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Values and interventions:
dynamic relationships

in international doctrines
Mi Lin, Ana Pereira Roders, Ivan Nevzgodin and Wessel de Jonge

Department of Architecture Engineering and Technology,
Faculty of Architecture and the Built Environment, Delft University of Technology,

Delft, The Netherlands

Abstract

Purpose – Even if there is a wealth of research highlighting the key role of values and cultural
significance for heritage management and, defining specific interventions on built heritage, seldom the
relation to their leading values and values hierarchy have been researched. How do values and
interventions relate? What values trigger most and least interventions on heritage? How do these values
relate and characterize interventions? And what are the values hierarchy that make the interventions on
built heritage differ?
Design/methodology/approach – This paper conducts a systematic content analysis of 69 international
doctrinal documents – mainly adopted by Council of Europe, UNESCO, and ICOMOS, during 1877 and 2021.
Themain aim is to reveal and compare the intervention concepts and their definitions, in relation to values. The
intensity of the relationship between intervention concepts and values is determined based on the frequency of
mentioned values per intervention.
Findings – There were three key findings. First, historic, social, and aesthetical values were the most
referenced values in international doctrinal documents. Second, while intervention concepts revealed
similar definitions and shared common leading values, their secondary values and values hierarchy, e.g.
aesthetical or social values, are the ones influencing the variation on their definitions. Third, certain values
show contradictory roles in the same intervention concepts from different documents, e.g. political and age
values.
Originality/value – This paper explores a novel comparison between different interventions concepts and
definitions, and the role of values. The results can contribute to support further research and practice on
clarifying the identified differences.

Keywords Intervention, Intervention concepts, Values, Cultural significance, International doctrine,

Built heritage

Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
Over half a century ago, international governmental and nongovernmental
organizations such as The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO), Council of Europe (CoE) as well as International Council on
Monuments and Structures (ICOMOS) emerged to tackle common challenges in heritage
conservation and management. In order to ensure heritage is well-managed and enjoyed
by the society of present and future generations, the organizations define as well as
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adopt international doctrinal documents to face one of the challenges – interventions of
built heritage. These documents then have “the fundamental role of offering statements
or principles and guidelines for the conservation and management of places of cultural
significance” (Taylor, 2004), and therefore be seen to have a professional ethics role in
guiding the conduct of heritage conservation practice (Taylor, 2004). Jokilehto (2007)
once mentioned that international doctrinal documents are the outcome of a reflection
based on practice, e.g. increasing focus on the natural and ecological aspects during the
1970s and become documentary evidence for the cultural evolution that has taken place
over the years (Jokilehto, 2007).

However, these documents are not always perfect. Although the conservation concepts
and policies are subject to continuous evolution over time (Jokilehto, 2007), in fact, there are
two main problems concerning interventions: definitions and categories.

First, the definitions are different between documents and organizations. Although
international doctrinal documents have defined that interventions have different levels,
scales, and activities (ICOMOS Canada, 1983), the definition of the interventions often
evolved between documents and/or was omitted (Table 1).

Take “conservation” and “preservation” for an example, interventions like “conservation”
appeared only as the title of the Appleton Charter (ICOMOS Canada, 1983), but neither show
up nor being defined in the document. “Conservation” is also sometimes mentioned as an
umbrella concept that includes other interventions (ICOMOS Australia, revised 2013;
ICOMOS China, 2015), which is different from other documents. What is more diverse, the
China Principle (ICOMOS China, 2015) used “conservation,” “protection,” and “preservation’
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Definitions and
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interventions are often
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interchangeably; Cultural Tourism Charter (ICOMOS, 1999) was found to mention that
“preservation” is an alternative term to “conservation” in some English-speaking countries.
Besides “conservation” and “preservation,” certain concepts have been put in gray area
which cannot be aligned between documents, such as “rehabilitation” (ICOMOS Canada,
1983), “adaptation” (ICOMOS New Zealand, 2010; ICOMOS Australia, revised 2013), and
adaptive reuse (ICOMOS Australia, revised 2013). These interventions which are seldom
related and/or further defined, often lead to misunderstandings or misinterpretation in both
research and practice.

Second, values and cultural significance are expected to influence the appropriate
category/level of intervention (ICOMOS Canada, 1983). Cultural significance is decoded by
the conveyed values (Pereira Roders, 2007) and attributes (Veldpaus, 2015). Values justify
why heritage is listed and the attributes characterize the resources (tangible and
intangible) that convey such values. Even if there is a wealth of research highlighting the
key role of values and cultural significance at the processes of decision-making in heritage
planning and management (De la Torre, 2002; Mason, 2002; Pultar, 1997; Taher Tolou Del
et al., 2020; Augustiniok, 2020), as well as defining specific intervention concepts on built
heritage, e.g. conservation, restoration, reconstruction (Henket, 1998; Pereira Roders, 2007;
Douglas, 2006), seldom the relation to their leading values was researched, nor compared
over time and place.

Many academics highlight the range of values influence, such as during the conservation
process (Fielden, 1982), where values are expected to be prioritized integrated, or ranked
(Mason, 2002). Sometimes, values are assumed to conflict with each other (Riegl, 1902;
ICOMOS, 1994; De la Torre, 2002), because they are influenced by the stakeholders’ diverging
interests (Mason, 2002). Some researchers focus on one category of intervention with specific
values, as when using adaptive reuse to promote social values (e.g. Kenneth and Lucian, 2019)
or when researching the balance between architectural and monument values in adaptive
reuse (e.g. Augustiniok et al., 2020).

Without a proper definition, the tendentious interpretations often put the role of some
intervention concepts as best practices into question (Meskell, 2019). For example,
“preservation” and “restoration” have been used as strategies for gentrification by the
government under political and economic agendas (Meskell, 2019). “Conservation” and
“adaptive reuse” were sometimes considered to compromise too much the contemporary
needs and bring negative impact to the place (UNESCO Bangkok, 2009). While some
documents addressed that “conservation” forms an integral part of good management of
places of cultural significance (ICOMOSAustralia, revised 2013) and “conservation” does not
mean to rule out certain intervention concepts, as Jokilehto (2019) once mentioned that
“conservation does not exclude ‘reconstruction’ when it is well motivated and correctly
executed” (Jokilehto, 2019, p. 71). These are only few examples that show the importance of a
proper definition of intervention and a new approach of defining the interventions might be
needed.

In order to find out the relation between interventions and values and further
contribute to the definition process of intervention concepts, this paper will first explore
the overall distribution of values per intervention concept. Second, it will reveal what
values trigger specific intervention concepts. Third, which values lead these differ from
other interventions, including a comparison between Council of Europe, ICOMOS, and
UNESCO perspective. Through the use of a qualitative approach and systematic content
analysis, the intensity of the relationship is determined based on the frequency of
mentioned values per intervention.
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2. Research methodology
2.1 International doctrinal documents
This paper conducted a systematic content analysis of international doctrinal documents, a
mixed method, integrating qualitative analysis and quantitative statistics, to systematically
collect, analyze, and present the narrative embedding intervention concepts in international
doctrinal documents.

This research selected the concept “intervention,” as the general concept to address all the
variations inman-made activities applied to build heritage, in order to ensure its survival over
time, against the natural process of degradation (Pereira Roders, 2007), e.g. conservation,
restoration, and rehabilitation. A larger sample of 519 international doctrinal documents was
selected due to their reference to cultural heritage. They were examined by searching the
keyword “intervention,” and “intervention concepts” – “conservation,” “preservation,”
“protection,” “restoration,” “adaptation,” “adaptive reuse,” “reconstruction,” “rehabilitation,”
“revitalization,” “regeneration,” and “values” as well as value-related contents (as the
description in Table 1) in the glossary and terminology sections. If those sections were not
available, the definitions of the intervention concepts were deduced by the content analysis of
the integral documents. As “values” were seldom found referenced in the definition or
glossary section of the intervention concepts, consequently, the relationship between
intervention concepts and values was overall left undisclosed. Some exceptions such as the
aesthetical values were mentioned in the definition of “replication” in the Hoi An Protocol
(UNESCO Bangkok, 2009) and “repair” in Principles for the Conservation of Wooden Built
Heritage (ICOMOS, 2017a).

After the examination process, this research selected and analyzed 69 international
doctrinal documents, adopted during 1877–2021, revealing a broad geographical spread by
their origin, ranging from Europe to Asia and Pan-Pacific. They are respectively, nine (13%)
international doctrinal documents adopted by United Nations of Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO), 36 (52%) by The International Council on Monuments and
Sites (ICOMOS), and 21 (30%) by the Council of Europe (CoE). Two documents considered
as ICOMOS have been also prepared with other organizations, as, e.g. The International
Committee for the Conservation of the Industrial Heritage (TICCHI). Six documents (11.5%)
were adopted by other organizations – as the Society for the Protection of Ancient
Buildings (SPAB), ICOM Architecture, Organization of American States (OAS), European
Council of Town Planners (ECPT-CEU), and Architect’s Council of Europe. They were the
first international doctrinal documents on cultural heritage, prior to these international
organizations.

2.2 Intervention concepts
Interventions and intervention concepts are used as synonyms in this paper. Thirty-three
intervention concepts (C1-C33) were selected for the present analysis, based on ongoing
research on international doctrinal documents adopted byUNESCO, ICOMOS, and Council of
Europe. Figure 1 shows on the left side, all 33 concepts from the least to the most impactful –
going from prevention to demolition – and, on the right side, their relationship with the eight
values.

Among the 33 intervention concepts, nine concepts – “cleaning” (C25), “demolition” (C17),
“recycle” (C32), “prevention” (C33), “redevelopment” (C20), “refurbishment” (C29),
“modernization” (C14), “retouching” (C27), and “reinforcement” (C28) – were not found
conveying any value. Therefore, these concepts were excluded from this research analysis
and the rest of the 24 concepts will be presented in the findings.

Values and
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For presenting the findings, this paper was intended to select the most referenced ten terms
from the documents selected, however, according to the findings, only historic, economic and
the common leading values were being included, absent aesthetical and scientific values. In
order to carry out a more comprehensive discussion on the findings, this paper decided to
present all the concepts found with value-related contents.

2.3 Cultural values
Although several typologies of values systems of heritage conservation have been
defined in several studies (e.g. Riegl, 1902; Mason, 2002), seldom a theoretical
framework, with concepts and definitions has been developed (Pereira Roders, 2007;
Tarrafa Silva and Pereira Roders, 2010). This theoretical framework on cultural values
has been applied worldwide to both urban and architectural scales ever since developed
in 2010 to compare perspectives from stakeholders (Silva and Roders, 2012), support
policy evaluation (Veldpaus and Roders, 2014), literature analysis in residential
neighborhoods (Spoormans et al., 2020), social media analysis (Bai et al., 2022; Foroughi
et al., 2022) and as baseline to fieldwork in cities as Galle (Boxem et al., 2012) and
Willemstad (Speckens et al., 2012). This theoretical framework consists of eight main
primary values and 30 secondary values (Table 2) to guide their identification: historic,
aesthetical, scientific, ecological, social, economic, political, and age values. To further
clarify, this theoretical framework only applies to the urban and architectural scales.
Certain important attributes, such as setting, landscape, and visibility issues which
related to a broader range as in natural and rural scales, were not considered within this
paper (see Table 3).

Figure 1.
The overall
distribution of the eight
values referenced by
the twenty-six
intervention concepts
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The method included three steps:

(1) The author extracted the sentences which involved the terminology of intervention
concepts and values, including contents implying their explanations, interpretation,
and definition from the international doctrinal documents.

(2) The extracted contents were structured and classified in pre-coding according to the
theoretical framework on cultural values (Pereira Roders, 2007) (see Table 2).

(3) Analysis and comparison of the structured data, to reveal (1) the frequency of
mentioning the values within the 69 documents, and (2) Comparing the relationships
between values and the selected intervention concepts from different international
doctrinal documents and organizations.

3. Findings: the dynamic relationship between values and intervention concepts
By applying the theoretical framework on cultural values (Pereira Roders, 2007), different
relationships were found between intervention concepts and values during the analysis of
selected documents. Most international doctrinal documents (over 80%) tend to define the
concepts based on what (attributes) to target during the intervention and how (actions) to do
such intervention. Only few relate interventions directly to values.

3.1 Overall values across thirty-three intervention concepts
Results reveal that historic (23%), social (16%), and aesthetical (14%) values are the most
referenced values across the 33 intervention concepts (see Figure 1). When ranked on
frequency, age (6%), political (7%), and ecological (8%) values are the least referenced.
Although the historic values were the most referenced values (217 references), the aesthetical
values were the ones found related to more intervention concepts (19 out of 33).

As for the rest of the 24 concepts, the quantity of their references differs greatly across
concepts, ranging from between the highest-ranking “conservation,” mentioning values in
260 references, and the lowest ranking “stabilization” and “replication” with only one
reference.

3.2 Intervention concepts and their leading values
In order to compare the intervention concepts according to their hierarchies, this section
categorized the intervention concepts under the logic of their leading value. Besides age and
ecological values, all other values have their own group of intervention concepts (Figure 2).
Nevertheless, six intervention concepts were found to have more than one value sharing the
first ranking – common leading value, therefore another category is created for discussion.

3.2.1 Historic values as the leading values.Among all the intervention concepts researched
within this paper (Table 2), there are six intervention concepts that mentioned historic value
as the leading values, they are: “conservation” (C3), “preservation” (C2), “restoration” (C1),
“protection” (C15), “reinstatement” (C22), and “renewal” (C24). What is worth mentioning,
besides “reinstatement” and “renewal,” the other four intervention concepts have mentioned
all eight values but with diverse value preferences.

According to the analysis, aesthetical values have been related the most to “preservation”
(C2) in 15 documents. Remarkably, in “preservation,” since aesthetical values were first
identified in The Athens Charter (IMO, 1931), it was found paired with historic values in all
(14) documents (IMO, 1931; OAS, 1967; CoE, 1968a; CoE, 1968b; CoE, 1975a; CoE, 1975b;
UNESCO, 1976; ICOMOS-IFLA, 1981; ICOMOS, 1999c; ICOMOS, 2003a; ICOMOS New
Zealand, 2010; UNESCO, 2011; ICOMOS, 2011d; ICOMOS China, 2015; ICOMOS, 2017b),
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concerning from “character and external aspect of the cities” (IMO, 1931), “groups and areas
of historical or artistic interest” (OAS, 1967) to “architectural surfaces” (ICOMOS, 2003a).

Although this phenomenon also happened to “restoration” (C1) in all seven documents
(SPAB, 1877; ICOMOS, 1964; OAS, 1967; ICOMOS, 1999c; ICOMOS New Zealand, 2010;
ICOMOS China, 2015), the historic value (22 references) is still referenced almost three times
more than the aesthetical value (8 references) in “restoration.”

With a similar value hierarchy shared with “preservation” in historic, aesthetical and
social value, “protection”(C15) also has a relatively higher focus on the scientific and

Figure 2.
Twenty-six

intervention concepts
and their leading

values
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economic value both in seventeen documents, especially concerning the protection of
“cultural property” (UNESCO, 2010), “industrial, technical and civil engineering heritage in
Europe” (CoE, 1990), and “fortifications and military heritage” (ICOMOS, 2021).

Social value was found related the most to “conservation” (C3) in 23 documents.
Especially, the Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape (UNESCO, 2011) was the
first and only international doctrinal document identified referencing social values more than
historic values. Moreover, besides the 1985 convention concerning the protection of
architectural heritage in Europe, documents with value-related contents in “conservation” are
found to mention the site, cultural landscape, landscape, and place, which has a broader scale
than built heritage. As the scales and categories of the attributes in conservation become
broader – from single monuments to the historic urban landscape, tangible to intangible –
more values were mentioned within one single concept.

“Reinstatement” (C22) and “renewal” (C24) were found in only one document. However,
while “reinstatement” is mainly focusing on historic value (ICOMOS China, 2015), “renewal”
hasmore diverse values – aesthetical, social, and political – preferences “tradition of renewal”
in specific regions of the world (ICOMOS, 2003a).

3.2.2 Aesthetic values as the leading values. Two intervention concepts ranked aesthetic
value as the first as well as the only value, and each of them was found in one selected
document. “Reintegration” (C26) was identified mentioning aesthetic reintegration (ICOMOS,
2003a) when concerning wall painting. “Replication” (C30) was identified for maintaining
aesthetic unity and harmony (UNESCO Bangkok, 2009).

3.2.3 Scientific value as leading value. Two intervention concepts were found having
scientific value as leading value.

“Stabilization” (C13) is found in one document (ICOMOS China, 2015), which addresses a
technical approach should require under this concept. “Consolidation” (C21) is found in only
one document (ICOMOS, 1964) that mentioned: “where traditional techniques prove
inadequate, the consolidation of a monument can be achieved by the use of any modern
technique for conservation and construction, the efficacy of which has been shown by
scientific data and proved by experience.”

3.2.4 Social value as the leading value. Two intervention concepts – “use” (C23) and
“revitalization” (C19) – have been identified with social value as the leading value. Although
sharing a similar hierarchy in social, historic, and economic value, “revitalization” has less
values identified than “use.” With three documents (UNESCO, 1976; CoE, 1976; ICOMOS,
1982a) identified in “revitalization,” “use” was found referencing social value in ten
documents (ICOMOS, 1964; OAS, 1967; CoE, 1975b; CoE, 1976; ICOMOS, 1982a; CoE, 1996;
ICOMOS, 2008a; ICOMOS, 2008b; ICOMOS China, 2015; ICOMOS, 2017a). In the document of
Cultural Route, it was considered social and economic interests promoted by sustainable
“use” (ICOMOS, 2008b).

Although ranked second, the historic valuewas found related to fewer documents than the
economic value in both concepts. Only one document (ICOMOS, 1982b) found referencing
historic value in “revitalization” and seven documents in “use” (IMO, 1931; OAS, 1967; CoE,
1985; CoE, 1990; CoE, 1991b; ICOMOS, 2008b; ICOMOS China, 2015). It is worth mentioning
that historic value is found highly concentrated in The Norm of Quito (OAS, 1967).

Economic value in “use,”was first identified in TheNorm of Quito (OAS, 1967), and later in
1991 Recommendation (CoE, 1991b) as “Use of the heritage . . . encourage the most
appropriate use to be made of the protected heritage of this period, whether it be used for
cultural or . . . for economic . . . purposes,” and then until the Dublin Principle, it addressed,
“the continued use of the industrial heritage would bring economic sustainability” (ICOMOS,
2011b). While in “revitalization,” economic value is found in two (out of three documents with
historic value) (UNESCO, 1976; ICOMOS, 1982b) which simultaneously mentioned social
value in the same document.
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3.2.5 Economic value as the leading value. Five intervention concepts have been identified
with economic as their leading value.

“Adaptation” (C6) was found relating to economic value in two documents (CoE, 1968a;
ICOMOS, 2003d), but at the same time relating to many other values in different documents.
One with the historic and aesthetical values in the other two documents (CoE, 1968a;
ICOMOS, 2021) documents, the other one with ecological value in two documents (ICOMOS,
1999a; ICOMOS, 2003d) addressing avoiding energy waste and concerning environmental
change.

“Maintenance” (C8) mentioned economic value in three documents (ICOMOS, 1976;
ICOMOS, 2011a; ICOMOS China, 2015), specifically addressing timely maintenance can
reduce long-term repair costs (ICOMOS, 2011a) and bring economic benefits (ICOMOS, 1976).
Although ranked as the second, aesthetic value has different functions within the two
referenced documents (ICOMOS, 1976; ICOMOS, 1990). The former one mentioned
maintenance is related to the aesthetical quality in urban scale, while the latter
emphasized aesthetic value should not be the only selected reason to do the maintenance.

“Utilization” (C16) was identified only in two documents (ICOMOS, 1976; CoE, 2005) with
economic value. Besides economic value, The Norm of Quito also emphasized the historic and
aesthetic values, treating “archaeological, historic and artistic monuments” as “economic
resources.”

“Reuse” (C18) mentioned economic value in four documents (CoE, 1989; CoE, 1995;
UNESCO Bangkok, 2009; ICOMOS, 2011d) which addressed “reuse” monuments and
historical buildings are “economically viable” (UNESCOBangkok, 2009) andmight be a “cost-
effective way of ensuring the survival of industrial buildings.” Three documents mentioned
social value (ICOMOS, 2003d; UNESCO Bangkok, 2009; ICOMOS, 2011d) as in social benefit
(UNESCO Bangkok, 2009), psychological stability (ICOMOS, 2003d) and socioeconomic
regeneration (ICOMOS, 2011d) could be obtained after “reuse.”What is intriguing, aesthetical
value was firstly and only identified in The Charter of Athens (CIAM, 1933), and its meaning
was different from today as it refers to “style.”

“Regeneration” (C31)mentioned economic value in three documents (CoE, 1987; CoE, 1996;
ICOMOS, 2003d), especially addressing “economic regeneration in decayed area” (ICOMOS,
2003d). Two documents (CoE, 1975b; ICOMOS, 1987) mentioned social value. Only one
document (CoE, 1987) mentioned age value concerning the old industrial town.

Within this group, the value hierarchies show that “adaptation,” “maintenance,” and
“utilization” share similar character because of aesthetical value; “reuse” and “regeneration”
share similar character because of social value.

3.2.6 Political value as the leading value. Two concepts were found to reference political
value as leading value – “renovation” (C5) and “reconstruction” (C9). What’s intriguing, the
term “renovation”was never found in the selected ICOMOS documents but found in only one
document (UNESCO Bangkok, 2009) with value-related contents – political value. In
“reconstruction,” four documents mentioned political values (ICOMOS, 1982b; ICOMOS,
1996b; UNESCOBangkok, 2009; ICOMOS China, 2015), and two documents (ICOMOS, 1982b;
ICOMOS, 1990) mentioned scientific value. Both two values were found highly concentrated
in The Declaration of Dresden (ICOMOS, 1982b). Contradictory, in “reconstruction,” the
political value was addressed in The Declaration of Dresden (ICOMOS, 1982b) as the reasons
for initiating their reconstruction as in “the spiritual values of monuments and the desire to
acknowledge them both intellectually and politically”; while in Hoi An Protocol (UNESCO
Bangkok, 2009), it is forbidden to become the reason for leading the “reconstruction” and
“renovation” “in order to legitimize regimes and to substantiate ethnic or religious claims.”
“Reconstruction”was alsomentioned as an intervention conceptwhich brings scientific value
through “experimental research” (ICOMOS, 1990) and a way to develop “new technology and
craftsmanship” (ICOMOS, 1982b). Also, on some occasions, in “reconstruction,” the social
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value could be found to overwrite historic value, as an example for housing, the building
would be demolished and reconstructed in a copy of the previous style (ICOMOS, 1982b).

3.2.7 More than one leading value – Common leading values. Five intervention concepts
were found to have common leading values.

“Repair” (C12) has historic and scientific value sharing the first ranking. However, historic
valuewasmentioned in twomore (six) documents than the scientific value (SPAB, 1877; OAS,
1967; ICOMOS, 1999a; ICOMOS, 1999c; ICOMOS, 2017b; ICOMOS, 2017a). Four documents
mentioned scientific value (ICOMOS, 1999a; ICOMOS China, 2015; ICOMOS, 2017b; ICOMOS,
2017a). Unlike some documents (OAS, 1967; ICOMOS, 1999a; ICOMOS, 1999c) addressing
“repair”would remain or continue the historic and scientific value of the built structures, The
Manifesto (SPAB, 1877) and Salalah Guidelines (ICOMOS, 2017a) emphasized that “repair”
will reduce the historic value (SPAB, 1877) and both two values for archaeological sites
(ICOMOS, 2017a). Aesthetic value was mentioned in five out of seven documents (OAS, 1967;
ICOMOS, 1999c; ICOMOS China, 2015; ICOMOS, 2017b; ICOMOS, 2017a). On the contrary,
while The China Principle (ICOMOS China, 2015) were addressing that “repair” should not
redo the wall painting for “cosmetic purpose,” The Salalah Guidelines (ICOMOS, 2017a)
allowed “cosmetically repair” for standing structures. Age value is mentioned in three out of
seven documents (SPAB, 1877; ICOMOS China, 2015; ICOMOS, 2017b). What makes this
concept complex is, although, in the earliest record, The Manifesto (SPAB, 1877) emphasized
that “repair” would leave a “gap in the history”; when concerning built structure under the
specific cultural context, the latter two documents (ICOMOS China, 2015; ICOMOS, 2017b)
clarified that “repair” can only remove the “decayed” and “extremely old” parts and
substitute the similar one from other built structures. Meanwhile, the technique of “repair”
can also bring social and scientific value while keeping the traditional craftsmanship
(ICOMOS, 1999a).

Although the historic and social value are both ranked as the first in “safeguard”(C4),
historic value was found related to more (five) documents (OAS, 1967; UNESCO, 1972; CoE,
1989; UNESCO Bangkok, 2009; ICOMOS, 2011c). As social values were only mentioned in
three documents (CoE, 1989; ICOMOS, 2008a; ICOMOS, 2011c) and especially concentrated in
The Valletta Principle (ICOMOS, 2011c), what is worth to mention, ecological value also have
been identified in more (four) documents (OAS, 1967; UNESCO, 1972; CoE, 1989; ICOMOS,
2011c) concerning the natural environment (UNESCO, 1972), geographical factors (OAS,
1967), and traditional cultural diversity of the site (ICOMOS, 2011c).

In “rehabilitation”(C7), although historic and age values are ranked as the first, historic
value was referenced by only two documents and often found paired with aesthetic value
when they address “rehabilitation” of groups and areas of historical or artistic interest (CoE,
1968a; Coe, 1968b). Five documents mention age value. Age value is described as “old
lodging” (CoE, 1975a), “old building” (CoE, 1996; CoE, 1991a), and could “provide the
inhabitants with a sense of continuity of civilization from the past into the future” (UNESCO,
1998) by “rehabilitation.”

In “replacement” (C11), more documents (three out of five) mentioned aesthetical value
while aesthetical and age values were both ranked as first. Especially in two documents
(UNESCO Bangkok, 2009; ICOMOS, 2017b), they mentioned aesthetical value should not be
the reason for replacement. Age value wasmentioned by another two documents (out of five),
however, they were addressed differently. One mentioned the original, natural decay
(ICOMOS, 1999c) should not be replaced, while the other said, in some cultures, aged building
parts (ICOMOS, 2017b) could be substituted from other built structures.

In “relocation” (C10), all (five) the documents mentioned and ranked economic and social
values as the first. Especially in one of the two documents concerning industrial heritage,
Nizhny Tagil Charter addressed that “relocation’ can only happen “by objectively proved
overwhelming economic or social needs” (ICOMOS, 2003d). And The Dublin Principles
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(ICOMOS, 2011b) copied the same statement from it later on. Most of the documents (three out
of five) mentioned historic value, such as historical location (ICOMOS Australia, revised
2013), historical information (ICOMOS China, 2015) would lost during the “relocation.” Only
one document, The Burra Charter was identified with all values when it addressed: “The on-
going association of a structure or feature of cultural heritage value with its location, site,
curtilage, and setting is essential to its authenticity and integrity” (ICOMOS Australia,
revised 2013).

4. Discussion
Values precedence has been found in the international doctrines affecting the definitions of
specific intervention concepts.

The findings have shown consistency with Mason’s theory (2005) that values were found
to coexist with, oppose, and overwrite each other within a single intervention concept.
Consequently, the role of the values affects the definition. Within an intervention concept, the
same value could act in contradictory roles under different situations and cultural contexts,
such as the example of age values in “repair.” Interestingly, besides encouraging to maintain
values, some values were treated as a threshold, such as aesthetical values, which should not
become the only reason to dominate the aim, as it will bring harm to the heritage. This leads to
diverse intervention decisions while certain value is being kept in some cases, but removed in
others.

To further clarify, while having the same leading values, the second and values
hierarchies are the one that brings the variant to the intervention concepts. The result has
proved that “conservation” is different from “preservation” and “protection.”Thismeans that
the statements in The Cultural Tourism (ICOMOS, 1999b) and The China Principle (ICOMOS
China, 2015) of these concepts can be used interchangeably is improper. Furthermore, while
“preservation” and “conservation” seemed similar from a linguistic point of view,
“preservation” and “protection” showed more identical values hierarchies. This finding has
shown that defining the terminology from a linguistic point of view in the heritage field is not
enough.

To reflect in a broader sense, three points have found to be proved and further discussed
within this paper. First, according to the theory of Jokilehto (2007), since the objectives and
policies of “conservation” have evolved between documents, this phenomenon also reflect on
the relationship between the values and intervention concepts. The findings of this paper
have shown that when the targeting heritage scales or categories of the attributes in
“conservation” have become broader – from single monuments to the historic urban
landscape, tangible to intangible – consequently, more values were mentioned within one
single concept. Intervention concepts mentioned with more values at the same time might
also mean that they are more complex in their definitions.

Second, values precedence are dynamic and can lead to divergent definitions from time to
time. Especially, the Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape (UNESCO, 2011) was
the first and only international doctrinal document identified referencing social values more
than historic values. The social value was the first time highly referenced by “conservation”
and surpassed other values. This could possiblymean that when there aremore stakeholders,
e.g. local community or broader heritage scale involved, the definition might also shift or
imply other values. Meanwhile, new values were found when new technologies or methods
were developed. Nevertheless, although the natural and ecological aspects were mentioned
gradually after the 1970s (Jokilehto, 2007), the intervention concepts were not found many
relations to ecological value, only concepts like “protection” and “adaptation” with scarce
contents. While concept like “rehabilitation” which was assumed to locate in the same grey
area of the intervention categories as “adaptation” and “reuse” by some documentswas found
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to only relate to historic and age values. The lacking of ecological-values perspective might
lead us to contemplate whether the intervention concepts need new criteria for categorization.

Third, tendentious interpretation is possibly to be clarified by identifying the definition of
intervention concepts from the value perspective. The issue raised by Meskell (2019) that
certain interventions implemented under the name of “preservation” and “restoration” driven
by political and economic reasons could actually mean “renovation” and “reconstruction” or
others according to the finding of this paper. This means that the government might address
the actions under wrong intervention concepts either as propaganda or simply ignorance.
This finding shows the unclear definition of the intervention concepts is one of the reasons
that leads to the misjudgment culture.

5. Conclusion
This research demonstrates values precedence within different intervention concepts in
international doctrines. Rather than discriminating specific interventions upfront, one can
better understand first the leading values involved, and eventually, further, reveal patterns of
strategies and actions on built heritage.

However, reaching the alignment of the intervention definition by tackling a single aspect
– value – is not enough. Other aspects such as attributes, actions etc. will be considered
together as the next steps of this research. As this paper only focused on the urban and
architectural scales, further research could scope on the broader range such as the natural
and rural scale. Additionally, new concepts from outside of the scope of this paper should also
be considered. Future research is also suggested to focus on distinguishing the values
between the internal and external context of the cultural significance, which found both have
certain influences on the decision-making of intervention concepts.

Last but not the least, even though this paper has developed a possible way of analyzing
the values relating to certain interventions, it is important to always look at the context of the
assessed significance and intervention concepts. This also reminds conservation and
architectural experts about the importance of constantly revisiting the definition andmaking
reflection from both theory and in practice.

By identifying the relationship between the interventions and values, this paper promotes
a more open discussion and comparison between the different interventions, and their
definitions; building up a greater understanding of the diversity of redesign projects globally.
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portugal as case study”, in Amoêda, R., Lira, S. and Pinheiro, C. (Eds), Heritage 2010,
Heritage and Sustainable Development, Greenlines Institute for the Sustainable Development,
Barcelos.

Taylor, K. (2004), “Cultural heritage management: a possible role for charters and principles in Asia”,
International Journal of Heritage Studies, Vol. 10 No. 5, pp. 417-433.

Veldpaus, L. and Roders, A.P. (2014), “Learning from a legacy: Venice to Valletta”, Change Over Time,
Vol. 4 No. 2, pp. 244-263, doi: 10.1353/cot.2014.0022.

Veldpaus, L. (2015), “Historic urban landscapes: framing the integration of urban and heritage
planning in multilevel governance”.

Further reading

CoE (1966a), Resolution (66) 19: Criteria and Methods of Cataloguing Ancient Historical or Artistic
Sites, Council of Europe, Barcelona, Palma.

CoE (1966b), Resolution (66) 20, The Reviving of Monuments, Council of Europe, Vienna.

CoE (1992), European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (Revised), European
Treaty Series-No. 143, Council of Europe, Valetta.

CoE (2001), Fifth European Conference of Ministers Responsible for the Cultural Heritage, Council of
Europe, Portoro�z.

JCHMSD
15,3

748

http://convern8_02_jjokilehto_ing.pdf(iccrom.org)
https://doi.org/10.6100/IR751759
http://pultar.bilkent.edu.tr/Papers/Iaps14/Iaps14.html
http://pultar.bilkent.edu.tr/Papers/Iaps14/Iaps14.html
https://doi.org/10.1353/cot.2014.0022


ETCP-CEU (1998), The New Charter of Athens 1998: International Agreement and Declaration by the
National Associations and Institutes of Town Planners in the European Community, European
Council of Town Planners (ECTP), Amsterdam.

ETCP-CEU (2003), The New Charter of Athens 2003: The European Council of Town Planners’ Vision
for Cities in the 21st Century, European Council of Town Planners (ECTP), Lisbon.

ICOMOS (1972), Resolutions of the Symposium on the Introduction of Contemporary Architecture into
Ancient Groups of Buildings, ICOMOS, Budapest.

ICOMOS (1993), Guidelines on Education and Training in the Conservation of Monuments, Ensembles
and Sites, ICOMOS, Colombo.

ICOMOS (1996a), Principles for the Recording of Monuments, Groups of Buildings and Sites,
ICOMOS, Sofia.

ICOMOS (1996c), Charter on the Protection and Management of Underwater Cultural Heritage,
ICOMOS, Sofia.

ICOMOS (2003b), Principles for the Analysis, Conservation and Structural Restoration of Architectural
Heritage, ICOMOS, Victoria Falls.

ICOMOS (2003c), Indonesia Charter for Heritage Conservation, ICOMOS and Ministry of Culture and
Tourism Republic of Indonesia, Ciloto, Indonesia.

ICOMOS (2005), “Xi’an declaration on the conservation of the setting of heritage structures”, Sites, and
Areas, ICOMOS, Xi’an, China, available at: https://www.icomos.org/charters/xian-declaration.
pdf (accessed 30 May).

ICOMOS (2008c), Quebec Declaration on the Preservation of the Spirit of Place, ICOMOS, Quebec.

ICOMOS-IFLA (2017), Document on Historic Urban Public Parks, ICOMOS, New Delhi.

Mason, R. and Avrami, E. (2002), “Heritage values and challenges of conservation planning”,
Management Planning for Archaeological Sites, An International Workshop Organized by the
Getty Conservation Institute and Loyola Marymount University, May 2000, Corinth, Greece,
pp. 13-26, available at: https://www.getty.edu/conservation/publications_resources/pdf_
publications/pdf/mgt_plan_arch_sites_vl_opt.pdf (accessed 30 May 2022).

UNESCO (1945), Constitution of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization,
Adopted in London on 16 November 1945.

UNESCO (1999), Second Protocol to the Hague Convention of 1954 for the Protection of Cultural
Property in the Event of Armed Conflict, UNESCO, The, Hague.

UNESCO (2005), Vienna Memorandum on “World Heritage and Contemporary Architecture-Managing
the Historic Urban Landscape, UNESCO, Vienna.

Corresponding author
Mi Lin can be contacted at: m.lin@tudelft.nl

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

Values and
interventions

749

https://www.icomos.org/charters/xian-declaration.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/charters/xian-declaration.pdf
https://www.getty.edu/conservation/publications_resources/pdf_publications/pdf/mgt_plan_arch_sites_vl_opt.pdf
https://www.getty.edu/conservation/publications_resources/pdf_publications/pdf/mgt_plan_arch_sites_vl_opt.pdf
mailto:m.lin@tudelft.nl

	Values and interventions: dynamic relationships in international doctrines
	Introduction
	Research methodology
	International doctrinal documents
	Intervention concepts
	Cultural values

	Findings: the dynamic relationship between values and intervention concepts
	Overall values across thirty-three intervention concepts
	Intervention concepts and their leading values
	Historic values as the leading values
	Aesthetic values as the leading values
	Scientific value as leading value
	Social value as the leading value
	Economic value as the leading value
	Political value as the leading value
	More than one leading value – Common leading values


	Discussion
	Conclusion
	The List of International Doctrinal Documents
	References
	Further reading


