

The second aim was to  evaluate its relevance within the specific context of the Green Heart, an agricultural 
landscape undergoing a complex sustainability transition. The second objective assessed whether the 
typology resonates with the specific challenges and opportunities of the Green Heart. This is a relevant 
test case, as much of the existing literature on intergenerational heritage approaches is situated in 
shrinking regions, where landscapes are being abandoned or degraded. In contrast, the Green Heart is 
facing transition pressure in a context of preservation, intensification, and climate adaptation. 

3.2.3 Semi Structured Interviews 

The two objectives were discussed in three interviews with heritage experts from different organizations. 
For this analysis, organizations of different scale levels were selected. This included a national, a regional 
and a local oriented organization. The interviewees all have expertise in heritage and have worked or are 
working on projects related to the Groene Hart. Table 3.1 shows the different interviewees. For ethical 
reasons, the names and specific functions of the interviewees are not shown. This allowed them to remain 
anonymous and speak freely. The interviews were semi-structured. The following two main questions were 
central with accompanying example questions: 

1. Is the typology applicable from your field of work? 
a. Do you recognize the approaches and terminology in the typology? 
b. Do you miss any approaches? 
c. Do you think it is useful for discussions about spatial planning and heritage? 
d. Do you think it gives direction in discussions about heritage? 
e. Do you think it can inspire people to look at heritage in new ways? 
f. Do you think it helps to reflect more consciously on long-term value and future 

generations when making decisions about heritage? 
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g. Do you have recommendations for improvement of the typology? 
2. Is the typology applicable to discussions or projects specific in the Green Heart, a complex 

agricultural landscape in need of a sustainability transition? 
a. Do you think these approaches are applicable in discussion and decisions about the 

Green Heart? 
b. Do you think the Green Heart may have an additional approach that is not present in the 

typology? 
c. Do you think the typology is useful in the specific context of the Green Heart? 
d. Do you think the difference of shrink and growth areas may result in a different typology? 

Table 3.1: Experts interviewed for the empirical analysis 
Expert number Expertise Organization 

1  Heritage & climate change, Green Heart Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed (RCE) 
(National Cultural Heritage Agency) 

2  Heritage, history, Green Heart, policy Coördinatiebureau Groene Hart (Coordination 
Office Green Heart) 

3 Landscape architecture, heritage, Green 
Heart 

Vechtplassencommissie  
(Vechtplassen Committee) 

 

3.2.4 Revision of the Speaking Cards 

In the last step of the empirical analysis, the speaking cards were revised and sharped based on the 
interview insights. This allowed for improved practical applicability and usability of the cards in the specific 
contact of rural areas in need of sustainability transitions, such as the Green Heart. The design of the cards 
were adjusted based on these refinements.   
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4. Results 

This chapter presents the results of the conceptual and empirical analysis that are conducted as described 
in the methodology (Chapter 3). In the first part, the output of the systematic literature review is shown, 
with as highlight the intergenerational heritage typology. In the second part, the results of the expert 
interviews from the empirical analysis are displayed. This entails a reflection of the practical applicability 
of the typology and a revised version of the typology.  

4.1 Systematic Literature Review 

This sub-chapter outlines the results of the systematic literature review. First, the resulting articles from 
the literature search and selection process are displayed. Then, the emerging intergenerational heritage 
approaches from the data extraction, coding, clustering, and synthesis are shortly introduced and 
demonstrated in the typology. Furthermore, the approaches are described, by elaborating on the core 
vision on heritage, the intergenerational function, examples of applications and methods from the 
literature, and finally a short reflection. 

4.1.1 Literature Search and Selection 

The literature search in the databases resulted in a total of 153 records. Figure 4.1 summarizes the 
literature search, screening, and selection processes. After the identification of records in the databases 
of Scopus and Web of Science and removal of duplicates, 123 records are left for the title and abstract 
screening. After screening on language and connection to intergenerational thinking, tangible cultural 
heritage, and rural landscapes, 61 articles are left for the full-text screening. For the full-text screening, the 
eligibility criteria as displayed in the data screening methodology (Section 3.1.3) are used. During this 
screening, 53 articles are excluded, resulting in 10 studies to inform the typology on intergenerational 
heritage approaches in agricultural landscapes. The database that details the screening process, can be 
requested from the author of this thesis.  

In total, 10 studies are selected for the synthesis. Although this is a relatively limited amount of studies for 
a literature synthesis, it reflects the still limited amount of available literature on the specific intersection 
of heritage and intergenerational thinking in rural areas. However, these studies offer a rich and divers 
starting point for a first conceptual exploration of this thematic intersection, and form a solid base for the 
creation of a typology on intergenerational heritage approaches in rural areas.  

 
Figure 4.1: The PRISMA flow diagram summarizes the literature search, screening, and selection process. 
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The resulting studies are primarily theoretical and conceptual researches, which are valuable in informing 
the conceptual typology. However, also some more practical oriented (case) studies are available, which 
is valuable in displaying specific methods and examples. Topics include: intergenerational narrative in 
landscape preservation (Knights, 2014), bio-cultural model for biodiversity conservation (Watve & Chavan, 
2020), far-sightedness revitalization (Salerno, 2018), landscape perception and awareness (Guilién-
Peñafiel et al., 2024), indigenous biocultural lens and more. These diverse topics offer a rich variety  of 
intergenerational perspectives on heritage to inform the typology.   

4.1.2 Emerging Themes from the Data 

While coding, analyzing, and clustering the data extractions of the included studies, six different 
preliminary intergenerational heritage themes emerge: preservation & documenting, participatory & 
community, ecologically, educational & awareness, economic & tourism, and integrated & development 
based. These data of the six themes form the basis for the typology and will each inform a unique approach. 
The themes are respectively linked to the following  approaches: Preserve & Protect, Shared Legacy, Living 
Landscapes, Learning from Legacy, Heritage as Capital, and Legacy by Design. The synthesized typology 
is presented and described in the next section. De dataset detailing the process of inductive coding and 
clustering into themes can be requested from the author of this thesis. 

4.1.3 Intergenerational Heritage Typology 

Table 4.1 presents the final typology of intergenerational heritage approaches in rural landscapes. The 
approaches include: Preserve & Protect, Shared Legacy, Living Landscapes, Learning from Legacy, 
Heritage as Capital, and Legacy by Design. Each approach is distinctive in its core vision on heritage and 
its intergenerational function. Moreover, each approach has its own applications and methods. Appendix 
2 provides an overview of what literature informed each approach. 

Table 4.1: Typology of intergenerational heritage approaches in rural landscapes 
Approach Core vision on heritage Intergenerational function Applications and methods 

Preserve & Protect Heritage as an object of 
protection, preservation, and 
documentation  

Safeguarding tangible heritage for 
transmission to future 
generations 

Legal protection, restoration, 
documentation, UNESCO status, 
monument care, national labeling 
and recognition programs 

Shared Legacy Heritage as shared 
responsibility and ownership 

Knowledge exchange and 
community bonding across 
generations 

Bottom-up initiatives, embedded 
in local context, co-creation and 
participation, decentralized 
governance, indigenous methods 

Heritage as Capital Heritage as an economic 
resource 

Current and future generations 
benefit from heritage through 
(sustainable) valorization 

Labelization, sustainable tourism, 
valorization, tourism-oriented 
use, World Heritage branding, 
adaptive reuse of historical 
buildings 

Living Landscapes Ecology and biodiversity as 
heritage 

Continuity of ecological and 
cultural values across 
generations 

Biodiversity Heritage Sites, bio-
cultural monitoring, indigenous 
stewardship systems, nature-
culture connection, valuation of 
ecosystem services 

Learning from Legacy Heritage as a learning tool Raising heritage awareness 
among current generations and 
educating future generations with 
heritage values 

Co-design workshops, 
intergenerational knowledge 
transfer, storytelling, raising 
awareness, experiential learning 
activities,  co-learning programs  

Legacy by Design Heritage as a catalyst for 
integrated development 
  

Transfers dynamic cultural, 
ecological and social values to 
future generations as a living 
resource 

Rural revitalization, SDG 
alignment, biocultural models, 
heritage-led regeneration, values-
led planning frameworks 
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Before elaborating on the different approaches and their characteristics, figure 4.2 shows how the 
approaches relate to each other. The approaches are placed in the graph, based on their intergenerational 
function and core vision on heritage. On the y-axis there is a division from implicit to explicit 
intergenerational functions. On the x-axis there is a division from a traditional view of heritage to more 
broad, innovative, and transformative views of heritage. In the following paragraphs, de positions of the 
approaches in the graph will be explained shortly to offer a first overview of the different approaches. In the 
descriptions of the approaches further in this section, there is explained more in depth what all this exactly 
means.  

 

Figure 4.2: The international heritage approaches placed in a graph, based on their intergenerational 
function and core vision on heritage.  

At the bottom on the graph, the approach Heritage as Capital is placed. The intergenerational function of 
this approach is very implicitly present. Engagement with intergenerational thinking is limited to the 
practical idea that heritage must be preserved and transmitted to future generations. Moreover, it is mainly 
focused on present day needs and desires for economic development instead of possible future ones. The 
core vision on heritage is somewhat traditional, since it focused on the preservation and transmission of 
the physical, cultural landscape elements how they are. However, it also offers a broader view by 
combining the conservation objectives with opportunities for economic development. 

The approach Preserve & Protect has a slightly more explicit intergenerational function. Mainly the ethical 
motivation to transmit the heritage to future generations is explicitly mentioned. However, this remains at 
emphasizing this responsibility, without further reflection on which values could be important for future 
generations. The core vision on heritage in approach is therefore also very static and traditional. It focusses 
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on historical landscape elements that should be protected the way they are at all costs. Only if this really 
does not seem to work, more attention will be paid to mitigation and more adaptive ways of conservation.  

The Living Landscapes approach, on the other hand, offers a way more broad view on heritage. This 
approach includes an extreme broad vision, in which ecology and biodiversity are viewed as heritage. This 
is where the idea of preserving historical landscape elements as they are is abandoned, offering an 
innovative perspective. Also in this approach, the intergenerational function is implicitly present. There is 
a motivation to preserve these natural values and to transmit them to future generations, but there is 
limited reflection offered on the actual possible whishes or needs of future generations. Moreover, there 
is a strong focus on the wishes of contemporary communities.  

The approach Legacy by Design is positioned in the center of the graph. The intergenerational function is 
more focused on future flexibility, however, there is still not very explicitly reflected on possible values and 
wishes of future generations. It is focused mainly on territorial development for the benefit of 
contemporary communities. In this approach, heritage is slightly more broadly applicable and 
interpretable than in Heritage as Capital, as it is viewed as a central process in sustainable development. 
However, it is still centered around the idea of keeping heritage elements as they originally are, but then in 
combination with using them for possible other integrated purposes.  

The Learning from Legacy approach, stretches the vision on heritage slightly more. It views heritage as 
something that is freely interpenetrative and can be given different meanings by different people. It is not 
only focused on historical objects, but also on other values such as indigenous knowledge and practices. 
The intergenerational function is explicitly present in this approach. There is much attention for 
intergenerational knowledge transmission to future generations. However, the focus is on a relatively short 
time span, by focusing on knowledge exchange between contemporary young and old generations. 

The same goes for the Shared Legacy approach. Here, there is a focus on intergenerational communication 
and dialogue, and the creation of participatory systems that enable flexibility and openness for future 
generations. This makes the intergenerational function explicitly present. However, the reflection on 
values of future generations in limited, and the approach is focused on contemporary community bonding. 
Similarly as in Learning from Legacy, the vision on heritage in Shared Legacy is dynamic. This approach 
emphasizes that the value and perception of heritage depends on its context and setting. Moreover, its 
interpretation changes over different generations and by different communities.  

What is striking about the graph is that it does not show an approach with a traditional view of heritage and 
an explicit intergenerational function. Does that mean that these factors contradict each other? That an 
explicit intergenerational function requires a broader view on heritage? In addition, there is still room in the 
graph for approaches that have a strong explicit intergenerational function. This requires recognizing and 
guaranteeing flexibility for the future, with space and possibilities in which future generations can make 
their own choices and determined their own values.  
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4.1.4 Descriptions of the Intergenerational Heritage Approaches 

This section elaborates on the different approaches of the intergenerational heritage typology (Table 4.1). 
For each approach the following aspects are described: core vision on heritage, intergenerational function, 
applications and methods, and reflections and tensions.  

 

 
Core vision on heritage 

The approach Preserve & Protect views heritage as a material and symbolic legacy that must be carefully 
safeguarded and passed on. Heritage needs to be documented, protected, preserved, and even restored. 
Important in this approach is continuity, authenticity, and integrity (Esposito & Cavelzani, 2006). As 
Sargent & Slaton (2015) define: “Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its historic significance.” 
Heritage is seen as irreplaceable carrier of values, traditions, narratives, memory, and identity. Therefor, it 
should be safeguarded for future generations by means of documentation, legal protection, and 
restoration to avoid loss (Sargent & Slaton 2015; Watve & Chavan, 2020). For the restoration, it is crucial 
to use historically accurate materials and practices.  As Esposito & Cavelzani (2006) say, “all conservation 
treatments must respect the existing fabric and maintain authenticity in materials, design, workmanship 
and setting.” The central aim of this approach is to ensure continuity by maintaining integrity and visibility 
of tangible heritage elements, such as buildings, landscapes, and monuments. Sargent & Slaton adds on 
this the importance of maintenance of “integrity of setting, feeling, and association”.  

A well-known international framework that connects to this approach is the World Heritage List from the 
World Heritage Convention that aims of the conservation of “Outstanding Universal Values.” These values 
are assesses based on cultural and natural criteria and carefully documented and managed (Esposito & 
Cavelzani, 2006). They emphasize: “The primary management responsibility is to conserve and protect the 
‘outstanding universal values’ for which the landscape was inscribed.” Sargent & Slaton (2015) emphasize 
that it is important to prevent irreversible loss: “We are faced with the possibility that these places, once 
lost, will cease to exist unless we keep their personal stories and meaning alive.” 

Intergenerational function 

What makes this approach intergenerational is the ethical and moral responsibility it assumes between 
past, present, and future. This includes ensuring continuity and respect for past generations and 
transmitting cultural values to future generations. Knights (2014) explains: “the intergenerational contract 
imposes an obligation on us to preserve (and, where necessary, restore) and pay respectful attention to 
the objects, traditions and environments that our predecessors valued.” If we fail to do so, it may cause 
harm: “in destroying the cultural ecosystems that they created […] we end their narrative in a sorrowful 
way” (Knights, 2014). More focused on the ethical obligation to future generations, Ducros (2017) positions 
heritage preservation in the same triangle of “conservation, continuity and legacy” as sustainable 
development. He frames heritage as a non-renewable resource that must be transmitted to future 
generations.  

While there is a clear emphasis on ethical stewardship to past and future generations, this approach has 
a static perspective on heritage. It is focused on the careful safeguarding and transmission of values and 
structures. However, it does not highlight principles of flexibility, reinterpretation, or decision 
opportunities for future generations.  

 

Preserve & Protect 
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Applications and methods 

Typical applications and methods within this approach include: 

• Legal protection of historic and cultural values (Watve & Chavan, 2020) 
• Inventorying and documentation of cultural values (Esposito & Cavelzani, 2006; Sargent & Slaton, 

2015) 
• Restoration using historically accurate materials and techniques (Knights, 2014; Esposito & 

Cavelzani, 2006) 
• World Heritage designation (Esposito & Cavelzani, 2006) 
• Disaster and climate risk preparedness (Salerno, 2018; Sargent & Slaton, 2015) 
• Replication, relocation, and elevation of structures (Sargent & Slaton, 2015) 
• Conservation of traditional cultural ecosystems (Knights, 2014) 
• National labeling and recognition programs to promote cultural sustainability (Ducros, 2017) 

An example comes from Knights (2014), who outlines the restoration of traditional coppice woodland. 
Restoring this landscape does not only bring back ecological functions but also honors the lives and 
narratives of past generations who lived in close relation with these landscapes. Moreover, Salerno (2018) 
cited the Handbook for Conservation and Management devoted to World Heritage Cultural Landscapes 
that provides guidelines for risk assessment and emergency planning to protect heritage from different 
hazards and pressures on heritage. UNESCO is engaged in the conservation, restoration, and protection 
of cultural landscapes with “outstanding universal values” by inscribing the landscapes on the World 
Heritage List (Esposito & Cavelzani, 2006). Sargent & Slaton (2015) describe the documentation and 
relocation of vulnerable structures in coastal millages to mitigate rising sea levels.  

Reflections and tensions 

While this approach provides strong continuity and helps safeguard cultural structures and values, it also 
raises question in the face of changing landscapes, climate, and environmental goals. A tension that arises 
in this approach is the balancing between the moral obligation to preserve and the practical need to 
change. Climate change challenges the feasibility of maintaining physical integrity. As Sargent & Slaton 
(2015) note, preservationist need to adapt strategies to support resilient systems “that anticipate change, 
heal themselves, and have the ability to reorganize […] even under radically changed circumstance. […] 
Critical cultural components of resilient systems are flexibility, adaptability, and versatility.” 

Prevention for loss is not always possible. This leads to current generations to make decisions on which 
aspects of heritage to protect and how. These decisions include trade-offs in integrity, such as choosing 
for documentation rather then physical conservation (Sargent & Slaton, 2015). Sargent & Slaton (2015) 
note: “there are some aspects of integrity that are more important than others,” and they acknowledge 
acceptable  degrees of loss. These decisions aim to prevent total loss. However, making these decisions, 
close off certain options for future generations, raising the question who gets to decide what is worth 
keeping and how.  

Shared Legacy 
 
Core vision on heritage 

In the Shared Legacy approach, heritage is seen as a collective asset that belongs to and is shaped by 
communities. Heritage is not something that is defined and managed by institutions or experts, but it is a 
shared responsibility. This approach includes bottom-up involvement and community empowerment. As 
Ducros (2017) explains, it puts “local people’s involvement over curators’, experts’ or politicians’” and 
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empowers them to use heritage to “utilizing their heritage to construct identities of communities, sites, 
places and individuals.”  

Next to bottom-up governance, shared decision-making, and community participation, this approach 
recognizes the importance of locally embedded and traditional knowledge and perspectives. Marshall et 
al. (2022) describes how Traditional Owners and scientific experts together manage heritage by combining 
“traditional and scientific knowledge systems”. Communities care for the physical landscape, but also for 
the meanings and stories to be passed on the future generations (Guillién-Peñafiel et al., 2024; Reihana et 
al., 2023).  

The aim of this approach is not only to safeguard heritage and meaning, but also to make it inclusive, 
meaningful, future-oriented. In this way it can strengthen community bonds. This is achieved by 
participatory mechanisms and decentralized governance structures (Watve & Chavan, 2020). 

Intergenerational function 

The intergenerational function in the Shared Legacy approach is practical and socially focused. It is 
focused on the continuity of cultural knowledge, practices, and community responsibility across 
generations. This approach contributes to the intergenerational obligations by transmitting heritage by 
shared experiences and participation across generations.  

Guillién-Peñafiel et al. (2024) describe how heritage “has been transmitted through different generations, 
enriching the social fabric and strengthening community ties.” Moreover, Reihana et al. (2023) describe 
how Māori communities co-create shared visions and frameworks to guide decision-making. They aim to 
“provide community discussions” and strengthen “connection to place.” This provides space and 
flexibility for new generations to participate in shaping their environment, culture, and identity.  

Co-creation with different generations promotes intergenerational communication and dialogue. Amaro & 
Oliveira (2019) explain a specific intergenerational co-creation. In their project older and younger 
generations together design playful and game-based heritage experiences. Older generations bring 
traditional heritage knowledge and younger generations bring technological skills and curiosity.  Marshall 
et al. (2022) also describe how younger rangers in Kakadu work together with Traditional Owners, so that 
western science and indigenous knowledge can be combined in preservation.  

In this way, the Shared Legacy approach promotes intergenerational dialogue and ensures future 
generations are considered and involved. Intergenerational thinking here means passing on responsibility, 
knowledge, and a sense of belonging. In this way, communities can care for their heritage over time.  

Applications and methods 

Common methods and tools associated with the Shared Legacy approach include: 

• Co-developed heritage strategies that reflect local values (Ducros, 2017; Salerno, 2018) 
• Participatory, decentralized governance structures for collaborative decision-making (Watve & 

Chavan, 2020) 
• Participatory mapping and documentation of cultural values (Watve & Chavan, 2020; Reihana et 

al, 2023) 
• Workshops and public co-design processes in heritage interpretation (Ducros, 2017) 
• Heritage as identity-building in place-making and landscape interpretation (Salerno, 2018) 
• Legal empowerment and local monitoring mechanisms to support landscape stewardship (Watve 

& Chavan, 2020) 
• Intergenerational co-creation in game-based heritage experiences (Amaro & Oliveira, 2019) 
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• Integration of indigenous and western methodologies in conservation programs (Marshall et al., 
2022; Reihana et al., 2023) 

A clear example is the participatory declaration of Biodiversity Heritage Sites (BHS) in India, which requires 
collaboration between community members, local administrations, and experts to recognize and protect 
cultural landscapes (Watve & Chavan, 2020). Similarly, Ducros (2017) highlights heritage initiatives where 
“people have opportunities to intervene in construction through workshops,” reinforcing their stake in 
shaping the meaning and future of a site. Moreover, Amaro & Oliveira (2019) describe the co-creation of 
playful and game-based heritage experiences. 

Reflections and tensions 

While this approach is focused on inclusion and local empowerment, it also raises certain challenges. 
Power imbalances, uneven participation, or lack of capacity can make democratic heritage governance 
complicated (Gao et al., 2021). As Esposito & Cavelzani (2006) note, effective communication becomes 
essential “when so many players are involved.” A tension lays on the belance between broad participation 
and efficient decision-making. As Salerno (2018) notes, bottom-up processes require time, dialogue, and 
coordination of many opinions. This may complicate implementations and planning.  

Another concern relates to shifting baselines and perceptions across generations. Younger generations 
may not recognize the loss of cultural values as they never experiences the higher values from the past. 
Reihana et al (2023) states: “what is yet to be considered is how to mitigate shifting baselines across the 
generations, and whether that matters. This raises questions about how to maintain continuity and 
meaning of values across generations.  

Furthermore, this approach aims to involve younger generations in heritage decisions. However, is this a 
good representation of future generations? It remains difficult to represent future generations that are not 
yet born. There lays a challenge in including long-term interests of generations who cannot yet speak for 
themselves in participatory decisions. 

Living Landscapes 
 
Core vision on heritage 

The approach Living Landscapes expands the concept of heritage by including ecological components 
such as ecosystem services and biodiversity in our legacy. It recognizes the interdependence between 
ecological integrity and cultural continuity. As Watve & Chavan (2020) state, “Biological diversity has been 
the basis of human existence on planet earth. Local communities have learnt to use, manage and respect 
it over centuries. [...] This is our true heritage passed from generation to generation.” They provide the 
concept of Biodiversity Heritage Sites, which “accept biodiversity as a form of heritage, which sets in apart 
from other types of Protected Areas.” Similarly, Reihana et al. (2023) introduce bio-cultural approaches 
that considers “a whole forest system and its capacity to reflect significant values.” This calls for a shift 
from “people centric” to “nature centric” goals and outcomes. This includes an Indigenous view on 
stewardship, where natural systems are respected and cared for as cultural and spiritual assets (Reihana 
et al., 2023). The aim of this approach is to protect healthy natural areas, ecological values, and 
biodiversity, both as ecological needs and as essential components of heritage. This includes a “vision of 
the world living in harmony with nature” (Reihana et al., 2023) and a “strong connection of humans with 
mother nature” (Watve & Chavan, 2020).  

In the Living Landscapes approach, the intergenerational function is mainly expressed in the moral 
responsibility to preserve ecological systems for future generations. This is reflected in the desire to 
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protect biodiversity, ecosystem services, and healthy environments over the long term. Watve & Chavan 
(2020) explain that this can be done by the selection and identification of Local Biodiversity Heritage Sites, 
“which will be a true legacy left by present generations for the future global citizens.” They continue that 
these landscapes are managed with the aim “to preserve the genes, species, ecosystems and the 
ecosystem services for future generations.” They illustrate the example of the protection of sacred groves 
in India. These landscapes are not only being conserved for their ecological value, but also because they 
“demonstrate ecological prudence, a value that needs to be culturally transferred to the future 
generations” (Watve & Chavan, 2020). The sacred groves are viewed as living legacies, that show the 
connection between humans and nature, and this connection must be maintained in the future. 

Similarly Reihana et al. (2023) describe how the environment provides resources and well-being today, and 
that in return, it must be protected so that future generations can also benefit from it. They mention the 
indigenous Māori concept of whakapapa  that “has an exception of reciprocation of which the provision of 
the resources is to be nurtured and sustainably used, in order to provide for future generations.”  In the 
articles of Reihana et al. (2023) and Watve & Chavan (2020), there is a emphasis on present-day 
stewardship and living in harmony with nature, and that these values must be maintained in the future. 
They link ecological care to long-term sustainability and thinking.  

Applications and methods 

Green Heritage can be supported through a wide range of ecological and policy tools that emphasize 
integration of nature and culture: 

• Designation of Biodiversity Heritage Sites (BHS) based on ecological and cultural value (Watve & 
Chavan, 2020) 

• Community-led sacred grove protection that preserves biodiversity (Watve & Chavan, 2020) 
• Biocultural monitoring tools that connect ecological indicators with local knowledge systems 

(Reihana et al., 2023) 
• Use of Indigenous stewardship systems such as kaitiakitanga for environmental guardianship 

(Reihana et al., 2023) 
• Monitoring forest health with cultural indicators such as bird species (Reihana et al., 2023) 
• Place-based conservation strategies focused on cultural connection to nature (Reihana et al., 

2023) 
• Valuation and safeguarding of ecosystem services (Watve & Chavan, 2020) 
• Incorporation of biodiversity values into legislation and policy frameworks (Watve & Chavan, 2020) 

For example Watve & Chavan (2020) describe an example of the practice of designation of Biodiversity 
Heritage Sites (BHS) in India, which protect areas based on ecological and cultural significance. These 
areas often include sacred groves. This are traditionally protected forests that support rare species, while 
also maintaining cultural practices (Watve & Chavan, 2020). As an OECM (Other Effective Conservation 
Measure), they preserve not only habitats and species, but also the associated culture of carful use of 
nature. The cultural protection of nature has ensured the survival of endangered species, hydrological 
functions, and intact old-growth vegetation, while also embodying values that future generations can 
inherit, both ecologically and morally (Watve & Chavan, 2020). 

Reflections and tensions 

The Living Landscapes approach expands the concept of heritage by including ecosystems, biodiversity, 
and natural values. This ecological focus responds to urgent environmental challenges, however, it also 
raises some critical questions. When we label nature as heritage, do we reinforce its cultural significance, 
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or do we stretch the concept of heritage so far that it risks losing its cultural value? Who decides which 
values are preserved and what is passed on as 'heritage'? 

For example, Knights (2014) notes that rewilding and ecological restoration sometimes disregard 
traditional cultural landscapes, risking a loss of historical identity. The inclusion of biodiversity as heritage, 
as seen in the Biodiversity Heritage Sites, reflects a shift in priorities (Watve & Chavan, 2020). It equates 
ecological, cultural and historical values, but this can blur boundaries. Is heritage still about shared 
histories, meanings, and identities, or does it become an instrument for nature conservation policy?  

Moreover, the approach seems to be the result of the desire of present (indigenous) communities to live in 
balance with nature, framing conserved landscape as a “a true legacy left by the present generations for 
the future global citizens” (Watve & Chavan, 2020). However, to what extent are future generations truly 
considered? By preserving the ecosystems based on todays’ priorities, their preferences, needs, or visions 
are assumed to be the same as the ones from current generations. In this way, the intergenerational 
function in this approach overlaps with the motivation and desires of the current generations. Thus, is this 
approach really rooted in intergenerational thinking?  

Learning from Legacy 
 
Core vision on heritage 

In the Learning from Legacy approach, heritage is viewed as a source of knowledge and cultural memory. 
Awareness and education can contribute to the transmission to future generations. Learning from Legacy 
is not just focused on the preservation of heritage, but also is about understanding, appreciating, and 
engaging with our heritage. Guillén-Pañefiel et al. (2024) argues “for individuals to commit themselves to 
the care and transmission of heritage, it is first necessary that they know, understand and value it.” Ducros 
(2017) continues “we must educate people. We must make the past re-live and be visible, and be 
appreciated.” 

Heritage does not just include physical objects that must be preserved, but as something that can be 
interpreted and communicated. It enables people to understand the past, find identity in the present, and 
make conscious decisions about the future. In other words, heritage is an educational tool that can be 
used to build awareness, strengthen cultural identity, and stimulate stewardship. Guillén-Pañefiel et al. 
(2024) explains, “educational work with these elements from an early stage is essential to promote the 
connection with the local environment, foster environmental awareness and preserve the local culture.”  
Cultural identity is something that depends on awareness and engagement. As Esposito & Cavelzani 
(2006) note, “awareness is a precious instrument of educational empowerment and identity recognition 
and pride.” The goal of this approach is to create opportunities for people to learn about heritage and to 
connect with it in meaningful ways. This creates a sense of responsibility to preserve the heritage.  

Intergenerational function 

The intergenerational function in the approach Learning from Legacy is reflected in the idea that heritage 
must be understood valued, and transmitted to future generations. This can be done by awareness raising 
and educating current and future generations. Esposito & Cavelzani (2006) stress that there is a “lack of 
awareness and general education about World Heritage values.” Marshall et al (2022) state that: “teaching 
the next generation became critical as many old people were passing on and there were fears that this 
knowledge would be lost.” Moreover, they explain how national programs bring together younger and older 
generations: “getting families, old people and the young back to Country […] supports intergenerational 
exchange of knowledge, maintaining culture and connections to kin, Country and language.”  
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Similarly, Reihana et al. (2023) explain how young generations learn about traditional knowledge from older 
aboriginal generations by the “sharing of knowledge through the generations from the sharing of tribal 
practices of living and being.” Moreover, Reihana et al. (2023) explain the indigenous concept of “taonga 
tuku iho” as “treasures passed down to us from our ancestors.” Moreover, Amaro & Oliveira (2019) try to 
enhance intergenerational knowledge exchange by co-creating with young and old generations. “The 
LOCUS project […] supports playful intergenerational engagement in creating ad exploring cultural 
contents and learning about cultural heritage.” 

The intergenerational knowledge transfer can take place through experiential learning. For example, 
Guillén- Peñafiel et al. (2024) describe educational programs where young generations engage with and 
learn about heritage by visiting rural cultural landscapes and experiencing traditional practices. The study 
shows that “the methodologies and activities best valued by students are those that involve a direct visit 
to the natural environment and that offer a sensory experience.” Moreover, Watve & Chavan (2020) 
describe how cultural landscapes can function as “open laboratories for nature education,” helping young 
people develop ecological understanding. 

Applications and methods 

Strategies and tools within the Learning from Legacy approach include: 

• Co-design workshops with different generations for heritage interpretation and knowledge 
transfer (Amaro & Oliveira, 2019)  

• Ecomuseums and living history sites (Ducros, 2017) 
• Heritage education programs in schools and public spaces (Watve & Chavan, 2020) 
• Experiential learning activities such as guided visits, workshops, and sensory encounters with 

local heritage (Guillén-Pañefiel et al., 2024)  
• Storytelling for intergenerational knowledge transfer between younger and older generations 

(Marshall et al., 2022; Reihana et al., 2023) 
• Using Local Biodiversity Heritage Sites as open laboratories for education at schools (Watve & 

Chavan, 2020) 
• Playful gamified heritage experiences (Amaro & Oliveira, 2019) 
• Use of the World Heritage Label to rais awareness and strengthen identity (Esposito & Cavelzani, 

2006) 
• Co-learning programs for rangers, park staff, and aboriginal people for heritage conservation 

(Marshall et al ., 2022) 

For example, the World Heritage logo is next to a conservation label, also an awareness-raising and 
cultural empowerment instrument. It helps communities connect pride and identity to the landscapes 
they inhabit (Esposito & Cavelzani, 2006). Furthermore, programs like LOCUS aim to bring younger and 
older generations together in heritage creation, experience, and learning (Amaro & Oliveira, 2019).  

Reflections and tensions 

The Learning by Legacy approach is focused on awareness, education, and direct knowledge transfer 
between older and younger generations. Marshall et al. (2022) emphasized the importance of teaching the 
next generations to prevent knowledge loss when older people are passing. This makes it explicit 
intergenerational, but mainly between current living generations. This raises the question: what about the 
future generations? How can we ensure that knowledge is not only transferred to younger generations, but 
is also available and meaningful for generations further in the future?  
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Furthermore, is knowledge transmission and raising awareness enough? Guillén-Pañefiel et al. (2024) 
state “the knowledge and understanding of heritage and its environment is the first step to value it and 
become involved in its conservation.” Knowledge alone does not guarantee actions, and this approach 
does not reflect on what the steps after this first step of understanding should be. However, this approach 
offers opportunities to interpretation and flexibility. By focusing on experiential learning and exploration of 
heritage, it can be reimagined by future generations. Allowing them to find their own ways and meanings.  

Heritage as Capital 
 

Core vision on heritage 

The approach Heritage as Capital views heritage as a resources that holds both symbolic and economic 
value. For this reason, it is not only something to be preserved, but also something that can be actively 
used to support local economies. This can be done through place branding and tourism. As Ducros (2017) 
explains, “heritage constitutes a symbolic capital, that through its contribution to the rural tourism 
industry, becomes an economic resource.”  

This approach combines heritage conservation with economic development, by integrating cultural and 
economic goals. As Salerno (2018) states, “conservation policy should not only address the protection of 
buildings or artworks, but also consider the whole place’s economic situation.” According to Ducros 
(2017), “tourism is one sector where economic and cultural sustainability meet.” Ducros (2017) explains 
how protection strategies such as territorial labalization and ecomuseum practices, can help with 
valorization of heritage in fragile eras. “Their approach to landscape is holistic, linking nature and cultural 
in their rural regeneration project where local tangible and intangible heritage is volarized through 
preservation and restoration initiatives” (Ducros, 2017).  

Thus, the aim in this approach is twofold. On one hand the conservation of cultural heritage, and on the 
other hand the generation of economic benefits to sustain local areas. This makes heritage a “value-adding 
activity” as Esposito & Cavelzani (2006). They continue: “Tourism should be regarded as a positive 
influence on management of cultural landscapes and, of managed correctly, will build support for the 
conservation of cultural and natural heritage and provide income to assist those living in or managing the 
landscape.” 

Intergenerational function 

The intergenerational function in the Heritage as Capital approach, is mainly implicit and practical 
oriented. In this approach, there is no emphasis on explicit moral obligations to future generations. It 
assumes that preserving and valorizing heritage today will contribute to long-term benefits. As Ducros 
(2017) states, sustainability means “preserving and valorizing the resources we have already […] to be 
economically viable and have a future, as a community, as a village.” In this way, intergenerational thinking 
is reflected in the idea of community continuity and future viability of local regions.  

The goal is not only to preserve heritage for its cultural values, but to ensure that it remains meaningful and 
viable for future generations through its economic potential. However, the intergenerational lens here is 
mainly driven by present day needs and desires to revalue inland and fragile landscapes (Ducros, 2017; 
Salerno, 2018). Moreover, it assumes this leads to economic and cultural continuity on the long-term, 
without explicitly reflecting on the rights and preferences of future generations. As Salerno (2018) notes, 
there lays a challenge in how to integrate “new and different visions capable of taking responsibility for 
these territories that tend to be excluded from the spotlight of tourism.” 
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Applications and methods 

The Heritage as Capital approach is includes strategies that connect conservation to economic value 
creation, such as:  

• Territorial labalization and ecomuseums to develop heritage tourism (Ducros, 2017) 
• Cultural tourism development by creating attractions, experiences, and narratives linked to 

heritage (Esposito & Cavelzani, 2006) 
• Heritage based economic revitalization in fragile villages with economic decline (Salerno, 2018) 
• Development of playful and tech-based heritage experiences, such as interactive storytelling 

(Amro & Oliveiera, 2019) 
• World Heritage branding to increase visibility, tourism, and funding (Esposito & Cavelzani, 2006) 
• Combining preservation and utilization in heritage restoration, such as adaptive reuse of 

historical buildings (Salerno, 2018) 

For example, in the Ecomusée d’Alsace, Ducros (2017) describes how village houses are preserved and 
transformed into interpretive experiences. Visitors engage with a created “sense of place,” transforming 
the site into a performative and economic landscape, where heritage transmission and economic 
development go together hand in hand. 

Reflections and tensions 

This approach offers promising opportunities in combining heritage conservation and economic 
development. However, these practices also raises tensions and questions. Firstly, there is a risk of 
commodifying heritage than can lead to the loss of authenticity. When focusing to much on marketable 
elements that are interesting to attract tourists, this can have a negative impact on historical and cultural 
values. As Ducros (2017) states, “labelization is as much about the quest for visibility and recognition” as 
it is about identity, which may pressure to present heritage in appealing ways. Moreover, economically 
focused development goals may shift the attention away from less marketable heritage elements. In this 
way, conservation may become dependent on the potential of economic utilization, instead of the intrinsic 
cultural or historical value of heritage. Lastly, intergenerational obligations are rarely explicitly mentioned 
in this approach. Economic sustainability benefits future generations, but it is not reflected who decides 
which heritage should be preserved and how flexibility is ensured for future societies to choose their own 
priorities. Also in this approach, the question whether the approach is really rooted in intergenerational 
thinking arises.  

Legacy by Design 
 
Core vision on heritage 

The Legacy by Design approach views heritage as a catalyst for sustainable and inclusive territorial 
development (Ducros, 2024). It builds on the idea that heritage is not static, but a transformative process 
that can align past, present, and future needs “as steward of the past, and catalyst for the future” (Ducros, 
2024). Watve & Chavan (2020) add on this that it is rather about “the interpretation of heritage as a process 
than as a product” and that “heritageisation as a social process can become a transformative process, 
that can aid conservation, sustainable management and inclusive development.”  

Instead of preserving cultural assets just for their historical value, this approach puts heritage and culture 
at the center of sustainable development. Ducros (2017) states that “development includes culture, and 
cultural diversity is one pillar of sustainable development.” Salerno (2018) and Guillén-Peñafiel et al. 
(2024) explain that heritage can support revitalization of neglected and abandoned rural areas. Guillén-
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Peñafiel et al. (2024) state that “in rural areas, heritage-based tourism can play an important role in 
counteracting population decline, economic hardship and the loss of trades and traditions”. Salerno 
(2018) proposes starting from “a values-led strategy involving people, mobilizing economies, and 
incorporating technologies.” This can be reached by integrating, economic, social, environmental, and 
cultural sustainability goals, with “valuation from an environmental, social, cultural, educational and 
recreational perspective” (Guillén-Peñafiel et al., 2024). Ducros adds that “heritage-making cannot be 
separated from sustainable development policies as they overlap in their core transmission ideology.” 

Intergenerational function 

The intergenerational function of the Legacy by Design approach lies in its future-oriented interpretation of 
heritage. Instead of focusing just on preserving the physical objects, this perspective views heritage as a 
dynamic process that helps in shaping sustainable futures. For example, Watve & Chavan (2020) explain 
how “the real strength of the concept of Biodiversity Heritage Sites, is a broad definition and flexibility in 
the criteria that protects the dynamism of bio-cultural values, making it most suitable for sustainable 
futures.” 

This approach acknowledges that we must keep evolving heritage to remain relevant across generations. 
Salerno (2018) emphasizes the importance of “practical actions that would permit us to leave future 
generations an inheritance of areas and landscapes shaped by the work and knowledge of previous 
generations.” In this way, heritage is not only focusing on values of the past, but also on the transmission 
of values, knowledge, and meaning in a way that enables adaptability in the future. Ducros (2017) 
contributes to this with his statement that cultural heritage should be seen “as much as a steward of the 
past as catalyst for the future of rural territories.” In this way, heritage is used to strengthen social cohesion 
and provide long-term visions that benefit current and future generations. Moreover, the integration of 
sustainable development and heritage planning allows next generations to enjoy not just preserved places, 
but more resilient and livable territories. Was Watve & Chavan (2020) explain, “it is this positive value which 
will be based onto future generations rather than just physical artefacts.” By seeing heritage as a process 
instead of a fixed object, it acknowledges different interpretations of heritage and ensures flexibility for the 
future, ensuring a meaningful, adaptive, and inclusive legacy.  

Applications and methods 

This approach is includes integrative methods, where heritage is integrated in spatial, social, and 
environmental, economic, and cultural goals for territorial development: 

• Revitalization of “not outstanding” rural areas though heritage-based development (Salerno, 
2018) 

• Use of heritage labels and eco-labels to boost visibility and sustainability (Ducros, 2017) 
• Alignment of Sustainable Development Goals and heritage conservation (Watve & Chavan, 2020) 
• Heritage-driven rural revitalization projects (Ducros, 2017) 
• Community-driven heritage projects for place-based regeneration (Ducros, 2017) 
• Creation of mixed-used and multifunctional heritage spaces that combine conservation with 

innovation (Ducros, 2017) 
• Values-led planning frameworks that link heritage conservation to social and economic goals 

(Salerno, 2018) 
• Biocultural conservation models, such as Biodiversity Heritage Sites (Watve & Chavan, 2020) 

For example, the European Commission’s ARCADE Project places heritage at the center of sustainability 
agendas by aligning landscape, culture, and quality of life (Ducros, 2017). Similarly, Salerno (2018) calls  
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for strategies that combine conservation with innovation. Moreover, Watve & Chavan (2020) explain how 
Biodiversity Heritage Sites integrate ecological and cultural goals to combine heritage conservation with 
sustainable rural environments. 

Reflections and tensions 

The Legacy by Design approach enables flexibility and open options for future generations. However, 
intergenerational obligations are not often explicitly mentioned. The focus is mainly on the revitalization of 
territories in the present, focusing on current economic, social, and environmental needs and with the 
assumption that future generations will benefit from the resulting sustainable and thriving places as well 
(Salerno, 2018). 

The integration of environmental, economic, social, and cultural goals leads to great complexity. Watve & 
Chavan (2020) emphasize that heritage values are dynamic and evolving. The integration of heritage 
conservation in sustainable development requires balancing many competing current and future interests, 
values, and needs. Moreover, this approach does not detail how to monitor or include future values. How 
can development plans remain open to reinterpretation? Still, viewing heritage as a process instead of a 
product (Watve & Chavan, 2020), helps ensuring flexibility and adaptability in the future. This interpretative 
perspective may help preserve place for change and reinterpretation in a changing world.  

4.1.5 Key Findings of the Systematic Literature Review 

After the literature search and selection, articles were found to inform the synthesis of intergenerational 
heritage approaches. This contained a limited number of articles, indicating that there is still few research 
conducted in the intersection of intergenerational thinking and heritage in rural areas. However, there were 
enough articles to inform a useful synthesis and create a typology of intergenerational heritage 
approaches. 

The synthesis led to six different approaches, each with their own intergenerational function, core vision 
on heritage, and applications and methods. The resulting approaches include: Preserve & Protect, Shared 
Legacy, Heritage as Capital, Living Landscapes, Learning from Legacy, and Legacy by Design (Table 4.1). 
The approaches vary from an implicit to an explicit intergenerational function and a traditional to a new, 
broader view on heritage. 

Critical reflections on the approaches show, among other things, that the intergenerational function does 
not always seem to be strongly present. In addition, it raises discussion about the question 'what is 
heritage?' and whether the concept is stretched too far in some approaches. An explicit intergenerational 
function and a broad view on heritage do not seem to go hand in hand. There is no approach that combines 
these two. This may indicate that in order to achieve an explicit intergenerational function, a broad view of 
heritage is needed. There seems to be room for approaches with a more strong explicit intergenerational 
function. Do these even exist, or does this call for creating new ways of thinking and working?  
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4.2 Empirical Analysis 

This sub-chapter outlines the results of the empirical analysis. First, the practical speaking cards 
illustrating the intergenerational heritage approaches from the typology are demonstrated. Next, the 
results of the expert interviews conducted are described in two parts. One focusing on the evaluation of 
the practical and institutional application, and one on the application to the context of the Green Heart, a 
complex rural area in need of a sustainability transition. Finally, the typology is adjusted based on insights 
from the experts.  

4.2.1 Speaking Cards 

The intergenerational heritage approach (table 4.1) is translated into a set of practical speaking cards 
(figure 4.3). Each card presents one approach by displaying the name, corresponding core vision on 
heritage, and intergenerational function. These cards are designed to make the typology more accessible 
and easier to discuss, both during interviews conducted for this research and for discussion in practice. 
They can be printed and used as a tool to guide and inspire conversations about spatial development, 
heritage management, and sustainable transitions. The cards are intentionally concise and simple, so that 
the cards serve as conservation starters and leave room for interpretation. Users who wish to explore the 
approach more in depth, can read more about them in chapter 4.1.4 of this thesis.  

 

Figure 4.3: Speaking cards illustrating the different intergenerational heritage approaches. Each approach 
has its own name, symbol, vision on heritage, and intergenerational function.  

4.2.2 Applicability in Practice 

In three interviews with a national, regional, and local organization (Table 3.1), the practical applicability 
of the speaking cards is discussed. All interviewees indicate that they recognize the different approaches 
on the cards. As soon as they see the cards, they engage with all of them and have a lot to share about 
them, indicating that the approaches and used terminology seems recognizable for them at fist 
observation. Moreover, they seem to serve as conversation starter, since the interviewees start to think out 
loud and explain things they recognize from their own work field. For example, the employee of 
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Coordination Office Green Heart (expert 2) engages with the Learning from Legacy approach by explaining: 
“There must always be a foundation of heritage so that you can relate to it and learn about it. You can only 
be careful with it or consciously deal with it if you know it.” About the Legacy by Design approach, she 
notes that heritage is not only a valuable and powerful argument for spatial developments, but also in 
holding back certain developments. She gives an example: “The Ronde Hoep is the Rembrandt of the 
polder art. Noone dares to touch it.” 

Moreover, all interviews indicate that the cards will help open up conversations in their working field. The 
employee of the National Cultural Heritage Agency (expert 1), explains: “The typology could definitely be 
helpful to open up conversations. Heritage is often forgotten in discussions. It is not always included in 
future-oriented perspectives.” Similarly, the employee of Coordination Office Green Heart (expert 2) adds: 
“Some approaches are obvious, the other invite reflection and conversation. For policymakers and 
designers, the cards are really interesting.” The Vechtplassen Committee member (expert 3) agrees with 
this: “The speaking cards give direction. Civil servants have limited knowledge about the area. The cards 
may help with opening conversations and gaining knowledge about the topics.” However, the 
Vechtplassen Committee member emphasizes that just opening up conversations alone is not enough. 
“Having conversations and ideas are important, however, it is crucial that the right people are taking part 
of the conversations.” 

The interviewees have some recommendations to improve the speaking cards. Two interviewees both 
express the importance on identity and intangible heritage. The employee of the National Cultural Heritage 
Agency (expert 1) notes: “I miss a focus on identity and intangible heritage. These are valuable carriers of 
identity. Think of festivals and flower parades. People attach great value to these.” The employee of 
Coordination Office Green Heart (expert 2) similarly states: “Identity is important. Immaterial heritage is 
also a broader view on heritage.” The employee of the National Cultural Heritage Agency (expert 1) notices 
something from the Heritage as Capital approach: “The dollar sign stands out. Our organization tries to 
avoid capitalizing of heritage.” Furthermore, according to the employee of Coordination Office Green Heart 
(expert 2), “Legacy by Design is a combination of Heritage as Capital, Shared Legacy, and Living 
Landscapes.” The Vechtplassen Committtee member (expert 3), similarly states that there are two 
approaches to heritage: “The first one is focused on knowledge, the second one is focused on dating to 
think broadly and not be scared of change. Not all change is negative. Integrative thinking is important in 
this.” This also indicates that Legacy by Design is a combination of several approaches.  

Lastly, the interviewees raise some additional questions and reflections when looking at the cards. The 
employee of Coordination Office Green Heart (expert 2), reflects on the intergenerational functions on the 
cards. “The intergenerational function can be further elaborated. For example, in the Heritage as Capital 
approach, is growth only for future generations, or also for current generations?” Moreover, she expect 
there to be tensions between the Heritage as Capital and Preserve & Protect approach, and also between 
the Living Landscapes and Preserve & Protect approach. “Is ecology and biodiversity really still heritage?” 
The Vechtplassen Committee member (expert 3) similarly states that the Living Landscape approach 
raises discussion on what is heritage. These reflections aligns with the questions raised in the tensions 
and reflections pards of the results from the systematic literature review. 

4.2.3 Applicability in Green Heart 

Since the approaches are mainly based on literature on shrinking areas, in the interviews is checked 
whether the speaking cards can also be applied in the context of the Green Heart: a complex urban area 
under many pressures and that requires a sustainability transition. 

All three interviewees indicate that the speaking cards are applicable and useful in the context of the Green 
Heart. The employee of the National Cultural Heritage Agency (expert 1) notes: “Heritage in de Green Heart 
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is complex. The typology helps to open up conservations about how to give the future a give the future a 
voice.” He adds: “Also in the Green Heart, this conceptualization helps to start conservations and prevent 
heritage from being overlooked in discussions and decision-making.” The employee of Coordination Office 
Green Heart (expert 2) recognizes the approaches in the Green Heart: “All the approaches are present in 
the Green Heart. I recognize them all. It covers the load.” The Vechtplassen Committee member (expert 3) 
also considers the cards valuable in the context of the Green Heart: “Knowledge and expertise is getting 
lost in the Green Heart. This makes it difficult to make well informed and conscious decisions. We try to 
inform civil servants. The cards could help with this.” 

When asking explicitly if the employees explicitly about the difference of shrinking areas and the Green 
Heart, they do not think the difference in these context matters much for the approaches. The employee 
of the National Cultural Heritage Agency (expert 1) explains: “The Green heart is not necessarily a shrinking 
region. In fact, new housing is being built. So in terms of housing, there is no decline. However, there is a 
loss of values, which could be seen as a form of shrinkage, or at least it shares similarities with shrinking 
regions.” Moreover, the employee of Coordination Office Green Heart (expert 2) notes: ‘Shrink areas 
mainly know economic and tourism approaches. The Green Heart is no shrinking area, however new 
revenue models are being explored. Making the areas comparable.” 

Lastly, the interviewees recognize the combination of approached or the Legacy by Design approach in the 
Green Heart. The employee of Coordination Office Green Heart (expert 2) notes: “In the Green Heart the 
card of integrated development is often drawn by policy makers and designers.” The Vechtplassen 
Committee member (expert 3) similarly notes: “The Green Heart knows many layers that must be 
integrated.” 

4.2.4 Revised Speaking Cards 

Recommendations and critical notes from the interviewees inform small adjustments in the speaking 
cards. The revised speaking cards are displayed in figure 4.4. The biggest adjustment is the removal of the 
Legacy by Design approach. This approach is removed, since it is actually a combination of (almost) all 
other approaches. In the result of the systematic literature review, there was already some overlap visible 
between this one and the other approaches, since integrated development is about combining different 
(development) goals. The Legacy for Design approach is in this way not distinctive enough. The 
interviewees confirm this overlap. However, they emphasize the importance of integrated approaches and 
stacking functions, which is possible by combining approaches. Furthermore, the former Heritage as 
Capital approach is adjusted to make it less related to capitalization. The name is changed to Profiting from 
the Past. Moreover, the symbol with the dollar sign is replaced, and the corresponding vision is changed 
from ‘Heritage as economic resource’ to Heritage as economic driver. Additionally te brackets around 
‘sustainable’ are removed, so that more emphasis is placed on the importance of a sustainability in this 
approach. 

A number of other reflections invite further adjustments, however these require more in-depth research 
first. For example, the importance of intangible heritage and identity was often mentioned, and it was even 
suggested that this form a separate approach. The importance of intangible heritage was also mentioned 
in the results of the systematic literature review. However, more research needs to be done on this topic, 
since the scope and literature search of this study was initially focused on intangible heritage. 

In addition, questions are raised about whether all approaches really have an intergenerational function 
and whether these should possibly be elaborated on. In addition, the discussion about what heritage 
actually is, is mentioned. Are we stretching the concept too far with Living Landscapes? These reflections 
also came to the results in the systematic literature review. These are big questions that require more in-
depth research, so that well-considered and substantiated adjustments can be made. 
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Figure 4.4: Revised speaking cards illustrating the different intergenerational heritage approaches. Each 
approach has its own name, symbol, vision on heritage, and intergenerational function.  

4.2.5 Key Findings of the Empirical Analysis 

The interview results show a lot of recognition and acknowledgement of the approaches on the speaking 
cards. The interviewees recognize the approaches and the terminology used. They agree that the cards 
opens up conversations and help to make more conscious and well-informed decisions about heritage. 
They also find it applicable in the specific context of the Groene Hart: a complex rural area under many 
pressures that requires a sustainability transition. The speaking cards appear to be useful in practice on a 
notional, regional, and local level. 

However, a number of reflections also emerged, which largely also correspond with previously found 
results of the systematic literature review. A number of adjustments have already been applied based on 
these reflections. For example, the Legacy for Design approach has been removed, since it forms a 
combination of (almost) all other approaches and is not distinctive enough on its own. However, stacking 
functions and combining approaches for integrated developments remains important. In addition, the card 
of the approach Heritage as Capital has been redesigned, so that there is less emphasis on capitalizing of 
heritage, and more emphasis on sustainable use of heritage for economic purposes. Other reflections that 
require more in-depth research concern discussions on the intergenerational functions of the approaches, 
and the importance of intangible heritage and identity. 
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5. Discussion 

5.1 Interpretation of the Findings 

The result of the relatively limited number of 10 studies after the literature search and selection, reflects a 
still limited amount of available literature in the specific intersection of heritage and intergenerational 
thinking in rural areas. However, since the studies were selected based on seven eligibility criteria, the 
studies offered a rich and diverse starting point for a first conceptual exploration in this thematic 
intersection. Six intergenerational heritage approaches could be identified from the literature, namely: 
Preserve & Protect, Shared Legacy, Heritage as Capital, Living Landscapes, Learning from Legacy, and 
Legacy by Design (Table 4.1). Each approach is distinctive in its core vision on heritage, intergenerational 
function, and applications and methods. The large variation in approaches indicates that heritage can be 
interpreted in many ways, can have different functions, and can therefore also be used in many ways in 
spatial developments. 

The interview results show that the approaches are not only recognizable in the literature, but also in 
practice. Moreover, they are also really useful because they open up conversations and help to make more 
conscious and well-informed decisions about heritage. Even though the literature from which the 
approaches were synthesized is mainly focused on shrinking areas, the identified approaches are just as 
recognizable and applicable in the Green Heart. This indicates that the typology is also applicable to 
complex rural areas that are under many pressures and in need of sustainability transitions. 

The typology is thus directly applicable, however, there are tensions and reflections that emerged from 
both the literature and the interviews. These reflections of the literature and the interview resulted in some 
adjustments to the typology (figure 4.4). The economically focused approach has been adjusted so that it 
is less associated with capitalization, and has more emphasis on the importance of sustainability in 
utilizing heritage for economic development. Furthermore, Legacy by Design, which focuses on integrated 
developments, has been removed, because it had too much overlap with the other approaches and was 
therefore not distinctive enough. The results however do underscore the importance of function stacking 
and integrated approaches. The results show that many (aspects of) approaches can indeed be combined. 
For example, the study by Guillén-Peñafiel et al., (2024) shows that tourism and education go hand in hand. 
They add that awareness raising of intangible heritage promotes environmental conservation. According 
to Amaro & Oliveira (2019) and Marshall, (2022) participation and community bonding also goes hand in 
hand with education and awareness raising. 

However, approaches can also conflict, especially with Preserve & Protect that has a very traditional view 
of heritage. Broader views of heritage can threaten the goal of this approach. However, changing times may 
call for new goals. These reflections and tensions in turn also spark new thoughts and discussion. For 
example, the discussion about ‘what is heritage?’ Some approaches take a very broad view of the concept, 
such as Living Landscapes that consider biodiversity and ecology as heritage. Is this a valuable new 
perspective in changing times, or does it unnecessarily endanger cultural values? It is important to think 
about what valuable heritage for future generations can look like, and how we can ensure that they also 
retain the space and flexibility to give it their own interpretation. 

The findings underscore that an approach with an explicit strong intergenerational function is still missing. 
There is still room for more engagement with intergenerational thinking in thinking about heritage in rural 
areas. Is this approach still emerging? Does this require broader and more conscious ways of thinking and 
working? These broader and more adaptive ways of thinking about heritage are needed to meet the call of 
Olivadese & Dindo (2024), Peterson (2005) and Sargent & Slaton (2015) for new adaptive approaches to 
heritage in the light of contemporary sustainability challenges. 
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5.2 Implications of the Study 

Although there are still reflections and room for more engagement in intergenerational thinking, these 
findings provide a first step towards thinking about heritage in a new way in the context of contemporary 
sustainability challenges. In this way, it offers a first step in the necessary exploration of more adaptive 
ways of thinking about heritage. This helps to fill the research gap found in the literature on the intersection 
of intergenerational thinking, heritage, and rural areas. 

The aim of this research was to inspire people in looking at heritage from a new angle. The typology and 
reflections open up conversations and raise questions. The typology is directly applicable in practice and 
makes the subject easier to discuss. It ensures that heritage is included in decisions about spatial 
development. This applies to organizations at national, regional and local level. This is important in a time 
when much knowledge is lost, as is evident from both the literature and interview results. The typology 
helps to make more conscious and well-informed decisions about heritage in sustainability developments 
in rural areas.  

In the academic world, the study contributes to a new combination of existing concepts by crossing 
intergenerational thinking and heritage in a rural context. This conceptualization offers a renewed view. In 
addition, a crossing with sustainability transitions was not possible, since there is no research done on 
this intersection. By adding this context in the imperial analysis, this offers a completely new perspective. 

To conclude, the study offers a typology with intergenerational heritage approaches that is directly 
applicable and meaningful, and that encourages for further exploration in this field. Suggestions for future 
research to continue this exploration are drawn in section 5.4 

5.3 Limitations of the Research 

This research has a number of limitations. First, a number of decisions in the data selection process limited 
the exploration. For example, studies concerning intangible heritage were excluded from the research. This 
is while intangible heritage and tangible heritage are often closely related to each other, and cannot be 
seen separately. For example, Pasta (2020) emphasizes that a loss of traditional knowledge leads to a loss 
of heritage plants. Therefore, a focus on intangible heritage is as important, or even more important. This 
leads to the typology missing an important perspective when it comes to future-oriented views on heritage. 
Moreover, but less drastic, interesting studies in urban landscapes are excluded in the research. The 
typology is focused on rural landscapes, but perhaps urban studies could have provided interesting 
insights, which would have made the typology more comprehensive. In addition, there are no articles in 
languages other than English included, which might also could have offered additional interesting 
perspectives. 

The studies that are included in the synthesis, may suffer from publication bias. However, the effect of this 
bias is expected to be limited in this research, since the research was not focused on themes in which the 
degree of interestingness is dependent on positive, negative, or only very striking results. There is no good 
or bad in this topic, it is about collecting different perspectives. 

What could have had a greater effect on the outcome of the research is the relatively small number of 
articles and interviews in the data collection, included ten articles and three interviews. Regarding the 
articles, the small number of available studies can be explained by the fact that this is a very niche and 
new field of research. A larger number of studies could have been collected if the scope of the research 
had been enlarged, however, this would have made the exploration too broad and therefore less relevant. 
Moreover, the time available for this project was not sufficient for a more extensive analysis. The ten 
studies used were all academic, peer-reviewed studies, offering a large variety of professional 
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perspectives. Regarding the interviews, there were only three, however the selection of the interviews was 
done carefully. Three heritage experts were interviewed who also had knowledge of spatial development 
in the Groene Hart. In addition, they worked for a national, regional, and local organization, offering a multi-
level perspective The purpose of the interviews was mainly validation, and all interviewees gave the same 
validation. If there was a large variation in the answers, it would have been more important to talk to more 
experts. The large number of similarities between the results of the literature study and the interviews 
increases the reliability of the results. 

What is expected to have had the greatest impact on the results is the reliance on interpretive analysis 
(Drápela, 2025). It is very likely that the results and especially the typology of the research would have 
looked different if the research had been conducted by another researcher. For this reason, the research 
was conducted and communicated as transparently as possible. Insights are provided in decisions and 
interpretations made, coding processes, and the synthesis. Moreover, the interpretations are validated in 
expert interviews. Moreover, this research is more focused on providing direction and inspiration, than on 
hard and detailed facts, which makes the interpretive nature less severe. Similarities between interviews 
and literature results increase the reliability. 

5.4 Suggestions for Future Research 

Further research should be conducted to refine the intergenerational heritage typology. What would be 
crucial in this research is a focus on the role of intangible heritage. Studies on intangible heritage and 
identity were now excluded from the research, while the importance is stressed in the literature and 
interview results of this study. Moreover, the intergenerational function of the different approaches can be 
more in-depth and critically elaborated on, since it is now doubtful whether all approaches are really 
intergenerational. In addition, it could be explored what an approach with a strongly explicit 
intergenerational function would look like. If this does not yet exist in the literature or practice, it would be 
interesting and valuable to design this approach from scratch, for example through a focus group or co-
creation. In addition, an assessment of the different approaches could be developed, in which the 
advantages, disadvantages, and criticisms are investigated. The scope of the research could also be 
broadened to other contexts, such as urban landscapes. A broader scope might help with finding more 
literature and this might lead to undiscovered intergenerational heritage approaches. 

Additionally, there are some themes that emerged in this research that are interesting for further 
exploration in relation to the typology. For example, the sustainability effects of tourism in cultural 
landscapes. In addition to advantages, tourism can also bring major disadvantages to an area 
(Selvakumar, 2024; Esposito & Cavelzani, 2006). Another emerging theme is the responsibility and power 
dynamics in heritage management. Gao et al (2021) touches on this by researching equitable sharing of 
costs and benefits of heritage conservation. 
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6. Conclusion & Recommendations  

The first part of this research was conceptualizing and consisted of a systematic literature review. The sub 
research question that guided this part of the research was:  What intergenerational approaches to 
heritage can be identified in academic literature, and how can they be synthesized into a typology relevant 
to rural landscapes? After the data synthesis, six intergenerational heritage approaches in rural areas 
emerged: Preserve & Protect, Shared Legacy, Heritage as Capital, Living Landscapes, Learning from 
Legacy, and Legacy by Design (Table 4.1). Each approach has its own intergenerational function, core 
vision on heritage, and applications and methods. The approach vary from an implicit to an explicit 
intergenerational function, and a traditional to a new, broader view on heritage. An approach with a 
strongly explicit intergenerational function appears to be missing, calling for even more innovative and 
future-oriented views on heritage in rural areas.  

In the second part of the research, an empirical analysis was conducted. The sub research question that 
guided this analysis was: To what extent is the typology applicable and meaningful in practice, particularly 
in the context of the Green Heart: a complex rural area in need of a sustainability transition? To explore this 
question, expert interviews were conducted. The experts indicated a strong recognition and 
acknowledgement of the intergenerational heritage approaches. The typology opens up conversations and 
helps to make more conscious and well-informed decisions about heritage in general and in the Green 
Heart. The approaches appear to be meaningful in practice on a national, regional, and local level. A few 
adjustments to the typology improve the applicability  in practice even more. The most important 
adjustment is the removal if the Legacy for Design approach, which has much overlap with other 
approaches and is therefore not distinctive enough on its own. However, an combining approaches and 
stacking functions for integrated developments remain important in spatial heritage planning.  

Together, these findings inform the answer to the main research question: How can intergenerational 
thinking help identify and inform heritage approaches in rural landscapes in need of sustainability 
transitions? Intergenerational thinking helps to discover new ways of looking at heritage in the context of 
rural landscapes undergoing sustainability transitions, such as the Dutch Green Heart. By connecting the 
concepts of intergenerational thinking and heritage in the context of rural landscapes, and then applying 
them in the practical context of the Green Heart, informative and inspiring approaches were found. By 
mapping these in a useful and applicable way, they help to make more conscious and well-informed 
decisions about heritage in transitioning urban landscapes. 

Connecting these concepts in a specific context, provides a first step in the exploration of thinking about 
heritage in a new and more future-oriented way. These broader and more adaptive ways of thinking about 
heritage, meet the call from several scholars to fill the research gap about the need for adaptive 
approaches to heritage in the light of contemporary sustainability challenges. However, there is many 
more to explore in this field, and the following suggestions for future research will help fill the gap even 
further. 

What would be crucial in future research is a focus on the role of intangible heritage and identity, since 
tangible and intangible heritage go hand in hand. Moreover, the intergenerational function of the different 
intergenerational heritage approaches found in this research can be more in-depth and critically 
elaborated on. Also, an assessment of the different approaches could be developed, in which the 
advantages, disadvantages, and criticisms are investigated. Additionally, it would be valuable to explore 
what an approach with a strongly explicit intergenerational function would look like. This approach might 
not exist yet, but imagining it will bring a lot of inspiration and valuable insights for future oriented heritage 
management.  
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Lastly, I hope this first step in exploring intergenerational heritage approaches inspires other so continue 
this exploration, because changing times call for changing ways of thinking.  
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Appendix 1. PICOS Approach: Developing Search Terms 

For the literature search, a defined but complete search query was needed to extract literature from 
databases. To formulate this query, the sub-research question was first divided and translated into 
relevant scientific concepts and then into specific search terms. The PICOS approach, as described in box 
2 in the paper of Liberati et al. (2009), was used for this process. Possible synonyms from different 
disciplines are included for each concept. The table below elaborates the PICOS approach and presents 
the final search terms. 

Table A: Development of search terms using the PICOS approach 
PICOS Description Concepts and synonyms  Search terms 
P - Problem A lack of conceptual clarity on how 

intergenerational thinking is or can be 
applied to heritage management, 
especially within agricultural 
landscapes undergoing 
sustainability transitions. 
 

Heritage management 
Cultural heritage, landscape 
heritage, heritage preservation, 
heritage conservation, heritage 
planning, heritage policy, place-
based value, place-based 
identity, historical value, cultural 
value, traditional knowledge 

(“heritag*” OR “place-based value*” OR 
“places-based identity” OR “historic* 
value*” OR “cultural value*” OR 
“traditional knowledge”) 
 
 

Agricultural landscape 
Rural landscape, cultural 
landscape, historical landscape, 
rural area, agricultural area 

(“rural landscape*” OR “agricultural 
landscape*” OR “cultural landscape*” 
OR “historical landscape*” OR “rural 
area” OR “agricultural area”) 

Sustainability transition 
Sustainable development, rural 
transition, landscape change, 
spatial transition, climate 
adaptation, environmental 
change, rural transformation,  
landscape transformation 

(“sustain* transition*” OR “sustain* 
develop*” OR “rural transition” OR 
“landscape change” OR “land use 
change” OR “spatial transition” OR 
“climate adaptation” OR 
“environmental change” OR “rural 
transformation” OR “landscape 
transformation”)  

I - Intervention A systematic analysis of academic 
literature that identifies and organizes 
intergenerational approaches to 
heritage management in agricultural 
landscapes undergoing sustainability 
transitions.  

Intergenerational approaches 
Intergenerational thinking, 
intergenerational justice, 
intergenerational equity, thinking 
across generations, long-term 
thinking, future generations, 
future-oriented planning, long-
term thinking, temporal justice, 
anticipatory governance, future 
thinking, environmental 
stewardship, future strategies 

(“intergenerational*” OR “thinking 
across generations” OR “long-term 
thinking” OR “future generation*” OR 
“future-oriented planning” OR “long-
term thinking” OR “temporal justice” 
OR “anticipatory governance” OR 
“future thinking” OR “environmental 
stewardship” OR “future strategies”) 

C - Comparison There is no direct comparison group, 
but typology will compare conceptual 
approaches found across different 
studies. There is no predetermined 
group, contrasts will emerge through 
synthesis.  

n/a 
 

n/a 

O - Outcome A synthesized typology of 
intergenerational approaches to 
heritage management, applicable in 
the context of agricultural landscapes 
undergoing sustainability transitions, 
that can be used as a lens to analyze 
policy and practice.  

n/a 
 

n/a 

S - Study design Peer-reviewed conceptual and 
theoretical literature, including review 
articles, framework papers, and 
exploratory studies in fields such as 
planning, landscape architecture, 
heritage studies, and sustainability 
science. Only studies that include 
both explicit and implicit 
intergenerational perspectives are 
included. 

n/a n/a 
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Appendix 2. Literature Used to Inform Approaches 

Table B: Literature used to inform each intergenerational heritage approach 
Approach Literature 
Preserve & Protect Watve & Chavan, 2020; Knights, 2014; Ducros, 2017; Watve & Chavan, 2020; 

Esposito & Cavelzani, 2006; Salerno, 2018; Amaro & Oliveira, 2019; Marshall et 
al., 2022; Reihana et al., 2023; Sargent & Slaton, 2015 

Shared Legacy Ducros, 2017; Watve & Chavan, 2020; Esposito & Cavelzani, 2006; Salerno, 
2018; Guillén-Peñafiel et al., 2024; Amaro & Oliveira, 2019; Marshall et al., 
2022; Reihana et al., 2023;  

Living Landscapes Knights, 2014;  Watve & Chavan, 2020; Reihana et al., 2023 

Learning from Legacy Ducros, 2017; Watve & Chavan, 2020; Esposito & Cavelzani, 2006; Guillén-
Peñafiel et al., 2024; Amaro & Oliveira, 2019; Marshall et al., 2022; Reihana et 
al., 2023; Sargent & Slaton, 2015 

Heritage as Capital Ducros, 2017;  Esposito & Cavelzani, 2006; Salerno, 2018; Amaro & Oliveira, 
2019 

Legacy by Design Knights, 2014; Ducros, 2017; Watve & Chavan, 2020; Esposito & Cavelzani, 
2006; Salerno, 2018; Guillén-Peñafiel et al., 2024 

 
 


