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Examples of multi-criteria analysis in estimating the value 
and preservation of cultural heritage

Marek Skłodowski

1.	INTRODUCTION

Monument valuation has a multiple, yet not always clearly stated, usage. The need for monu-
ment valuation does not only entail fundamental decisions regarding the status of such assets, 
e.g. inscribing monuments into register of cultural heritage assets and the scope of legal protec-
tion covering them. The decision on including a monument into a group of objects involved in new 
projects and ideas can be equally important. Basing on their qualities, it is possible to develop 
comprehensive long-range plans, feasibility analyses, and financing sources for such projects, 
including the non-budgetary ones.

In case of monuments we are facing a decision regarding:

1.	 Formal registration of the monument.

2.	 The future of the monument.

The second stage involves making decisions concerning monument preservation, according 
to additional relevant features. This concept holds perhaps the most important observation result-
ing from conducting a preliminary analysis of monument valuation, based on the knowledge of 
decision-making systems. Namely, there is no and there cannot be a single pre-determined 
system of values that provides practical knowledge for making different types of decisions. 
This point is the reason behind the endless, held for over a hundred years, debate on creating a 
one universal system of values that would be accepted by conservators and policy makers. As 
the analysed set of features/attributes/values always depends on the aim we want to achieve by 
making our decision, only after realising that the single universal system cannot exist can we see a 
new paradigm. This paradigm provides us with a real basis for developing a set of values including 
such subsets that are necessary to make different decisions, e.g. adding a monument to the reg-
ister of cultural heritage assets or granting bank funds for carrying out revitalization works, scope of 
restoration works or re-privatization of a historic real estate.

The set of values depends also on the object being valuated. For instance, in case of paint-
ings, the name of the artist can be the most important attribute, which is not significant for natural 
heritage. The examples from different countries discussed in this article, show how different fea-
tures are taken under consideration in case of carrying out various heritage-related, multi-criteria 
decision-making tasks.

The first threat related to carrying out the decision-making process is the fact that, in the 
valuation process, decisions on the stages of protecting a monument and its future are influ-
enced by individual intuition, subjectivism or even economic and political factors. Hence, it is in-
tentional to eliminate such threats by systematizing and objectifying the decision-making process. 
Consequently, different authors suggest using methods of multi-attribute decision support that are 
widely known in other fields.
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The problems with making objective decisions and value assessments arise from the na-
ture of the decision making process. This results from the fact that the process in question is 
far more complicated than ascribing a level of priority, i.e. ascribing a weight factor or impor-
tance, to certain criteria. As expert’s opinions are non-objective and the majority of decisions are 
based on uncertain and incomplete information and data or lack thereof, contemporary multi-
criteria decision support methods do not involve presenting experts’ opinions exclusively in such 
a form any more. It is also a characteristic attribute of conservation decisions, both technical 
and administrative. 

The second threat, which is only potential at the time being, i.e. comparing values of monu-
ments, results not only from violating the principles of modern conservation doctrine. According to 
numerous authors, e.g. Rouba1 [1], Zalasińska2 et. al. [2], Szmelter3 [3], Affelt4 [4], Ciarkowski5 [5], 
such valuation should not be implemented blindly in practice. Where do the conflict and threat lie 
between individual valuation of monuments, which is promoted in the conservation doctrine, and 
practical recommendations of such valuation presented in a form of a table including words and 
numbers that define the value of a monument?

The answer is not obvious due to the lack of any direct substantive link between the pro-
cedure of valuation and the arising threat. The threat results from the character of decisions 
that are made by trustees of money for monuments protection. In the body of law, these 
decisions are of administrative character and, thus, they are not substantive. Entering 
an object into the register of cultural heritage is an administrative decision (fortunately de-
pending on preservation specialists), as is also granting funds for carrying out conservation 
and preservation works in this object, e.g. from the budget, international projects, and from 
bank credits. The only difference is the institution, which in the other case is not a restorative 
one. Ascribing values to historic monuments and sites according to a normalized system will 
result in directing the flow of funds towards the monuments with higher position on the cre-
ated ranking list of values. Consequently, a government or bank official will compare the dig-
its and make a decision that may be harmful from the restorative and cultural points of view. 

1	 “The great achievement of our times, and to be more precise, the post war period is the creation of 
a concept of individual approach towards the conservated object as an opposition to historic conflict – 
conservate or restore:” B.J Rouba, ‘Zagadnienie gustu we współczesnych realizacjach restauratorskich na 
wybranych przykładach’, in J. Poklewski and T. de Rosset, (ed.), Rozważania o smaku artystycznym, Toruń 
2002, pp. 271.

2	 “The character of monument preservation makes every situation necessary to assess individually ac-
cording to the state of a given object, its historical, artistic, scientific and other values:” K. Zalesińska and 
K. Zeidler, ‘Problematyka wartościowania jako podstawy rozstrzygnięć wojewódzkiego konserwa-
tora zabytków,’ B. Szmygin, (ed.), Wartościowanie w ochronie i konserwacji zabytków, Warsaw-Lublin, 
PKN ICOMOS, 2012, pp. 245.

3	 “When it comes to preservation of heritage both individual and holistic approach are necessary:” I. Szmelter, 
‘Nowe rozumienie dziedzictwa kultury; Implikacje dla wartościowania’, Szmygin, B. (ed.), Wartościowanie 
w ochronie i konserwacji zabytków, Warsaw-Lublin, PKN ICOMOS, pp. 2012, 228.

4	 “Both the list of attributes and indicators should be developed individually and it should be adjusted prop-
erly to evaluated object/group:” W.J. Affelt, ’O wartościowości architektury przemysłowej (i nie tylko…)’, 
in B. Szmygin (ed.), Wartościowanie Zabytków Architektury, PKN ICOMOS and Muz. Pałac w Wilanowie, 
2013, pp. 25

5	 “Individual approach to particular object seems to be especially important because every attempt of cat-
egorization inevitably leads to generalizations and those can be the reason behind wrong conservation de-
cisions:” B. Ciarkowski, ‘Kryterium autentyczności a wartościowanie zabytków architektury modernistyc-
znej’, in B. Szmygin, (ed.), Wartościowanie Zabytków Architektury, PKN ICOMOS i Muz. Pałac w Wilanowie, 
2013, pp. 72.
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After some time, owners and conservators may become more aware of the system and the way 
it functions. As a result, they will aim at maximizing the number of points instead of conduct-
ing an objective and thorough valuation procedure. Consequently, the idea of valuation can 
lose its meaning.

Making this kind of proceeding international would become an even greater threat. It is not 
only a hypothetical possibility as, at the time being, the works on European projects involving prep-
aration of guidelines for unified monument documentation systems are in progress (e.g. Project 
CHIC6). They reflect how many valuable documentation concepts are implemented in different 
countries and allow us to benefit from broader international works in this field. Inter alia they em-
phasize the need for applying MCDA methods to control the process of diagnostics, analysis and 
making conservation- and tender-related decisions. However, it is possible that such projects can 
result in replacing fully developed decision support systems with a European-scaled, simple table-
based scoring system. Possibly, in consequence, the amount of funds allocated for carrying out 
monument conservation works would depend on the position of a monument in the said scoring 
system. Moreover, the scores in the table would also be given on an international level. We are not 
going to analyse the consequences of such methods adopted in valuation of historic assets, hop-
ing that they will never be employed. 

Debates on methods of heritage valuation should have clearly identified purpose. Valuation 
should not create competitiveness between monuments; it should rather rationalise restoration 
decisions on entering an object into the register as well as specify the scope of protection, the 
scope and form of repair, restoration, renovation works, etc., along with optimisation of the se-
lected materials, procedures, contractors and applied technology. Additionally, what might be the 
most important point, it should not only make local communities and monument owners more 
aware of heritage values but also emphasize why it is worth take care of them.

Ranking of values should, in the first place, concern matters that are of utmost priority for 
a specific historic monument or a group of monuments, basing on its individual valuation. We 
ought to emphasise it one more time: we should not create tools for decision-support that could 
be used by officials uncritically.

This article aims at the following:

–	 providing conservation and preservation professionals with information on modern tech-
nical tools used for supporting conservation-related decisions by reviewing the current 
knowledge in this field (avoiding, if possible, mathematical and technical details of such 
tools); 

–	 presenting examples of methods concerning multi-criteria analysis of decisions about cul-
tural heritage protection and application of these methods (eng. Multi-Criteria Decision 
Analysis – MCDA, often called Multi-Criteria Decision Making – MCDM);

–	 analysing types of heritage values that are present in specific decisional tasks; 

–	 presenting benefits of using MCDA methods, e.g.: making decisions more objective, 
transparency of the decision-making process, justification of expenses incurred on herit-
age protection, rational justification of changing the utility function;

–	 justifying the necessity for using different sub-groups of values which describe heritage, 
according to the subject of decision and the type of heritage.

6	 ‘EU-CHIC – European Cultural Heritage Identity Card’, Grant Agreement No 226995, Call FP7-ENV-2008-1.
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2.	T ECHNIQUES OF VALUE ASSESSMENT

In order to systemize further reflections on the assessment and decision-making methods, 
some terms should be clarified. Namely, THE DECISION always has a numerical character. It re-
sults from the fact that, when choosing between an alternative or more options, a decision-maker 
will always choose one of them. It is a choice of one of possibilities that can be numbered. It is 
unimportant whether we consider kinds and order of used reagents in painting conservation or 
giving just simple “left, right or go straight on” directions to a driver, because it will all lead to one 
selected set of materials and conservation treatments or choosing one driving direction. There are 
endless examples that can prove this statement.

With regards to monument preservation, “Vicq d’Azyr Instruction”7 published in 1793 and 
broadly discussed by Krawczyk [6] can be provided as an excellent example of a numerical system. 
The instruction standardised actions of French post-revolution conservation and preservation serv-
ices as well as implicitly introduced a 4-degree numeric scale of grades (no star, 1, 2 or 3 stars). 

Despite the concerns that appear in discussions on valuation monuments and criticise grade 
systems based on given grades, it should be emphasised that numerical techniques are pre-
dominantly applied in practical use. This statement raises a natural objection in every conservator. 
However, what does it mean to inscribe an asset into World Heritage List if not to indirectly grant 
1 score in a zero-one scale (not inscribed = 0, inscribed = 1)? 

The Polish legislative system is also, in fact, a numeral system. In chapter 2 of Art. 7 of the 
Act8 [7] the legislator enumerated 4 forms of monument protection by which he accepted a five-
degree scale of classification (0 = lack of protection, etc.). 

The reason behind the critique of numeral systems probably results from the lack of differ-
entiation between the two stages of the procedure applied in the valuation process. The stage of 
gathering and analysing knowledge about the subject of valuation (descriptive, documentation, 
and at the end of analysis – evaluative stage) from the stage of making a specific decision by the 
valuation body. 

Gathering and analysing data about heritage assets is not limited to numbers alone, although 
it definitely contains them. There are different things included in the documentation, e.g. photo-
graphs, drawings, architectural blueprints, names of materials, opinions of experts in different 
fields as well as numbers referring to age, cubature, thickness of plaster, thickness of paint lay-
ers, etc. Transferring knowledge acquired in this way into a ‘to protect – not to protect’ decision 
is a process of expressing measurable and non-measurable data through numeric result of this 
decision. It can be intuitively seen that there is a lack of an intermediate stage – stage of 
‘translating’ accumulated data into numeral language. Although everybody always makes 
such a ‘translation’ to make a decision, everybody has their own preferences in this area. 

7	 F. Vicq d’Azyr and D.G. Poirier, Instruction sur la manière d’inventorier et de conserver, dans toute l’étendue 
de la République, tous les objets qui peuvent servir aux arts, aux sciences et à l’enseignement proposée 
par la commission temporaire des arts, et adoptée par le comité d’instruction publique de la Convention 
nationale, 25 ventôse an II [15. III. 1793], Imprimerie Nationale, Paris, 1973, quoted in J. Krawczyk, Ideał 
Obiektywności Wiedzy a Początki Wartościowania w Konserwatorstwie, in B. Szmygin, (ed.), Wartościowanie 
w ochronie i konserwacji zabytków, Warsaw – Lublin, 2012, pp. 102–105.

8	 “Forms of monument protection: 1) entry into the Register of objects of cultural heritage; 2) recognizing it as 
a national monument; 3) creating a culture park; 4) determining protection in area development plan or within 
the decision of public investments, the decision of building conditions, decision about permission to execute 
road investments, the decision of the location of railroad or the decision concerning investments of public air-
port.” The Act on monument protection and monument care, Journal of Laws of 2003, no. 162, item 1568. 
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Generally, everybody agrees on one aspect – these individual preferences result from the 
value that decision-makers ascribe to heritage assets, according to their personal knowledge. 
We can, however, defend the thesis that decision-makers ascribe values to an object basing 
their decisions also on their not-always-clearly-expressed goals, e.g. reclaiming terrains for city 
development. 

Such a complicated process of monument valuation results in looking for objective methods 
of selecting monument values and objective methods of assessing the importance of these val-
ues. Connecting, intentionally or not, the necessity to ‘translate’ immeasurable values (beautiful, 
valuable, unique, universal, enriching the landscape...), numeral values (the number of tourists, 
increase in employment, year of construction, park area, size of a painting, etc.), and the entire 
valuation knowledge into numeral language will allow us to make the right decision (protect, give 
consent to rebuild an asset into a hotel, move into open-air museum, etc.). Additionally, it will result 
in searching for a quantitative way of expressing all the qualities that influence the decision-making 
process. 

In the Polish conservation field there are also works that strive for quantitative assessment 
of monument values. Their common feature involves ascribing certain values to every attribute in 
a standardized scale, e.g. from 1 to 10. As an example, B. Rouba suggested applying “Card of 
monument scoring system”9 [8] in order to standardise heritage asset valuation procedures. An 
example of grouping monument values into logic sub-groups can be found in Affelt’s work10 [9], 
in which the criteria of belonging to one of the two sub-groups depend on cultural and socio-eco-
nomic importance of an object. The work of Gogolin and Arszyńska11 [10] presents one of the few 
possibilities of algorithmising the process of valuating historic monuments and sites, remaining, at 
the same time, in the area of absolute assessments.

Control table diagram for object values is another improvement proposed by Affelt,12 
[4] based on analysis of Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the of UNESCO World 
Heritage Convention 13[11]. It is a form of database that, according to the author, binds together 
“the object, values, attributes, and indicators.” This reference can be used as a source of multi-
criteria information, which helps to conduct MCDA method-based calculations supporting restora-
tion and conservation decisions.

Taking theoretical and practical aspects of multi-criteria decision systems into account, it can 
be stated that the above-mentioned works remain outside the main field of operative research. 
The MCDA methods have a few features that distinguish them from the said valuation techniques. 
First of all, apart from values, attributes, and indicators that describe an object, they also include 

9	  B. J. Rouba, ‘Wartościowanie w praktyce konserwatorskiej’, in B. Szmygin, (ed.), Wartościowanie w ochro-
nie i konserwacji zabytków, Warsaw-Lublin, 2012, pp. 206.

10	 “...retrospective values that refer to the past and are also called cultural as well as prospect values that are 
socio-economic ones that are oriented towards the future”: W.J. Affelt, ‘Dziedzictwo techniki w kontekście 
rozwoju zrównoważonego,’ in B. Szmygin, (ed.), Współczesne Problemy Teorii Konserwatorskiej w Polsce, 
Warsaw — Lublin, 2008, pp. 11.

11	 M.R. Gogolin and J.M. Arszyńska, ‘Próba Algorytmizacji Wartościowania Konserwatorskiego Zabytków 
Ruchomych’, in B. Szmygin, (ed.), Wartościowanie w ochronie i konserwacji zabytków, Warsaw-Lublin 2012, 
pp. 45–56.

12	 We should emphasize the statement that can be found in the work: “The control table is an adaptation of 
control list in a shape of a matrix table.” leads to a misunderstanding because from mathematical point of 
view it is not a matrix. W.J. Affelt, ‘O wartościowości architektury przemysłowej (i nie tylko…)’, op. cit., p. 25.

13	U NESCO, ‘Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention’, World 
Heritage Centre, Paris, 2012, http://www.icomos-poland.org/images/dokumenty%20doktr%20i%20
uchwaly/Wytyczne%20operacyjne_2012.pdf.
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a set of decisions, often called scenarios, which are described by their own features (attributes). 
They all create hierarchy or net of mutual relations and describe in what logical way the analysis 
is conducted in order to select the best decision based on the specific criteria. Moreover, they al-
low us to combine assessment of both semantic and numeral values in one decisional process. 
Besides, probably the most important factor: good methods have inner mechanisms for control-
ling assessment integrity of results given both by individuals as well as multiple groups of experts, 
even if they specialise in different fields. 

Apart from mentioning the set of values describing a specific monument/heritage, the impor-
tance of the aforementioned values is crucial as well. For instance, requirements that have to be 
met by an object to be included in the UNESCO World Heritage List are characterised by concep-
tualisations of uniqueness14 [12]: “to represent a masterpiece,” “ to exhibit important interchange of 
human values,” “to bear a unique or at least exceptional testimony,” “to be an outstanding exam-
ple,” “of outstanding universal significance,” etc. Hence, we can assume that everyone agrees that 
only concurrent existence of values and their intensity create heritage assets. It is easy to 
conclude that the systems of valuation cultural heritage should be characterised both by objec-
tive choice of values as well as objective assessment of the degree of their intensity that 
exists in the object itself. 

MCDA methods, which support various decisions upon intensity-based selection of features 
(importance/weight), have been created for carrying out such tasks. The next part of this paper 
discusses modern works on heritage protection and conservation as they address various issues 
related with multi-criteria decisional systems. Implementing former valuation methods exposes 
historic monuments to at least two threats. One of them involves carrying out such a valuation that 
would be non-objective and non-optimal for heritage protection. The second threat involves pos-
sible initiation of a formal process in which monument values are compared with each other. 

The way of creating valuation system described further in this article is usually based on 
relative valuation typical of human understanding, for instance: “authenticity value of Warsaw Old 
Town is lower than its national value lower or maybe even significantly lower than its urban value.” 
The result is not just a simple table including: “name of the value/feature – importance/signifi-
cance” but there are matrices of mutual relations between all values (features) that are specific for 
a certain monument – the so-called matrices of influence. The ways of their creation and further 
usage (performing the proper calculations to get the final assessment for the needs of different 
decisions) differ depending on the used MCDA method. Making calculations based on different 
methods as well as comparing the results with each other can increase valuation objectivity.

The review of applying MCDA methods presented further in this article contains heritage-re-
lated works from various countries, also from outside of Europe. Although majority of publications 
were released in the last two years (2012–2014) and, consequently, the researches are up-to-date, 
they are not ‘technical novelties’ since the MCDA methods applied to analyse the value of heritage 
have had well-established position for about 50 years.

3.	M ulti-criteria heritage valuation – selected works

We can identify two trends in writing works on using methods of multi-criteria decision sup-
port in the field of cultural heritage, i.e. publications describing solutions to practical issues involv-
ing heritage protection and publications providing us with purely academic examples. The latter 

14	  E.g. “to represent a masterpiece,” “to exhibit an important interchange of human values,” “to bear a unique 
or at least exceptional testimony,” “to be an outstanding example,” “of outstanding universal significance:” 
UNESCO, ‘The Criteria for Selection’, World Heritage Centre. http://whc.unesco.org/en/criteria.
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ones present solutions that were not created in cooperation with experts and decision-makers 
dealing with heritage protection. Moreover, they were also not using available administrative in-
formation on specific historic monuments and sites. Calculative simulations provided in the said 
publications show that a specific decision-support method could make decision-making more 
objective in a certain simulated example. 

With respect to MCDA methods, specific values of historic monuments, e.g. artistic, histori-
cal, economic, social etc., are treated as decisive criteria. Although values and criteria are 
frequently applied interchangeably, it is also possible in the first stage of valuation to examine val-
ues that should be taken into consideration in the decision making process. Further, the decision-
making process examines criteria and their importance expressed in assessment of significance 
of specific values of a historic monument. We should, however, emphasise that frequently, apart 
from monument values, the decisive criteria include also other factors that need to be taken 
into consideration, for instance: the level of degradation risk, the capability of self-funding the mon-
ument after changing its practical function, the accepted budget, the possibility of accidents, and 
others. It is obvious that considering such criteria depends on the character of the decision being 
made and it has nothing in common with monument valuation. However, it is clearly visible that, in 
the case of financial decisions, valuation of the heritage alone is insufficient for making decisions 
that will be beneficial to historic monuments.

Works using multi-criteria methods of supporting monument-related decisions will be dis-
cussed from the perspective of different types of decisions. This provides insight into differenc-
es in various heritage values considered to be decisive criteria, depending on the aim of each 
decision. 

The largest group of MCDA implementations concerns heritage management, including 
analysis of new use functions [13, 14, 15, 16], the level of risk [17, 18], prioritization of funds and 
on-going works [19, 20, 21, 22], as well as spatial development and planning [23, 24, 25]. Further 
works refer to monument classification [26, 27, 25] as well as supporting decisions concerning 
materials and quality control of conservation works [28, 29, 30].

Basing on writings review, including also information collected by other authors in the past 
[16, 21], we can say that applying MCDA in cultural heritage concerns predominantly economy- 
and conservation-related issues.

There are also publications [31, 32] that emphasise the possibility of using expert systems 
based on knowledge stored in databases. They can be used for analysing such factors as ‘the 
need for diagnostics,’ ‘the need for inspection,’ and ‘the need for intervention,’ which, along with 
ISO 9000 quality control standards, should help not only to identify the needs for carrying out 
monument conservation and restoration works in Greece but also to assess the quality of such 
works15 [31]. 

Although these projects will not be analysed here, they are worth noticing as the factors in 
question may be used in the future as criteria applied in MCDA methods, as in the example [28].

Below, the following sub-chapters present publications grouped into specific MCDA applica-
tions in the heritage protection area.

15	 “The methodology presented above will be developed and embodied in the existing quality system ISO 
9000 series, that has been adopted by the Directorate General for Monuments Restoration, Museums, and 
Construction Works of Ministry of Culture of Greece:” A. Moropoulou et al., ‘A new methodology for quality 
control and monitoring of historic buildings: A tool for lifetime engineering’, in Proceedings 2nd International 
symposium, ILCDES Integrated Life-time Engineering of Buildings and Civil Infrastructures, Kuopio, Finland, 
2003, p. 274.
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3.1	S upport in choosing new utility functions

The first work on new utility functions [13] discusses multiple programmes of conservation- 
and structure-related activities aimed at providing tourists with access to various forms of ar-
chaeological site in Sardinia. Three of the four accepted decisive-criteria can be classified as 
monument-values: landscape values, archaeological research, and economic values. The fourth 
decisive-criterion includes durability of materials applied in conservation and in adapting a monu-
ment to serve new functions. The values are divided into sub-criteria, e.g. actual landscape value, 
the degree of landscape change, reversibility of constructions, preservation of cultural character-
istics, reversibility of intervention, availability for research, archaeological background and respect 
for it, financial resources and economic profit.

The work [14] presents six values adopted for assessing four new possible utility functions of 
historical buildings Control Yuan (1913 r.) and Red House (1908 r.) located in the capital of Taiwan, 
Taipei. The established values include cultural, economic, architectural, environmental, social and 
durability values, whereas the potential new utility functions include: office building, museum, hotel 
or shopping mall.

By comparing the importance of the above-mentioned six criteria, the experts answered the 
question of “which criterion should have greater importance when choosing a new function and to 
what degree should it be greater?” 

The assigned coefficients of importance were as follows:

cultural		  0.259, 

economic		  0.08, 

architectural		  0.373, 

environmental	 0.095, 

social		  0.079, 

durability		  0.114

It is worth mentioning that this part of group experts’ work had anything in common neither 
with any of the two analysed monuments in question, nor with any of the four new functions. It 
exclusively dealt with objective setting of priorities that one should follow while making certain 
predicted decisions about ascribing a new utility function to a monument. Moreover, one should 
also emphasise the importance of great care and attention that architectural and cultural values 
of a monument deserve.

A further step in MCDA analysis has been made in order to choose the best utility function 
for every single monument individually. The achieved guideline results have been presented below 
in Table 1.

Table 1.	New functions suggested as a result of multi-criteria decision analysis

Function Control Yuan Red House

Office building 0.2548 0.234

Museum 0.4318 0.276

Hotel 0.1415 0.11

Shopping mall 0.172 0.381
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Hence, the preferred new functions indicated by MCDA were totally different in case of each 
type of building. According to the analysis, Control Yuan should be converted into a museum and 
Red House into a shopping mall. 

Work [15] presents how a specific type of analysis of decision-makers’ opinion could be used 
for the needs of two scenarios of revitalising Venetian Arsenal, assuming that it is the sustainability 
that is the assessed factor of the new kind of using this heritage site. In contrast to the previous 
publications, the accepted criteria, attributes, their parameters, and their weights, do not present 
actual data or results of ‘real’ experts work. Instead, they only present ‘how it can be done’ sce-
narios and hence, the work is of purely academic character. 

The new utility functions that are considered include: a yacht port or space for craft artists. 
The same solutions are presented in work [33], only different MCDA methods have been applied, 
yet with the same sets of values and criteria. The names of criteria are different from the commonly 
discussed values and they cover a set of historical typology and typology of construction. Although 
the hierarchy of monument attributes is, as it is commonly assumed, multi-levelled, it is not clear. 
This is due to the fact that, for instance, there are elements of finishing included in technical at-
tributes of Reversibility, similarly to Invasiveness, which includes fittings and decorative elements. 
In general, the paper is not easily readable and we are discussing it only because of the position 
and importance of the heritage asset it concerns.

Paper [16] analyses the possibility of using MCDA to evaluate usefulness of buildings lo-
cated in the midtown part of Turin in terms of tourism-related activities. It is difficult to refer to the 
five aforementioned decisive criteria as ‘values’ with regards to building conservation. This paper 
mentions such object attributes as: quality of context including the following sub-criteria: quality 
of surrounding buildings, quality of surrounding environment, the presence of park and distance 
to airport. Two of the criteria are closer to economic (presence of economic activity in the neigh-
bouring area as an element of synergy for touristic function) and historical (level of conservation 
understood in categories of economy and material state of an object, yet without precise explana-
tion) values. It is difficult to compare these attributes with commonly accepted heritage values, 
however, they have been independently assessed by four experts in urban planning, history of 
architecture, renovation of monuments, and economy and it is interesting to compare the achieved 
results. They are presented in Table 2 below:

Table 2.	Weights of criteria provided by different experts (based on [16]).

Expert from the field 
of Criterion

History 
of architecture

Spatial planning Restoration Economy

Criterion

Quality of context 0.290 0.292 0.264 0.262

Economic activities 0.065 0.083 0.226 0.246

Building flexibility 0.226 0.125 0.358 0.200

Accessibility 0.161 0.167 0.113 0.215

Conservation level 0.258 0.333 0.038 0.077
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The following regularity of expert assessments deserves further consideration: individuals 
who ascribed minor weight to economic activity, highly ranked the importance of conservation and 
vice versa. Whereas experts in history of architecture and experts in spatial planning submitted 
similar assessments focusing on the state of conservation, according to specialists in economy 
and monument restoration, state of conservation is the least important criterion. This surprising 
result has not been commented on. Presumably, the answer can be found in a valuable paper [21] 
discussed further in this article in the part including analysis of papers on prioritisation of funding 
heritage protection. 

3.2	Supporting decisions concerning priorities of funding 
and carrying out on-going works.

The first paper in this field [19] discusses attempts of prioritising monument conservation 
needs in Korea. This action is indispensable due to limited central budget that can cover only 
30% of annual needs for restoration-conservation works. The authors emphasise that the con-
servation and maintenance system can be used as a tool to assess management capabilities of 
a country.16 

Undoubted value of this paper is the fact that it presents a system, which refers to monu-
ments officially listed by Cultural Heritage Administration of Korea17 (CHA) and that the analysis is 
based on statistics from official documents.

A group of CHA experts has proposed the following steps aiming at improving monument 
maintenance and management: introducing a decision-support system (12 people), increasing 
budget (10 people), increasing the number of officials (9 people), determining the rules of criteria 
assessment (8 people), developing standard documentation (6 people), and four other recom-
mendations. Increasing financial expenses (for conservation and officials) has been declared un-
realistic in a short period and pointless, mainly due to ineffective management and discrepancies 
in cost estimates amounting up to 40% of the assumed cost of works. The conclusion was to cre-
ate decision-support system that is oriented towards prioritising works financed from the budget. 
The criteria that should be considered in prioritising conservation works are based on opinions 
of 15 decision-makers from central authorities and 25 experts with experience in renovating the 
most important historic monuments and sites. The criteria are hierarchically related on three levels. 
There are three classes on the first level: the importance of cultural heritage, the degree of damage 
and management policy. The second level covers 10 categories that, on the third level, include 24 
detailed criteria. 

Five criteria that are monument values are present in the class importance of cultural heritage 
and are located on the third hierarchy level:

–	 academic significance,

–	 familiarity and preservation concerns,

–	 regional significance,

–	 functionality,

–	 assigned designation.

16	 “Its conservation and maintenance system can be a measure to assess the managerial capabilities of a 
country:” C.-J. Kim et al., ‘An experience curve-based decision support model for prioritizing restoration 
needs of cultural heritage’, in Journal of Cultural Heritage, vol. 11, 2010, p. 430.

17	  C.-J. Kim et al., “Cultural Heritage Administration of Korea (CHA),” op. cit., p. 430.
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All of them are placed under the category of historical and architectural symbolism.

The remaining criteria include predominantly technical ones, i.e. deformations, collapse haz-
ard, physical damage, construction damage etc., and management-related ones, e.g. adequacy 
of proposed restoration, the possibility of resource allocation, confidence of cost request data, 
and others.

The next step involved application of MCDA to ascribe weights to criteria, categories and 
classes. In order to modify the influence of experts’ opinions on assessment of criteria importance, 
an ‘experience curve’ focusing on the number of years of experience gained by each expert in-
dividually was implemented in calculations. Subsequently, Scoring of Restoration Priorities (SRP) 
was calculated. Sample calculations were made for 14 Korean monuments from different times in 
the period 57 B.C. – 1910 A.D. 

Another publication [20] is an academic example of a procedure to be followed in developing 
a ranking of buildings located in The Old Town in Vilnius. The purpose of this activity was to carry 
out restoration and maintenance works in the said real estates. The procedure was illustrated with 
an example of seven buildings. The authors proposed 10 criteria (ranging from heritage value 
through parking spaces in the neighbouring area to availability for visitors), importance of which 
was assessed by 20 experts in archaeology, architecture, history of art, administration institutions, 
economy, construction engineering (the greatest number of experts amounted to 5) as well as 
protection and restoration of works of art (1 person only). 

Publication [21] provides insight into MCDA system used for supporting allocation of re-
sources for reconstruction of objects of historical value. One type of architectural monuments was 
selected to be the target group, i.e. Castles in Slovenia, number of which, according to the register 
of monuments, equals 166 in the country. 

A well-described methodology for developing the decisive system allows us to see the justifi-
cation for the stages of its creation. Selecting the decisive criteria was initiated by analysing inter-
national writings. Consequently, 53 attributes characterising objects of historical value were identi-
fied and a histogram of frequency of their occurrence was developed. Moreover, their semantic 
analysis was conducted and specific terms were grouped under common names. This resulted 
in 31 different attributes, 5 of which were mentioned in publications only once. After discarding 
them, 26 attributes used for analysing historic properties remained. These were, in the order of 
appearing in writings, historic, economic, cultural, aesthetic, social, architectural, symbolic, spatial, 
scientific, educational, spiritual, use, technological, age, risks state of conservation, archaeological, 
integrity, authenticity, rarity environmental, sentimental, newness, management, energy efficiency 
and landscape values. 

A two-level structure of decisive criteria (decision tree) was developed in the next stage. 
It was decided that the group of the main criteria would consist of four criteria that are men-
tioned most frequently: historical, economic, cultural and aesthetic. Further, social and en-
vironmental values were included in the group of the main criteria due to the commonly ac-
cepted principle of sustainable development. Moreover, conservation state and risks were 
added to principal criteria. Most of the remaining values were included into principal criteria 
of historical, aesthetic, social, cultural and symbolic, and environmental values as sub-criteria 
at the second level of hierarchy. At this stage it was deemed necessary to define extra sub-
criteria (that is outside the accepted methodology) for conservation state, threat level, and 
economic significance.

Finally, the experts accepted hierarchy consisting of 8 main criteria, each of which is defined 
by 3 sub-criteria. Further, these 24 sub-criteria include 19 values presented in Table 5. The remain-
ing 5 include management, energy effectiveness and three groups of threats.
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Seventeen experts representing 12 disciplines (defined in accordance with the Common 
European Research Classification Scheme) with most of them representing social and humanist 
fields were invited to assess the importance of particular criteria and sub-criteria. They made a 
pair-wise comparison18 of relative importance of specific sub-criteria and criteria with each other. 
Due to this, it was possible to control internal consistency of specific assessments made by each 
expert, e.g. it is logical that a criterion cannot be significant if all of its sub-criteria are of minor 
significance.

Moreover, analysis of experts’ assessments of importance of criteria has also been con-
ducted according to experts, who are well educated and experienced in conservation. It is so 
far probably the only analysis of this kind. According to this, experts with scientific or technical 
background frequently evaluated the criteria more radically, using such terms as ‘very strong’ 
or ‘extreme’, whereas the assessments provided by humanists and representatives of social 
studies were more frequently perceived as ‘equal’ or ‘moderate’. Moreover, the analysis em-
phasises that people who deal with conservation ‘in the field’, place more emphasis on physi-
cal state rather than on interpretation values, even if such individuals have historical, social or 
conservation-related education. This proves that the influence exerted both by practical contact 
with heritage protection and its perception is more significant than impact exerted by specific 
kind of education. 

Finally, the analysis proved that in case of priorities in financing reconstruction works 
(this is probably slip of the pen related with the process of developing a system in the de-
partment of construction engineering and the correct term should be in fact ‘restoration’), 
risk assessment (scale 0,204) and then conservation state (0,198), historic significance 
(0,115), and social significance (0,112) are of utmost importance. This, once again, proves 
that it is necessary to select values and decision-making criteria according to the goal 
of a certain decision.

Publication [22] provides an immensely interesting and worth considering observation that 
can regulate procedures of commissioning conservation and restoration works. It shows that in 
the case of Tainan city (south-west part of Taiwan) it was possible to allocate resources for herit-
age protection much better after resigning from granting funds on a specific historic object as 
per the results obtained by applying MCDA methods. Instead, contracts on specific packages 
of works of the same type (referred to as Restoration Works – RW) to be executed by the same 
company in multiple monuments were introduced. Consolidation of material or improvement of 
internal climate exemplify such specialized Restoration Works. Hence, it was decided that there 
was no need to bind a contract to a specific monument. Instead, it was suggested to contract 
one package of similar Restoration Works that could be carried out simultaneously in multiple 
objects.

This enables delays to be reduced and it provides opportunities for better allocation of re-
sources in longer periods. Consequently, prices of contracts can be lowered. 

The authors emphasise that in case of insufficient budget, applying the traditional resource 
allocation method, which treats a single building as a contract unit, results in allocating the budget 
ineffectively, assessing priorities inappropriately as well as exerting political and social pressure 
and sparking off various disputes. 

A new way of managing heritage was developed as a result of separating conservation 
works from an object, then grouping them according to their types as well as applying MCDA 

18	 This method of assessment is presented in more details in sub-chapter 3.5 while discussing paper [27].
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methods. Three following domains of interest and 10 decisive criteria were established in public 
discussion:

–	 technical domain – includes gravity of natural damage, cause of building decay, discom-
fort of function and life cycle after restoration;

–	 political domain – includes historical values, adequacy to policy and executive disputes;
–	 economic domain – includes direct revenue, touristic attractiveness and economic 

motivation.
It is problematic, however, to decide which RWs should be merged into one package. There 

is therefore an increasing need for creating a system for solving this issue objectively. It has been 
accepted that the system for scoring contracts will be based on the system used for scoring priori-
ties of planned works, system for scoring synergy of works, and the ‘rule of ascribing’ applied to 
all RWs. The available budget is allocated to every package in order to maximize total priority and 
synergy points. The system for scoring priorities results from analysing the above-mentioned cri-
teria, whereas the system for scoring synergy results from works similarity index and geographical 
index (what the distance between the ongoing works will be: in the same part of the building, on 
the same street, in the same district). 

The publication concerns the decision on granting money as well as the scope of urgent 
restoration works that need to be carried out in four valuable Tainan monuments. Some people 
believed that most of the funds should be allocated to restoration of the monument of the great-
est historical and economic value and afterwards, the remaining funds should be used for saving 
other assets. Others, however, were of the opinion that the funds should be divided and made 
available equally to ensure carrying out appropriate works in all four monuments. Those were the 
two “traditional” scenarios of using insufficient funds. The third scenario involved analysis of RWs 
to be carried out and merging them into properly optimized packages. This was performed in 
three steps. Firstly, guidelines for assigning specific RWs to specific packages were developed. 
Afterwards, RWs with low priorities or insufficient synergy level were eliminated, as it was not pos-
sible to finance all the works within such a tight budget. The third step involved calculating both 
optimal combination of RWs in each package and costs of carrying out such work packages.

The achieved results are very promising. Criteria for assessing the three scenarios includ-
ed: percentage of accomplished restoration works, cost effectiveness, and percentage of urgent 
works that have been carried out successfully. The number of accomplished conservation works 
carried out in every building against all works in this building equalled around 83% in the first and 
the second scenario. In case of the new scenario it exceeded 94%. 

The analysis of cost effectiveness was based on differences between the actual costs of 
works and the amount of funds allocated for their implementation (that were too big or too small). 
In the first scenario it was more than 16% of difference, in the second one 25%, and in the ‘pack-
age’ scenario just 12% of discrepancy.

A considerably different outcome was achieved in case of analysing the percentage of com-
plete urgent works. In the first scenario, more than 8% of works would not be carried out, in the 
second one – 15%, and in the new scenario, all urgent works would be carried out.

3.3	Risk assessment support

Two works on risk assessment address issues involving threats to the natural environment. 
The first [17] covers natural heritage only and, apart from assessing the risk of development dis-
orders or preserving flora and fauna, it extensively presents the concept of national park manage-
ment. The second paper [18] focuses on risk analysis carried out for architectural monuments 
located in landslide and avalanche danger zones.
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Publication [17] deals with application of different MCDA methods combined with Geographic 
Information System GIS used for managing National Park of Agahhar in Algeria. The park is located 
in Central Sahara and is the largest national park in this country. Numerous archaeological sites, 
which are thousands years of age, are located in this area, similarly to Tassili n’Ajjer Park, which is 
situated in close proximity to the park of Agahhar and inscribed in UNESCO World Heritage List.

Due to priceless archaeological monuments and the environmental value, park manage-
ment’s decisions concerning carrying out the works in the park in question that could influence 
climate changes, fauna, flora and agglomeration are of particularly complicated character and 
their results can be irreversible.

Places that are mostly exposed to the risk of environmental degradation were assessed ac-
cording to nine criteria: 

–	 population,

–	 distance to road network,

–	 character of ground surface,

–	 water accessibility (springs),

–	 vegetation,

–	 quality of vegetation,

–	 elevation,

–	 slope (type of terrain),

–	 fauna.

It is clearly visible that the above criteria include not only risk factors, e.g. population, eleva-
tion, but also values, e.g. water sources. Moreover, preserving archaeological monuments with an 
age of thousands of years was deemed obvious only if the natural environment in which they were 
created is also preserved. The values are listed in Table 5 at the end of this chapter. 

Several MCDA methods were simultaneously used in the work in question and consequently, 
it was possible to achieve results revealing which criteria indicate the greatest threat in particular 
places within the protected area. Moreover, a general ranking of the threat level in specific places 
was also developed.

Publication [18] refers to potential destruction of architectural heritage in Georgia resulting 
from possible avalanches and landslides. The analysis focuses on the region of Upper Svanetia 
located in the southern side of the Caucasus. One of the selected municipalities is elevated 
1700 metres above sea level and the second one with Chazhashi village inscribed into the World 
Heritage List in 1996, is elevated 2,100 metres above sea level. Both municipalities earn income 
mainly from tourism. There are four different kinds of architectural monuments in this area: towers, 
fortified households, machubi, and medieval churches. 

Although elaborated risk assessment is not based on MCDA methods, problem analysis is 
similar. Criteria defining state of monument conservation were selected and, keeping in mind the 
threats in question, new importance weights were accepted (however, the way of developing them 
is not provided). Roof damages, along with other construction damages, are considered to be two 
times more important than the remaining two criteria (degradation of wall resulting from biologi-
cal factors and moisture, degradation resulting from improper use). Index of conservation state 
calculated on this basis included also the number of floors. The second independent assessment 
concerned avalanche and landslide risks. Combining these two assessments enabled risk maps 
for monuments in both municipalities to be developed.
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3.4	Planning decision support

Spatial planning is the fourth area in which MCDA methods in managing cultural heritage are 
applied. The first work from this field is [23]. Although the title of the work “Integrated spatial as-
sessment: a multi-criteria approach to sustainable development of cultural and environmental her-
itage in San Marco dei Cavoti, Italy” suggests that this publication will explore the area of cultural 
heritage and environmental protection, it turns out that monuments and their value were not men-
tioned as decisive criteria and object attributes that influence the decisions. The entire analysis 
involves landscape heritage and industrial zones located within this landscape. Geomorphology- 
and landscape-related criteria are discussed in the said paper, e.g. stability of the ground in case 
of the first group and cropland and forestation in case of the latter one. The paper gives a well-
presented justification for applying methods supporting multi-criteria decision-making, particularly 
in situations in which a broad social acceptation is needed for the good of the chosen solution. 
These are the situations in which ‘ordinary people’, who are ignorant in the fields represented by 
experts, have to be co-decision makers together with experts in different fields. In order to rec-
ognize the decision as their own, they have to co-decide, learn about possible consequences of 
such a decision, and accept them.

Such situations arise when, in the event of making decisions about cultural heritage, we take 
social, national, landscape or economic values into consideration; especially in the case of work-
ing on perspective plans of spatial development, making changes in utility functions or making 
construction decisions concerning a monument or its neighbouring area.

Paper [24] focuses on spatial planning in the context of perspectives of preserving and using 
historic railroad from 1895. 

Running through Southern Apennines, this secondary railroad line used to connect 43 locali-
ties from three different regions. The line was closed in December 2010 when only two stations 
were active. Two alternative rail revitalisation scenarios were analysed: national line and tourist 
line. The first alternative comes from local aspirations to own a competitive infrastructure and this 
line, as the only one in the region, could successfully fulfil this function. According to the second 
scenario, the line will not be competitive as a form of public transport. However, it might improve 
economic development of local communities since it will provide tourists with opportunities to ad-
mire the landscape and the environment. 

This work exemplifies a situation in which decisions about heritage were made cooperatively 
by representatives of different kinds of stakeholders merged into three groups: local government 
(regional, provincial and municipal), entrepreneurs (association of: environment protection, tour-
ism promotion, merchants and artisans, railroad promotion), and experts (residents, chairman of 
“Sustainable mobility,” and professors of spatial planning, transport planning, technical construc-
tion, monument restoration, and rural development). Obviously, the considered sub-criteria, which 
are closest to what we are dealing with include: intangible heritage (added as a part of social infra-
structure) understood in this project as cultural vitality (related with the number of cultural events), 
and valuable elements included in the criterion of the cultural heritage (as a part of Environment 
infrastructure). 

The remaining 20 sub-criteria included in the third level of hierarchy concern inter alia geo-
sphere (e.g. risk of earthquakes), hydrosphere, economic production (the number of enterprises, 
farms, population, unemployed young adults) and mobility of local community (the number of 
buses running per day). 

The above example presents a situation in which people who are only slightly involved in her-
itage protection decide about the fate of the historic monument from 1895. Moreover, in this case 
the set of criteria has little to do with cultural heritage and it concerns exclusively heritage assets 
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located in close proximity to the object in question. Hence, the values of the monument itself, i.e. 
the railroad, are not taken into consideration. This fact supports one of the theses presented in 
this article saying that the set of assessed values depends on the aim of the decision and the type 
of monument. 

Another paper involving spatial planning [25] focuses on analysis of ‘suitability for change’ 
demonstrated by Como City urban resources as well as the valley in which this city is located. It 
results in rating buildings and groups of buildings from the perspective of carrying out potential 
rebuilding works. The publication in question is presented more thoroughly at the beginning of the 
next sub-chapter of this article. 

3.5	Supporting Classification decisions (assigning a protection category)

The analysis in work [25] focused on classifying the scope of building protection in Italian 
Como for the needs of making urban planning decisions on city redevelopment. Five protection 
categories (types of decisions) were accepted in accordance with Presidential Decree. Buildings 
with the highest degree of protection are included in class T1, which also involves registered his-
toric monuments of high architectural value. Changes to premises of this type are limited to con-
servation and restoration;

Class T2 (minor changes acceptable) covers buildings that can undergo only marginal 
changes whose aim is to partially or completely restore the building to its original state. Class T5 
buildings, however, can undergo significant changes involving also replacing the existing asset 
with a new object.

Qualifying Como buildings into one of the five classes was based inter alia on analysing 
their historical and architectural values: facades that should be saved, the state of building con-
servation, high quality of construction material, the presence of real estate built before 1860, the 
presence of changes (inconsistency with other objects in the neighbouring area), continuance of 
a building (referring to historical thresholds), the degree of compatibility with the earliest historical 
threshold in a specific urban group, the detail compatibility and storey decor. 

Other criteria that were crucial in the decision making process involved a spatial aspect, 
e.g. level of integration of street network, the level of economic resources’ vitality, population den-
sity in buildings. These criteria included also the importance of building in urban landscape and 
tendency of accumulating historical centre that can be also considered to have values that are 
directly connected with heritage. 

Again, we can see here that the object values (decisive criteria) are selected adequately to 
the problem that needs to be solved. The entire analysis is combined with GIS platform so that 
it would be possible to apply the developed classification directly to urban works. 

Another work [26] stands out with its practical character and commentaries made on pos-
sible motivation behind experts’ classification of monuments.

The said publication deals with the second process of listing historic buildings located in 
Calcutta (West Bengal India) using four protection grades: I, II-A, II-B i III. In case of Grade I build-
ings, any construction changes are forbidden, including modifications of exterior design and util-
ity function. In Grade II-A buildings, it is possible to alter only utility function and interior design. 
Grade II-B enables additions and construction changes to be made in buildings as well as interior 
alteration and changing utility function if it is consistent with the character of the surrounding area. 
Grade III means complete freedom of change.

In 1998 experts were hired to assess three values of each and every listed building: historical, 
architectural and usability. Basing on this, the same experts listed buildings using one of the four 
of the above-mentioned protection grades.
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Basing on the practical use of the past assessments that have been applied in practice for 
around 10-years, it was decided to extend the catalogue of decisive criteria and make a new as-
sessment of 69 monuments with full documentation. Monuments with incomplete documentation 
were not assessed. The new assessment was conducted by implementing MCDA methods.

After extension, the set of criteria included 8 values, i.e. the previous 2 values (historical, ar-
chitectural and usability), 5 new values (sociocultural, integrity, accessibility , public opinion, local 
response), and the ninth criterion – signs of deterioration.

The conducted comparison analysis aimed at determining if and to what extent the formerly 
applied assessments are consistent with the results gained while applying multi-criteria analysis 
method and how extending the catalogue of decisive criteria will influence listing the objects un-
der the four of the aforementioned grades. Table 3 below presents sample results of four of 69 
buildings. 

Table 3.	Comparison of assessments gained through different methods. 

Object Previous assessment 
from 1998

New assessment 
with implemented MCDA

Three attributes

Alipore Observatory IIA 0.833 0.906

Bangiya Sahitya Parishad III 0.833 0.844

Patharkuthi I 0.667 0.584

Standard Chartered Bank IIA 1.000 0.947

The authors observed inconsistencies in previous assessments. The first two buildings re-
ceived (from the same expert) exactly the same partial assessments of specific three values that 
were analysed primarily, i.e. historical value – High, architectural value – Moderate, usability – High. 
Despite this, the resultant assessments were different. The second one was scored lower than the 
first one, although the assessment calculated with MCDA method is identical and equals 0.833. 
Including additional criteria in the assessment revealed a slightly higher value of the first building 
than when it was assessed by the first expert (0.906 when compared to 0.844 for the second 
building). The assessments for the third and the forth building in Table 3 look very much alike. 
According to partial assessment of the third building (High, Moderate, Moderate), it was classi-
fied higher than the fourth building (High, High, High). The authors did not comment on the easily 
noticed fact that an expert ranked the third building (Grade I) above the grades of other buildings 
(IIA and III). 

The MCDA classification based on the same old three criteria (and the previous partial as-
sessments) introduces a logical order to the above-mentioned ranking. The third building got the 
lowest listed status, whereas the forth premises – the highest one. The same assessment rela-
tions were preserved after including additional values as the criteria. 



222

Marek Skłodowski

223

Examples of multi-criteria analysis in estimating the value ...

In this context, authors’ comments on the above-mentioned results require further attention. 
After considering few possibilities, they come to the conclusion that the final listed status assigned 
by the experts is not only influenced by their assessments but also by general impression. This 
results in subjective assessments and unclear protection grade listing system.

The comparison of all 69 analysed buildings was presented in the same way in the attached 
annex. The above-mentioned differences between subjective assessments given by the experts 
and assessments carried out by using multi-criteria analysis are clearly visible there. 

Work [27] focused on analysis of possible use of MCDA in order to support decisions on list-
ing assets in the Polish National Inventory of Historic monuments Register A. Visitationist Church 
of St. Joseph in Warsaw (34 Krakowskie Przedmieście) was selected to be the object of research. 
From the practical point of view, the task has an academic character. In contrast, the analysis itself 
was based on factual data acquired from the National Inventory of Historic monuments.

The authors intentionally asked a person outside Warsaw, who is not involved in conserva-
tion or architecture but is a specialist in MCDA field, to support their decision on listing the as-
set in the Polish National Inventory of Historic monuments. This allowed them to carry out the 
assessment basing only on text information from White Card no. 111 and Appendices attached 
thereto [34], without expressing emotional engagement or personal preferences, however, show-
ing at the same time complete understanding of the assessment method. The authors wanted 
to present: 

–	 that it is possible to use MCDA methods already in making decisions on the scope of 
protection;

–	 to what extent the content of the White Card defines the monument value, and

–	 that using MCDA in the decisive process concerning the scope of protection automati-
cally provides information on which values of a specific object are most important and, 
at the same time, which must be protected in the first place.

Hence, it is a hypothetical assessment in which the result is not the most crucial factor but 
the goal is presentation of the effectiveness of application of the following method.

The decisive process is presented in Table 4. 

As the decisions of Stage IV could not be analysed by individuals not professionally dealing 
with heritage protection, the MCDA analysis in the discussed work has been completed at Stage 
III by presenting the most important values that should be protected (yet by a non-professional, 
only on the basis of entries to the White Card and its Appendixes).

The decisive criteria were based, to some extent, on work published in 2002 by Getty 
Conservation Institute Mason’s [35], in which the set of values was systematized into a certain 
hierarchy19 by grouping socio-cultural and economic values in parallel. 

19	R . Mason, ‘Assessing Values in Conservation Planning: Methodological Issues and Choices’, in M. de la 
Torre, (ed.), Assessing the Values of Cultural Heritage. Research Report, The Getty Conservation Institute, 
Los Angeles. pp. 10–13.
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Table 4.	The stages of decision making process concerning protection and results thereof. 

Stage Problem Basis of decision Result 

I Should the object be entered in 
the National Inventory of Historic 
monuments Register A?

General assessment Decision: Yes or No

II Why is the entry necessary? Partial assessments Ranking of values

III
What values should be protected?

The choice of values 
based on ranking

The chosen values. 

IV To what extent should the values 
be protected?

The chosen values. 
Scope/subject of 
protection

The value hierarchy adopted by the authors consists of three levels. At the first level the fol-
lowing values were selected for consideration: 

–	 founders and history (Fh),

–	 age (Ag),

–	 integration with environment (Ie),

–	 preservation state (Ps),

–	 historical documentation (Hd),

–	 implemented non-structural changes (Cn),

–	 implemented structural changes (Cs),

–	 bequest value (Bq),

–	 symbol value (Sy).

AHP method [36] was applied in assessing the relative importance of the above-mentioned 
criteria and the assessor compared20 all possible combinations of these values in pairs by answer-
ing specific questions, e.g. – “Is value A of this monument: 

–	 definitely less important, 

–	 significantly less important, 

–	 less important,

–	 slightly less important, 

–	 equally important,

–	 slightly more important,

–	 more important, 

–	 significantly more important,

–	 definitely more important,

than value B?”

20	U sing a 9-point Saaty’s scale, see: [36], R.W. Saaty, ‘The Analytic Hierarchy Process-What It Is and how it 
is used,’ Math. Modelling, vol. 9, no. 3–5, 1987, pp. 163.
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Founders and history (Fh) are

implemented structural changes (Cs).

Integration with environment (Ie) is

implemented structural changes (Cs).

State of preservation (Ps) is

Bequest (Bq).

This style of relative assessment is presented in the best way by the following three tables 
showing results gained after comparing historical values with implemented structural changes, 
environmental integration with implemented structural changes and the state of conservation with 
the value of bequest. The relative assessment in the third case would be presented as follows: 
“the value of the state of conservation is equally important or slightly less important than its value 
as an object of national bequest”. 

The determined relative importance of the presented criteria was as follows:

Fh		 0.120731893

Ag		 0.068855693

Ie		  0.124087605

Ps		 0.140763381

Hd		 0.124533563

Cn		 0.075681916

Cs		 0.077966247

Bq		 0.142728911

Sy		 0.124650791

Basing on the above assessments of importance of the main criteria (values from the first 
levels of hierarchy), the same ‘expert’ gave score in 1–5 scale to particular values of this specific 
monument, according to his own interpretation of the White Card records existing for this monu-
ment. Afterwards, these points were ‘weighed’ by multiplying them by the above-mentioned rela-
tive importances. 
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Bearing in mind the accepted sample set of values, a hypothetical ‘expert no. 2’ was applied 
in the assessment process. After obtaining simulated assessment ratings, the results of both as-
sessments were averaged. The average number of points in 1–5 scale, i.e. 4.28, means the de-
cision in Stage 1: ’YES, enter in Register A’. Additionally, we received (Stage 2), as presented in 
Figure 1, percentage shares providing information on how significant the individual values for the 
final result ‘YES’ were. 

Fig. 1.	 Share of individual criteria (values) in hypothetical decision on entering an object in the Register.

As a result of analysing the reasons behind protecting a historic monument or site, we come 
to conclusion that hypothetical recommendation given by ‘unprofessional expert’ focusing pre-
dominantly on the White Card, suggests that s.s. Visitationists church in Warsaw should be pro-
tected mostly (stage 3) due to its values of: national bequest (Bq = 16,7%), state of preservation 
(Ps = 16,4%), symbol value (Sy = 14,6%) and integration with environment (Ie = 14,5%). The other 
5 assessed values (age, founders and history, descriptions and historical documentation, struc-
tural and non-structural changes) are jointly two times less significant as the reason for protect-
ing this monument than 4 values indicated in the assessment process. Hence, it was possible 
to effectively use monument-related information acquired from the government in order to make 
final decision on entering a historic monument or site into the register, just as in case of work [26] 
presenting application of MCDA to classification of specific assets in India and listing them using 
the right protection grades. Moreover, it was also possible to determine a set of the most important 
monument values that should be preserved in the first instance.

3.6	Supporting conservation decisions

According to various publications, the research on using MCDA methods applied in order to 
select the best conservation procedures and to do quality assessment of the works carried out was 
initiated in Greece in 2008 [37, 38]. The decision-making systems use technical, physical, chemical 
and economic criteria that specify what conservation value a specific procedure has. Although the 
said criteria are not monument values, application of MCDA methods refers to heritage protection. 
As it can be deduced from publications, the subject has not found followers until the year 2014. 

Paper [28] will open our presentation of these works in sequence. This publication is focused 
on assessing the conservation-related effects of applying consolidation materials used in cultural 
heritage protection. The publication involves a general discussion on the proposed system, which 
supports the decision-making process applied to assess usefulness of organic and non-organic 
materials, nano-particle lime and alkoxysilanes. The authors present 10 assessment criteria that are 
not object values but instead, they characterize the results of stone consolidation. For the assess-
ment purposes it was assumed that consolidation should provide sufficient increase in hardness, re-
sistance to environmental factors while keeping the original colour, chemical compatibility, adequate 
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depth of penetration of the used agents, absorption capacity, meeting the required standards. 
Moreover, the materials should be easily accessible. There is also the ‘inversibility’ criterion, which is 
used probably instead of the commonly applied ‘reversibility’, i.e. reversibility of procedures.

Publication [29] is another work of Greek scientists from National Technical University of 
Athens. This publication provides results obtained by applying multi-criteria analysis method 
used for evaluating cleaning works carried out on the capital of the column in National Museum 
of Archaeology in Athens. Cleaning methods included three different types of compresses and 
wet ‘sandblasting’ with micro-particles of calcium carbide (diameter below 80μm). Basing on in 
situ measurements, performance of which involved application of three methods, i.e. Scanning 
Electron Microscopy with Energy Dispersion by X-ray Analysis Laser Profilometry and Colorimetry, 
it was possible to determine six parameters characterizing the already used cleaning treatments: 

–	 patina preservation index (%),
–	 preservation index of gypsum layer (%), 
–	 fracture density (%),
–	 actual/projected area ratio,
–	 roughness (μm), 
–	 total colour difference. 

Basing on the above measurements, the decisive system calculated Cleaning Performance 
Index (CPI) for each of the four cleaning methods. The Index could be unacceptable, moderate, 
acceptable or optimal-advised. The described methodology was tested on three different marble 
surfaces of the Museum premises. 

Recently, on ESRAC conference21 organised in Florence in June 2014, a group of scientists 
from Spain presented a paper [30] on using MCDA methods to measure effects of carrying out 
consolidation treatments and hydrofobisation of stones that were used as building material for 
Jerez de la Frontera Cathedral in Cádiz province of Spain. 

The procedure adopted by the authors consists of six steps, starting from identifying criteria 
applied for evaluating conservation procedures to applying the accepted MCDA methods in order 
to create final ranking of in situ procedures.

The following attributes characterising conservation effects were accepted: weight increment, 
porosity variation, capillarity absorption, water desorption, US (ultrasound) rate, colour changes 
and accelerated weathering. 

Conference materials, however, include only summary of the work, yet it is probably worth 
monitoring whether complete research results will be published. 

3.7	C hapter summary

The presented issues of monument valuation in multi-criteria decision-making support do not 
include their mathematical basis and calculation formulas. The aforementioned examples were 
selected mainly on the basis of possibilities to discuss monument values as well as results and 
usefulness for further researches on applying MCDA methods in monument valuation.

Table 5, placed on the following pages, presents the data in a compact form that might be 
helpful for further analysis of dependency of the kinds of considered values of the object on the 
kind of decisive task. 

It summarizes related publications and indicates situations in which MCDA methods were ap-
plied. It also presents the number of decisive criteria, including the number of values used as criteria.

21	  6th European Symposium on Religious Art, Restoration & Conservation, 9–11 June, 2014.
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Table 5.	Publications on using MCDA in the issues of monument protection

Goal of the 
analysis

Number in 
bibliogr.

Country
Number of 

criteria
Number 
of values

Names of 
values

Comments;
sub-criteria

Management, 
state of 
conservation of 
archaeological 
site dependent 
on new utility 
function

[13] Italy 4 3 · landscape 
values

· future cultural 
development

· economic 
advantages

(current, entity 
of change, 
structures 
reversibility)
(maintenance 
of cultural 
characteristics, 
reversibility of 
intervention, 
accessibility 
to the study, 
respect for 
archaeological 
subsoil) 
(expenditure, 
economic return

Management, 
new utility 
function

[14] Taiwan 6 6 · cultural, 

· economic, 
· architectural,

· environmental, 

· social, 

· continuity 

(historical, 
artistic, 
authenticity and 
integrity)

(architectural 
character, 
technical value, 
materials and 
decorations of 
building)
(place, potential 
quality of 
surroundings)
(compatibility 
of newly 
introduced uses 
with existing 
public interest, 
social value, 
increasing 
of public 
awareness, 
involvement 
and support, 
increasing 
enhancing 
the role of 
communities)
(ecological 
and cultural 
sustainability)
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Goal of the 
analysis

Number in 
bibliogr.

Country
Number of 

criteria
Number 
of values

Names of 
values

Comments;
sub-criteria

Management, 
new function

[15, 33] Italy 3 2 · typology of 
historic asset,
· typological 
structure

multilevel 
hierarchy; 
there are also 
technical 
parameters:
· finishings 
(as a part of 
Reversibility);
and
· structure,
· fittings and 
decorative 
elements 
(as part of 
Invasiveness)

Management, 
use of building 
for touristic 
functions

[16] Italy 5

Management, 
the decision of 
order of taking 
up works. 

[19] South 
Korea

24
(on level 3) 

5
(on level 3) 

· academic 
significance,
· familiarity and 
preservation 
concerns
· regional 
significance
· functionality
· assigned 
classification

level 1: 
importance of 
cultural heritage:
level 2: – 
historical and 
architectural 
symbolism;

Management, 
priorities of 
protection and 
rebuilding.

[20] Lithuania 10 2 · value of 
building in terms 
of heritage;
· remains of 
architectural 
periods

architecture 
assessed in 
terms of 
· exclusivity, 
· authenticity, 
· purity and 
conformity with 
a respective 
epoch
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Goal of the 
analysis

Number in 
bibliogr.

Country
Number of 

criteria
Number 
of values

Names of 
values

Comments;
sub-criteria

Management, 
granting funds

[21] Slovenia 24 sub-criteria 
in 8 criteria

19 · educational,
· scientific,
· use,
· non-use,
· investment,
· architectural,
· integrity,
· rarity,
· spiritual-
religious, 
· newness,
· secular 
significance,
· landscape,
· spatial,
· structure,
· materials,
· previous 
interventions,
· archaeological,
· authenticity,
· technological

all of these 
values are 
present on the 
second level 
of hierarchy as 
sub-criteria

Management, 
granting funds

[22] Taiwan 10 3 · historical, 
· economic,
· touristic

on the second 
level of hierarchy

Management, 
risk 
assessment, 
conservation 
priorities

[17] Algeria 
– national 
park

9 6 · nature of 
ground surface,
· presence of 
sorce of water, 
· presence of 
vegetation,
· quality of 
vegetation,
· nature of slope 
(terrain),
· presence of 
fauna

a perfect 
illustration of a 
thesis that the 
set of values 
is dependent 
on the kind of 
heritage

Management, 
risk 
assessment

[18] Georgia 5 only natural 
threats and 4 
types of damage 
and type of 
building
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Goal of the 
analysis

Number in 
bibliogr.

Country
Number of 

criteria
Number 
of values

Names of 
values

Comments;
sub-criteria

Management, 
Spatial 
planning, 
sustainable 
development

[23] Italy 6 1 natural 
resources and 
landscape

among others 
:timber wood 
zones, special 
environmental 
interest 
wood zones, 
landscape and 
environmental 
interest 
agricultural 
zones

Management, 
Area 
development 
and planning

[24] Italy 3, 8, 22 
consecutively 
on three levels 

of hierarchy 

2 · cultural vitality 
(intangible 
heritage)
· valuable 
elements 
(cultural 
heritage)

on level 3:
in social 
infrastructure; 
in environmental 
infrastructure

Management
Area 
development 
and planning, 
tolerated 
degree of 
alteration

Classification

[25] Italy 26 10 · urban 
landscape 
importance of 
buildings
· tendency to 
accumulated 
centrality of the 
historic centre
· presence of 
facades to be 
retained
· state of 
conservation of 
building
· presence of 
high quality 
fabric built
· presence of 
buildings from 
before 1860
· presence 
of alterations 
(discontinuities 
with the rest of 
the fabric),
· persistence 
of buildings 
(in relation 
to historical 
thresholds)
· degree of 
uniformity in 
relation to the 
earliest historic 
threshold 
adopted
· degree of 
uniformity of 
details and 
finishes in 
relation to 
number of 
storeys.

of single building

of urban 
complex
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Goal of the 
analysis

Number in 
bibliogr.

Country
Number of 

criteria
Number 
of values

Names of 
values

Comments;
sub-criteria

Classification, 
categories of 
protection

[26] India, 
West 
Bengal

3
(in 1989 
version)
9 (in the 
newer 

version)

3

8

· historical, 
· architectural, 
· usability
additionally:
· sociocultural 
· integrity, 
· accessibility,
· public opinion,
· local response,

and additionally
·signs of 
deterioration

Classification [27] Poland 9 9 · history and 
founders
· age
· integration with 
· environment
· state of 
preservation
· historical 
documentation
· non-structural 
changes
· structural 
changes
· bequest value
· symbol value

Conservation,
choice of 
materials 

[28] Greece 9 technical, 
physical, and 
chemical, and 
economic 
criteria

Conservation,
assessment 
of effects of 
cleaning

[29] Greece 5 physical and 
geometrical 
quantities 
measured on 
the surface of 
wall

Conservation,
choice of 
materials

[30] Spain Technical and 
physicochemical 
criteria

4.	CONCLUSIONS

Objects can be considered cultural heritage only when they are characterized by specific 
values of high intensity. This means that good heritage valuation systems should enable values 
to be selected objectively and the degree of intensity of such values that exists in the object 
itself to be assessed objectively. The modern methods supporting decision-making process 
can be perfectly applied in such cases. The multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) applied in 
monument valuation shows that using results of operational research broadens our perspective 
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on monument valuation and offers tools that were tested in multiple domains of life. Adapting these 
tools to the needs of monument conservation environment requires undertaking joint actions by 
specialists from both fields and can result in creating a new, important, and necessary multidisci-
pline research platform. 

Monument value derives from features (attributes) of a historic monument, both tangible and 
intangible ones. Additionally, the tangible attributes are measured by applying various units (per-
centage, currency, kilometres of distance from public transport, age of the object, level of authen-
ticity) and quantities (from fractions to millions). Hence, there is an objective psychological difficulty 
of comparing such values. Furthermore, adopting an insufficient number of valuation features may 
result in neglecting important values. On the other hand, increasing the number of features makes 
it impossible to rationally compare them. 

Moreover, economic, social, and environmental factors, as well as cultural conditioning etc. 
exert influence on a value. The features of monuments should be also perceived in the context of 
passing time. Consequently, there are contexts of the past, the present and the future. Additionally, 
different stakeholders can perceive the same monument from different perspectives. 

A thorough monument valuation should integrate both different contexts and the possibility 
to compare multiple measurable or non-measurable values. 

The discussed examples indicate that it is relatively easy to separate valuation processes 
concerning the scope of heritage protection and the decisions on applying such protection from 
valuation processes, in which financial aspects play the important role. It is therefore advanta-
geous to divide the sets of features of heritage valuation into at least two sub-sets: 1) for inscribing 
into the register and determining the scope of protection and 2) for preserving heritage, including 
allocating funds for further protection and conservation works. 

In the first case the set of valuation features basically results from the body of law reflected 
in currently binding national regulations and international legal documents. Hence, the number of 
stakeholders is remarkably limited and it is easier to work on the MCDA applied in making deci-
sions on monument protection and its potential scope. 

In this context it was a good decision to add “an comprehensive valorisation of historic mon-
uments determining their real and actual values” where “arrangements and experiences relat-
ing to the protection of sites inscribed in the UNESCO World Heritage List as well as important 
international documents recommended by ICOMOS will indicate which strategies and assess-
ment criteria will be deployed” [39] to the agenda of the National Centre for Historical Monument 
Studies and Documentation. However, given the development of MCDA usage that occurred in 
the period of three years after creating this agenda, we can consider the assumed limitations stat-
ing that everything is going to be based on “patterns that are currently implemented in England by 
English Heritage” to be inadequate with current knowledge. The writings review included herein 
proves that, in order to avert subjective and questionable decisions, it is worth using widely known 
MCDA methods; not to make automatic decisions, but to provide clarity and make the evaluation 
process behind this decision more objective.

The analysed writings prove that, on the basis of available information and legally binding 
regulations on legally protected values, it might be possible to undertake works on developing a 
ranking of values (attributes of the monument) which are applied as decisive criteria on the stage 
of registering a monument as well as on further stages of its existence. Especially MCDA could 
be used to support decisions on prioritising conservation works, urban issues, prioritising 
financial assistance aimed at monument protection, and the choice of a new utility func-
tion that would be served by historical properties. According to writings review, those are the 
main strands in which MCDA is applied in heritage protection. 
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Developing appropriate MCDA methods and adopting registry records or providing them 
with heritage values acquired as a result of applying such methods should make monument pro-
tection easier inter alia in case of arguments with developers and urban planners as well as in case 
of making the above-mentioned decisions within heritage management.

It is obvious that in conservation field the only MCDA methods that can be suggested are 
the ones that are acceptable and provide full transparency of the ways of developing alternative 
decisions, because in such important matters as national heritage protection and management, 
decisions and procedures supporting them have to be open, clear and understandable. The sug-
gested decisions cannot result from ‘black box’ operations as this could exert equally harmful 
influence as in the case of out-of-substantive decisions based on personal, political or financial 
preferences.
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Iwona Szmelter

Introduction to values assessment visual arts

Assessing cultural heritage values is an open record of ideas of diverse cultures and civiliza-
tions. The distance of time is needed for synthesizing the concept of cultural heritage.1 As a result, 
attributes of values of contemporary heritage are difficult to be defined these days in status nascendi, 
although they are really needed to prevent its destruction. Values assessment is even more complex 
and necessary due to the new, broader understanding of meaning of the cultural heritage in the 21st 
century, combining legacy of culture and nature, as well as material, intangible, and digital heritage. 

The aim of this study is to describe proposed values assessment methods of the contem-
porary wide range of cultural heritage values, with particular reference to visual art heritage. This 
paper presents a hypothesis about the need for broader, multi-criteria approach to values as-
sessment and heritage protection. The term ‘visual arts’ refers to different areas of artistic output 
perceived visually; nowadays, the term is used instead of traditional terms, e.g. fine arts, as the 
previously used phrases are less adequate in the face of modern art phenomena, e.g. environ-
ment, performance, installation, hybrid, total art, and others.2

It is assumed that values assessment should be compatible with new understanding of herit-
age and ethics, i.e. adopting holistic perspective of study when analysing each work of art indi-
vidually. Due to rich and diverse cultural heritage resources, this approach can be an ‘acrobatic’ 
challenge. In this resource, visual arts probably have the most diverse character and institutions 
dealing with arts are perfectly aware of this fact. It is mainly due to these institutions that people 
have at least basic idea of arts, or Artworld (term coined by Arthur Danto),3 including conceptual 
art, the ready-made, and other modern forms related with the decline of art, which, however, 
is only apparent since the said forms have already entered ‘heritage bloodstream’.

High social status of arts, its function and its prestige in the society is based on strong re-
lations between individual works of art and history, starting from prehistory and finishing at the 
modern times.4 Nowadays, arts institutions play a crucial role in this relation by pursuing specific 
policy and selecting modern and contemporary objects properly.5

1	 D. Gillman, The Idea of Cultural Heritage, Cambridge University Press, 2010, passim.
2	 PWN Encyclopedia, http://encyklopedia.pwn.pl/haslo.php?id=3983522, (accessed 10.07.2014), 

Key Contemporary Thinkers, (eds.) Vickery J., Costello, D., Berg, New York, 2007, p. 3.
3	 A. Danto, ‘The Artworld’, The Journal of Philosophy, vol. 61, no. 19, 1964, pp. 574–6. Notes in: A. Danto, 

The Artworld: Journal of Philosophy, Cracow, Jagiellonian University Press, 2006, pp. 7–35.
4	 G. Dickie, Art and Value, Wiley-Blackwell, 2001, pp. 98–104.
5	 Peter Bűrger, by using the concept of ‘institution of art ’ describes a social frame in which a work of art is 

created and experienced. The author suggests existence of social status of art, its functions and prestige 
in the society that anticipates relations between an individual work of art and history. in: Bürger, P. Theorie 
der Avantgarde. Suhrkamp Verlag1974. English translation University of Minnesota Press, 1984, 90
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In reality, interpretation of the assessment of the value of arts has been facing obstacles for 
over 200 years, i.e. since ideological liberation, including romantic changes and deliverance of 
art from a ‘stiff corset’ of technique-related rules. Freedom of artistic expression has become a 
fact. This challenge is particularly risky for values assessment, especially at the times when visual 
arts are so broadly defined. This concerns both traditional and new forms, which are often non-
durable, conceptual or put on the sidelines of mass art.6

New, multi-criteria understanding of the heritage

The philosophy of protecting heritage values assumes that cultural existence is reflected at 
each, also contemporary, stage of human development. It is rooted in human nature and reflected 
in the present times. As a result, people should aim at describing it in good time, as well as at 
considering philosophical aspects of assessing values of modern art and taking steps to protect, 
save, and transfer it to the future. 

Nowadays, the theory of maintaining cultural artefacts consists of elements of different ori-
gin and values assessment sources. Theories formulated in accordance with historical relativism 
developed at the beginning of the 20th century by Alois Riegl,7 Max Dvořák8 as well as the theory 
of restoration proposed by Cesare Brandi9 in 1963, are still valid. According to Brandi, restoration 
of works of art involves identifying and recognizing a work of art in its physical form as well as 
polarizing values and their twofold interpretation, i.e. aesthetic and historical. This is an example 
of a critical interpretation of a work of art. It is interpretation of values made by viewers according 
to their perception. The aforementioned theories have a common denominator, i.e. protection of 
values of the originals as well as superiority of conservation over restoration. Currently, they are 
considered to be a classic canon of theory and their main assumptions exist now in the structure 
of documents and have become ubiquitous due to several countries ratifying the Venice Charter 
from 1964. It happened in accordance with the rules of convergence – similarities in social mod-
ernization that were introduced in the 1960s. In compliance with the rules, as a result of social 
development, diverse societies, aims, economies, and countries are gradually becoming similar to 
each other. In the process of adopting western models of culture, the Anglicism ‘westernization’ 
has become widespread. This model defines pro-Western tendencies in art, also referred to as 
Americanisation, ‘occidentalisation’. Contemporary globalisation is another step in the process of 
standardizing and becoming increasingly similar, even despite significant differences among soci-
eties. Such tendencies contradict the attempt to keep cultural diversity to be perceived as a value 
of cultural distinctiveness. Apart from them, there are also such reactions as rejection and reform-
ism.10 Buddha statues in Bamiyan, nonexistent statues that were held in central Afghanistan at 
Band-e Amir lake, exemplify rejection of values introduced by a ‘different’ culture. In 2001, Afghan 
Taliban destroyed the statues cut in a rock by Buddhist monks in the 6th century. Reformism unites 
global trends in protection of art values all over the world.

6	 B. Buchloh, Neo-avantgarde and Culture Industry: Essays on European and American Art from 1955 to 
1975, MIT Press, 2001.

7	 A. Riegl, ‘Der moderne Denkmalkultus. Sein Wesen und seine Entstehung, 1903’, in A. Riegl, Gesammelte 
Aufsätze, Augsburg/Vienna, Filser, 1929, pp. 144–93.

8	 M. Dvořák, ‘Katechizm opieki nad zabytkami’, in P. Kosiewski, J. Krawczyk (ed.), Zabytek i historia, trans. 
R. Kasperowicz, Oficyna Mówią Wieki, 2002.

9	 C. Brandi, Teoria del restauro, Turin, Einaudi, 1963; C. Brandi, Teoria restauracji, trans. M. Kijanko. 
G. Bassile and I. Szmelter (eds.), Warsaw, 2006.

10	 S. Huntington, Zderzenie cywilizacji, Warsaw, Muza, 2007, pp. 105–115.
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The attitude towards values of the cultural heritage set in the western civilization is based, as 
far as heritage protection is concerned, on the awareness of the meaning of originals. Authenticity 
of a work of art is the most essential of all features transmitted since the beginning of its existence; 
from material evidence of its presence through the chain of events in its history. Moreover, authen-
ticity refers to the existence of art in time and space, its unique existence in a place for which it 
was created. The presence of the original is of supreme importance for the concept of authenticity. 
Although technical reproduction has no direct influence on the original work of art, it is assumed 
that, as a result, its quality and authenticity become always impaired.11

In a wider perspective, the western version of the heritage value protection theory deals not 
only with originals, preserving the idea, and stopping disintegration of the matter, but also with the 
aspect of personal and group identity, i.e. caring, more than ever before in history, for heritage.12 
Attention is also paid to intangible values and the meaning of Eastern philosophy. Issues related 
with generation continuity provide a basis for the theory of human cultural activity. However, inter-
generational transfer encounters obstacles at every civilization crossroads and the beginning of 
the new age.13

Taking into account the fact that undoubtedly people are facing yet another turning point of 
civilization, numerous authors make an effort to understand changes concerning the latest visual 
art, including installations: “Strong attachment to ethics of authenticity, the original, and to histori-
cal correctness is highly controversial in the field of art and hence, it fails to keep up with ephem-
eral character of installation art. Original objects are honoured and everything that resembles, 
exchanges them or does not derive from originals becomes taboo. As a result of re-launched, re-
peated exhibitions, it is possible that at the end no ‘original’ element will be used, e.g. architecture, 
space, light, electronic components, media, audio or visual elements.”14 It turns out that destroyed 
replicas of works of art, emulations, repetitions of virtual works of art, are fully accepted. However, 
they have to be based on documentation concerning the original as well as defined by social 
sense of culture, collective memory, and attitude to mutual duties. 

Since the beginning of the 21st century, social and economic sciences promoting ideas of 
social participation in heritage conservation and preservation have taken the lead in values as-
sessment.15 Salvador Muñoz Viñas claims there is a conflict between stakeholders, ‘social sus-
tainability’, changes of understanding heritage functions, as well as interpreting market aims and 
protecting values in the theory of conservation.16 Current legal norms and the role of ethics be-
come extremely important in defining agreement frames. Additionally, the need for revising as-
sessment of values of cultural heritage and contemporary visual arts is also increasing.

11	 J. Thomas (ed.), ‘Reading images’, in Readers in Cultural Criticism, New York, Palgrave Macmillan, 2000, p. 64
12	 H. Pereira, ‘Contemporary trends in conservation: culturalization, significance and sustainability’, City & Time 

vol. 3(2), no. 2, http://www.ceci-br.org/novo/revista/docs2008/CT- 2008-104.pdf, (accessed 14.12.2013).
13	 I. Szmelter, ‘The contemporary theory of the conservation and restoration of cultural property: outline of 

issues (Współczesna teoria konserwacji-restauracji dóbr kultury. Zarys zagadnień)’, Ochrona Zabytków, 
2006, no. 2, pp. 5–39.

14	 W. A. Real, ‘Toward guidelines for practices in the preservation and documentation of technology-based 
installation art,’ Journal of the American Institute for Conservation, no. 40, 2001, p. 216.

15	 M. de la Torre (ed.), ‘Assessing the Values of Cultural Heritage’, 2002, www.getty.edu/conservation/field_
projects/ values/values_publications.html (accessed 19.06. 2014).

16	 S. Muñoz Viñas, Contemporary Theory of Conservation, Oxford, Elsevier Butterworth Heinemann, 2005
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Assessment of values – a proposed structure 

This study presents a values assessment system based on two general categories: 

–	 cultural and historical values
–	 socio-economic values.

Values of the cultural heritage, particularly of visual arts, are related with critical assessment 
of both intellectual and practical approaches to solutions of the key problems that can be faced in 
heritage protection. The suggested multi-criteria analysis treats cultural heritage as a unity, which 
is material, intangible and digital. At the same time, in individual cases of visual art, each historic 
monument or site and object of modern art have their own, individual array of values. 

The proposed system of values consisting of two major categories and sub-categories is 
of great importance since the two general categories of values stem from humanities and socio-
economics. Their mutual connections in form of sub-criteria can be a useful key not only in 
objective recognition, but also in treatment, collections, maintenance, and exploitation projects. 
Moreover, the said connections can be helpful in gaining economic and social advantages and 
making profits. Mutual connections of subcategories should be adapted to individually valued 
works of art and specific values assessment needs. In order to facilitate orientation in the val-
ues assessment system, the categories have been presented in the extended table below. 
The names were taken from values assessment-focused discussions from author’s previous 
publications.17

17	 I. Szmelter, ‘New Values of Cultural Heritage and the Need for a New Paradigm Regarding its Care, 
CeROArt, http://ceroart.revues.org/3647; I. Szmelter, ‘Innovative Approach to the Complex Care of 
Contemporary Art’, Knowledge Tree, ed. and project of research in volume, Archetype London /ASP 
Warsaw, 2012; I. Szmelter, ‘An Equilibrium Towards ‘Less-More’ problems ? The Innovative Preservation 
of the Modern and Contemporary Heritage in Architectural Space,’ Fabbrica della Conoscenza vol. 16, 
Naples, 2012; I. Szmelter, ‘Sztuka totalna czy dychotomia. Klasyczna i nowoczesna sztuka w dokumen-
tacji i owork’, in Ł. Guzek (ed.), Sztuka i Dokumentacja, vol. 5, 2011; I. Szmelter, ‘Arbeitsplatz – kod; ma-
teria, miejsce, przestrzeń i pamięć (Arbeitsplatz – code; matter, place, space, memory)’, Mirosław Bałka, 
Salon Akademii, ASP, Warsaw 2011; I. Szmelter, ‘Evolutionary Character of The Care of Cultural Heritage; 
The Role of Pre-Acquisition,’ IIAS, Baden-Baden, 2011; I. Szmelter, ‘Rethinking a New Complex Science 
and Care of the Heritage of Visual Art’, in Art & Science, International Conference on System Research, 
Informatics and Cybernetics, IIAS, Baden-Baden, 2010; I. Szmelter, ‘Ochrona zbiorów – wspólnota działań 
ekonomicznych i etycznych ( Collection’s protection – a synergy between ethical and economic activi-
ties)’, in: B. Gutowski and D. Folga-Januszewska (eds), Ekonomia Muzeum, Polish-British conference and 
workshops for museologists under auspices of MKiDN, Warsaw, UKSW, 2010; I. Szmelter, ‘New Frame 
for the Preservation of Modern Art and Culture Heritage,’ in U. Schaedler-Saub, A. Weyer (eds.), Theory 
and Practice of the Preservation of Modern and Contemporary Art – Postprints of International Symposium 
Theory and Practice in Conservation of Modern Art: Reflections on the Roots and on the Perspectives, 
Hildesheim, Hoernemann Institute, HAWK, January 13–14 2009, London, Archetype Publications, 2010.
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CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL VALUES SOCIO-ECONOMIC VALUES

Artistic value;
It is assumed that artistic values become 
visible as a result of exploring heritage;
Along with socially accepted values, there is 
also a relative artistic value – congruence with 
contemporary creation will, 

Economic heritage value as a source of:
–	 social well-being,
–	 cultural tourism, 
–	 providing workplaces, etc.

Aesthetic value;
–	 including aesthetic and educational value of 

the past,
–	 demonstrating aspects of contemporary 

aesthetics (visual attractiveness), etc.

Educational value for social development;
–	 heritage as an evidence of continuous de-

velopment and evidence of its importance, 
–	 building the sense of social well-being, etc.

Historical values; 
–	 protecting historical character of areas,
including memorial value (historic places and 
places important for the image of the place),
–	 history of ideas and people ( human 

memory),
–	 national value, 
–	 mission value (educational message 

‘the past for the future’), etc.

Social values; 
–	 acquiring and extending knowledge for 

stimulating social development,
–	 value of maintaining regional and local 

specificity,
–	 providing workplaces,
–	 the value of information and ‘market’ value 

for emulating and recreating historic events, 
battles, etc.

Identity and identification value;
–	 the role of cultural heritage in social identity; 

global, regional, individual,
–	 self-development

Functional values;
–	 use value
–	 as evidence of function in past human activ-

ity; idea and performance, etc.
–	 workplaces

Scientific value;
significance of research, discoveries, value 
of methods and technology (heuristics in 
creativity, significance of discoveries and new 
theories)

Social values increasing social participation in 
heritage, arts (so-called ‘reflective society’), 
–	 influence of heritage value (material, intan-

gible, digital) on selecting the right tourism 
model

Emotional values;
–	 for evoking historical or aesthetic feelings
–	 developing empathy and understanding of 

heritage continuity (genius loci)
–	 rarity value, uniqueness, exceptionality

The value of ‘cultural product’ – establishing 
identity by;
–	 regional, political value,
–	 value for minority groups,
–	 digital, situational replay of historic events for 

the purposes of cultural tourism,
–	 reproduction ability (mass influence),

Authenticity value;
–	 holism in the modern understanding of the 

entire meaning of authenticity – matter and/
or idea; 

–	 veracity of heritage in the field of material, 
intangible and digital heritage 

–	 ideology issues in participation approach to 
cultural heritage values

Operational value:
–	 usefulness to a creator and a receiver in 

activities they carry out mutually;
–	 potential value for future use and generation 

of values
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Document values:
–	 as an evidence, a document of human activ-

ity in the past (idea and performance); 
–	 archival value for preserving material culture, tech-

nology, political ideas value, regional value, etc.

Social and administrative values;
for organizing forms of social life for diverse 
generations and groups,
educational – from kindergarten to senior,
relaxing,
rehabilitative

Integrity – means completeness in terms of 
both an object and its historical aspect. 
Integrity allows us to specify the extent 
to which (how well) the assessed object 
represents a specific period or a theme that it 
is to illustrate. 
Integrity of visual arts postulates transfer of 
values, which is compatible with creators’ 
intention.

Value for building the image and a trademark 
e.g. of a person, product, place, region – by its 
relation to historic event, tradition or a figure 
(association), artists’ copyright 

Creative value;
the work of human creative genius – artistic or 
technical, style of an object ( design ) 

Novelty value;
satisfies natural human pleasures and curiosity 
about the new; change of management

Cultural values in space:
location of an object (location), project in a 
sense of system of elements creating a form, 
a plan, genius loci, influence of a structure of a 
work of art exerted on space, 
physical setting of an object (setting) 

Value of cultivating local craft;
Craft skills present in a specific culture 
in a specific period (workmanship), 
continuation of a natural character of a setting, 
relationship of a human being with material 
of which the object is made in a given epoch 
(materials) 

Table 1.	Cultural and historical values and contemporary socio-economic values based on current knowledge 
and application of new terms. 

The recommended values assessment structure was presented in full version on Inteerim 
Meeting ICOM-CC, Working Group and Theory in Copenhagen in May 2013 and published after-
wards for CeROArt in form of a text and tables.18 Below, a number of considerations over a justifi-
cation of the proposed values assessment system are presented. 

Revolution of forms of art and introduction of digital heritage

Systems applied in the values assessment of contemporary visual art focus on its dichot-
omy. On one hand, traditional disciplines work perfectly, but on the other hand, art forms have 
been being transformed for over two hundred years. The transformation is a consequence of 
a romantic vision of artist-creator and subsequently, of contemporary and modern arts. Thus, 
we have to face an alternative whether to accept the fact that the art is free in its transforma-
tions, or to defend inherited, traditional artistic canon. Since it is impossible to stop the course 
of history, the answer to this question seems to be obvious. Recently born e-culture and open 
form of existing art of digital media implicates virtual character of an artistic object and its her-
itage. The new system of values ​​is created by the participation in the e-protected heritage  
free sharing of content and ideas valuation.

18	 See: I. Szmelter, ‘New Values of Cultural Heritage and the Need for a New Paradigm Regarding its Care,’ 
CeROArt, http://ceroart.revues.org/3647, (accessed 20.07.2014).
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In contemporary art, the term ‘time-based media’ refers to installations that ‘exist in ontologi-
cal sense between performance and sculpture (...) and the distinctive features include lasting and 
experiencing them in a context of the passing time’.19 Life span of art installations depends on 
individual character of art and it is not limited to permanent matter.20 On the other hand, a profes-
sional register and documentation, frequently kept in digital form, prevents this kind of art from 
being transitory. Digital culture, being developed in front of our eyes, extends the message of the 
value of transitory art and gives new ‘life after life’. As we strongly believe that we live at the turning 
point of our civilization, we should try to describe the philosophy of change and look for a key to 
revise assessment of cultural heritage values. 

Philosophical and social re-orientation

After radical changes had occurred in art, there was a mental breakthrough in traditional 
knowledge about arts and in the way people care about art heritage. Philosophy of assessing 
visual art values is based on cultural relativism as presented in theoretical outline provided by Alois 
Riegl. According to the outline, validity of a specific judgement depends on generally accepted 
assumptions, opinions or cultural bases. Therefore, optimal values assessment should be car-
ried out exclusively in the context of system in which expressed opinions refer to understanding 
recipients. Over time, this system of communication between different cultures and generations 
becomes a tradition and functions as a social norm. According to Habermas, in case of the lack of 
such bases, it is practically impossible for different cultures to understand each other.21 Nowadays, 
the meaning of mutual, conceptual bases necessary to find common ground and moral norms of 
behaviour is increasing. Values assessment involves therefore contrasting relativism, perceived as 
respect for cultural heritage, without absolutism in assessment. In the assessment of the artistic 
value of visual art, cultural relativism means adopting an open attitude towards conducting re-
searches, rejecting value indicators used in assessing the value of one’s own culture as a measure 
of assessing the value of a different one. Variety of works of art depends on the context in which 
they have been created as well as on the social function they serve. Sometimes these functions 
involve creating artistic criticism that cannot be omitted, as it is proved in The State of Art Criticism 
edited by James Elkins and Michael Newman.22

George Dickie mentions changeability of the message conveyed art as well as the need for 
reformulating institutional definition of art: “A work of art, in terms of classification, is believed to be 
an artefact (...), purpose of which is to be presented to general public and art.”23 His ‘institutional 
theory of art’ reveals that an object created by an artist is not a work of art but an artefact, which, 
as a result of specific standards set by the society, can gain a status of a work of art. According 
to Roman Ingarden, Polish philosopher and phenomenologist, relativity of assessment is natural. 
Whereas the said assessment includes an objective scale of artistic values of interpreting a work 

19	 P. Laurenson, Developing Strategies for the Conservation of Installations incorporating Time-based 
Media. Gary Hill’s between Cinema and Hard Place, 2004, www.tate.org.uk. See also: P. Laurenson, The 
Management of Display Equipment in Time-based Media Installation, 2005, www.tate.org.uk.

20	 M. Jadzińska, ‘The Lifespan of Installation Art’, in T. Scholte, G. Wharton (eds.), Inside Installations; Theory 
and Practice in the Care of Complex Artworks, Amsterdam University Press, 2011, pp. 11–21.

21	 J. Habermas, ‘A Genealogical Analysis of the Cognitive Content of Morality’, in C. Cronin and P. de Greiff 
(eds), The Inclusion of the Other, Studies in Political Theory, Cambridge 1998, pp. 3–46.

22	 J. Elikins, M. Newman (eds), The State of Art Criticism, New York – London, Routlege, 2008, 
http://www.tartumuliseb.net/State_of_Art_Criticism.pdf, (accessed 10 May 2014).

23	 G. Dickie, p. 107.
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of art, aesthetic values and experiences are included in the subjective sphere.24 Value qualities 
(artistic and aesthetic) perceived collectively in the spirit of phenomenology, involve visual arts 
included in the canon of traditional artistic disciplines and disciplines related with the artistic ones 
that resulted from development of civilisation, e.g. photography. Rebellion against ‘homogeniza-
tion’ of cultures creates new cultural patterns as cultural heritage value, e.g.: awareness of indi-
vidual meaning of a human being, behaviour, uniqueness(rarity).25 Counterculture becomes a form 
of protest against unifying forms of art, producing goods in factories, and popularizing, generally 
speaking, commercialization of the world. Nowadays, numerous artists become famous after cre-
ating or being involved in a scandal. Shock has existed in art since the beginning of the 20th cen-
tury, starting with Marcel Duchamp’s presentation, which introduced changes. A urinal exhibited 
in 1917 as a sculpture called “Fountain” gave rise to the age of Dadaism, which is a conceptual 
art.26 At the same time, these changes had initiated hermeticity of the new art and the rejection of 
its values by traditional thinkers in great part of society. 

New experiences in semiotics, post-structuralism, psychoanalysis, cultural studies, etc. be-
came new sources of inspiration for cognitive humanists. According to professionals, modern 
visual art cannot be limited to theory and definition. Art is internally free, can move around different 
worlds and reject dogmas and definitions.27

Reorientation of attitudes in the assessment of cultural heritage values refers to the 
approach to heritage protection rules. Antimony ‘modern art vs. traditional art’ presented in lit-
erature concerns attitudes towards values, including authenticity. It seems to be artificial from the 
perspective of culture continuity. The only aspects that change are values assessment perception 
tools, which extend the concepts by including aspects of heritage and its conservation.28 

Due to the links between material and intangible values and their different typology, e.g. in 
case of architecture, relics of techniques or visual art, no clear scenario is possible. Marie-Theres 
Albert explains: “When we think about cultural heritage, most frequently we can see material her-
itage. I do not agree with this one-sided view. A building itself, a heritage or historical object will 
neither determine experiences nor shape identity. Even the most authentic cultural goods of, fol-
lowing the UNESCO terminology, ‘universal value’, become more significant for identity only when 
they are representative for convictions expressed by society.”29	

Defining meaning and determining values of a work of art does not concern only a matter 
and boundaries of the original.

24	R . Ingarden, The experience, the work of art, the valuation (Przeżycie, dzieło, wartość), Warsaw, 1971, 
passim.

25	O n the need of dealing with the theory: D. Lowenthal, ‘Authenticity: Rock of Faith or Quicksand Quagmire 
?Conservation’, The Getty Conservation Institute Newsletter, vol. 14, no. 3, 1999.

26	 See: http://www.understandingduchamp.com, (access 10.06.2014).
27	 A. Clark, ‘Feature-Placing and Proto-Objects,’ Philosophical Psychology, vol. 17, no. 4, 2004, 

pp. 443–469.
	R . A. Rensink, The Dynamic Representation of Scenes. Visual Cognition, vol. 7(1/2/3), 2000, pp. 17–42.
28	 B. Lagerqvist, ‘A System Approach To Conservation And Cultural Resources’, http://cipa.icomos.org/filead-

min/papers/olinda/99c101.pdf.
29	 M.T. Albert, ‘Kultura, dziedzictwo, tożsamość (Culture, Heritage, and Identity),’ in M. Murzyn, J. Purchla 

(eds), Dziedzictwo Kulturowe w XXI wieku, Szanse i Wyzwania (Cultural Hertage in the 21st Century, 
Opportunitirs and Challenges), Cracow, MCK, 2007, p. 50. 
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Attitudes to cultural heritage have always been changing in the history and were related with 
different attitudes adopted by patrons and rulers, with theories and conceptions of authenticity 
consisting of different levels: both culturally, and on the timeline30.

 Nara Document on Authenticity published in 1994 introduced new broader understanding of the 
meaning and ideas related with authenticity. It also changed connotations attached to cultural heritage 
objects.31 Taking account of a specific character of work, i.e. material and ideological, one could state 
that even the basic questions concerning the way in which these two factors are preserved in visual 
arts, require conducting research, preparing documentation, gathering first-hand information, i.e. infor-
mation obtained from an artist or from reliable data collected in the period in which a work of art was 
created. This information will define what kind of work of art it is: whether it is stylistically homogeneous 
or a palimpsest and to what extent an object (that can be materially downgraded) conveys values and 
ideas developed by its creator. In other words, assessing values of a visual work of art involves a crucial 
factor, i.e. how ideas illustrated in a specific material convey author’s thoughts and intentions. 

Collectors and individuals engaged in museum work face a great challenge, i.e. answering the 
question on the extent to which reconstruction and emulation are allowed. The meaning of works of 
art, disintegration of which is unacceptable for us, implicates changes in how galleries and museums 
behave. It results in giving approval for such emulations.32 The imitation in question is controlled by 
professionals who assess validity of decisions, e.g. as in the case of emulating works of art exhibited 
in Tate in London:33 emulations made of Naum Gabo polyurethane changed into scrap metal or, re-
construction of sculptures created by Katarzyna Kobro and exhibited in Museum of Art in Łódź, which 
were ground-breaking for avant-garde, however were lost in war. Furthermore, preserving use values 
of heritage results in other problems. Chris Caple noticed something that obliges future generations: 
works of art are perceived as genuine objects created for specific reasons and based on specific 
ideas.34 Therefore, in case of functional objects of specific use, it is more important to maintain func-
tionality of a matter rather than its authenticity. Works of applied arts are not only evidence of their 
authors’ specific achievements, artistic will, and civilisation proof but one must also interpret them in 
order to understand their functions and make a potential decision about undertaking necessary re-
constructions. Authenticity, in case of the so-called time based media, can be described by defining 
character of the created works of art and by following artist’s concept.35 With regards to diverse cul-
tures, heritage values assessment provides no clear scenario. Glenn Wharton, by describing the con-
text and methods of working in Hawaii, presents communication with society when reconstructing a 
statue of a king of a local ethnic group. This example is a sort of reflection on diverse customs. It is a 
classic example of the aforementioned cultural relativism applied when a scientist does not measure 
a specific culture, which he is unfamiliar with, from the perspective of his own culture.36

30	 The author hereof in her previous article in SMART-VALUE volume ‘Valuation in conservation of cultural 
heritage throughout the time’ discusses historical changes.

31	 See: http://www.icomos.org/charters/nara-e.pdf.
32	 J.C. Marstine, The Routledge Companion to Museum Ethics: Redefining Ethics for the Twenty-First Century 

Museum, Routlege, 2011, p.486, (Google e-Book, 2012, p.512), http://books.google.pl/books/about/The_
Routledge_Companion_to_Museum_Ethics.html?id=YRPZDEfWI2UC&redir_esc=y, (access 2.06.2014). 

33	 Ibidem, Derek Pullen claims that the reconstruction of sculptures made of destroyed materials has been 
recognized as necessary, p.438

34	 Ch. Caple, Conservation Skills; Judgement, Method and Decision Making, Routledge, London – New York, 
2000, passim.

35	 P. Laurenson, Developing Strategies for the Conservation of Installations incorporating Time-based Media. 
Gary Hill’s between Cinema and Hard Place, 2004, www.tate.org.uk, See: P. Laurenson, The Management 
of Display Equipment in Time-based Media Installation, 2005, www.tate.org.uk.

36	 G. Wharton, The Painted King: Art, Activism, and Authenticity in Hawai’i, University of Hawai’i Press, 2011.
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For this reason, values assessment and also definition of authenticity are subject to exten-
sive, multi-criteria analysis conducted in broadly defined heritage, traditional disciplines of visual 
arts, as well as in modern and contemporary arts, ethnic arts, religious arts, etc.

Management of change. The need for revising ethics 
and new roles in professional heritage protection

Values assessment, research, theory, and conservation are on-going processes of changes 
resulting from the present. Professional discussions, artistic criticism studies, creating new roles 
consistent with shaping new ethical requirements respond to the need for re-orientation in protect-
ing heritage values. According to Andrzej Tomaszewski, “Conservation is not a religion and it can-
not be based on dogmas. Likewise, there is no theory that could be applied all the time. However, 
it is crucial to observe the world around us, analyse it and draw reasonable and valid conclusions 
concerning the present and the future. There is no alternative – we have to think and learn con-
stantly. In this sense, “Conservatio Est Aeterna Creatio”- conservation is eternal creation.”37 These 
issues are to be solved only by professionals and the problems cannot be approached with non-
chalance or under pressure of economy. 

Theory-oriented re-conceptualization of a discourse over ethical treatment of cultural herit-
age is based on values assessment processes. It is a dynamic social practice of great significance 
in projects that involve inter alia introducing changes in museums. Re-orientation is congruent 
with ethical discourse defined by social responsibility. It is specified by a need for making radical 
change aiming at increasing clarity and responsibility in protecting common heritage, e.g. re-defin-
ing museum ethics published in 2011 in a collective study conducted by 27 international experts, 
The Routledge Companion to Museum Ethics: Redefining Ethics for the Twenty-First Century 
Museum.38 Issues related with changes introduced in museums of the 21st century are presented 
in the said title in form of diverse aspects in activities carried out by museums in the areas of ex-
hibiting objects, carrying out marketing activities, encouraging society to participation, as well as 
taking responsibility at the moment of making a purchase (activation). The study shows that all 
the aforementioned aspects are related with a common issue of re-defining ethics, as ethics is 
involved in all spheres and sectors of museum-related activities. The thesis also reveals that it is 
necessary to make changes that define contemporary reception of culture in the 21st century, rela-
tions of museums with economic, social, political and technological powers, and their influence 
on constantly changing feelings and social sensitivity. Additionally, the publication also examines 
the contemporary code of ethics followed by museums, which is seen from the perspective of 
disciplines and methods that exerted the greatest influence on it. Moreover, it promotes radical 
changes in clarity and social responsibility in protecting common heritage values, as well as pre-
vents the legacy of the last two centuries from being simplified. 

Antidote to threats

Great transitoriness of the matter, techniques, and ideas, results in concerns about convey-
ing values of modern visual arts to future generations. The main problem in heritage protection 

37	 A. Tomaszewski, ‘Conservation: Its Future as a Discipline and Its Theory (Przyszłość konserwacji jako dy-
scypliny i jej teoria)’ in M. Murzyn, J. Purchla (ed.), Cultural Hertage in the 21st Century, Opportunities and 
Challenges (Dziedzictwo Kulturowe w XXI wieku, Szanse i Wyzwania), Cracow, MCK, 2007, pp. 169–170.

38	 J.C. Marstine, The Routledge Companion to Museum Ethics: Redefining Ethics for the Twenty-First Century 
Museum, desc., passim.
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frequently involves transitoriness, which is even intentionally declared by artists. On the basis of 
previous experiences, it is said that artistic programmes involving destruction, e.g. Futurist mani-
festos, go down in history due to values other than the ones that are included in the declared mot-
tos. Return and new meanings of futurism that we can observe and experience in culture nowa-
days, i.e. 100 years after futurism was created, show a different scale of assessing the value of the 
movement that has provided us with time distance. Therefore, in order to create ‘curatory conser-
vation’ aiming at maintaining heritage continuity, it has become particularly important to prepare 
proper documents and run registers, i.e. to apply prevention in the spirit of the aforementioned 
theory formulated by Cesare Brandi. Values assessment of ‘tangible’ products of the contempo-
rary culture is only seemingly simple. Not only does it require registration, but also taking meaning 
under proper consideration in terms of the values assessment system.

Moreover, also the issues of non-fixed relations between values assessment and the real life, 
in which art is a luxurious product, should be discussed. Due to mass media, multi-million prices 
of modern works of art break records, frequently as a consequence of coincidences or fads. 
When clients are not aware of risks, which can be reduced only by conducting multifaceted con-
servation researches, they can fall victims to fraudsters or individuals who are unaware of selling 
counterfeit assets. Due to insufficient knowledge in the field of assessing heritage values, people 
can lose their trust in the ‘object-value-canon’ triad, which has existed for centuries. Scientists 
suggest applying different methods for analysing the current issues related with cultural herit-
age.39 With respect to the assessment of heritage values, which is not related to ‘appraisal’, Sir 
Bernard Feilden and Jukka Jokilehto present the concepts of valorisation and values assessment 
in their theses published in UNESCO Management Guidelines for World Cultural Heritage Sites.40 
Co-participants of the process strongly related with heritage, economy, ‘management of change’ 
policy (management of change, as per B.M. Feilden) have to be socially credible.41

From the perspective of safeguarding and protecting heritage, the strategy of making deci-
sions involves, in fact, analysing values of heritage/works of art as well as discrepancies, which 
according to the society, result from ageing of transitory materials and loss of meanings conveyed 
by artists’ intentions/ideas. Consensus involves protecting the canon of traditional heritage, how-
ever not by discriminating contemporary art, but rather by examining possibilities of coexistence 
of different attitudes to considerable diversity of heritage resources.42 The process of increasing 
awareness of cultural value involves sharing and social participation (reflective society). In socio-
economic changes introduced in the 21st century, relying on ‘human resources’ requires broaden-
ing the scope of protection activities in order to cover increased number of new tasks. 

In case of protecting values of visual arts, research and conservation, the above-dis-
cussed purpose is fulfilled by a network of professionals, which is also a rich source of knowl-
edge exchange, e.g.: INCCA, an academic ENCoRE network, ICOM-CC – working group 

39	 See: Object, value, and canon have different significances in other historical and social contexts: http://
www.getty.edu/research/scholars/years/future.html.

40	 B.M. Feilden, J. Jokilehto, Management Guidelines for World Cultural Heritage Sites, Rome, UNESCO, 
ICOMOS, ICCROM, 1998, pp. 11–21.

41	 Tomaszewski, op cit., p.169.
42	 I. Hummelen, D. Sille, and M. Zijlmans (eds), Modern Art: Who Cares? Acts of the Congress Amsterdam 

1997, Foundation for the Conservation of Modern Art, Amsterdam, Netherlands Institute for Cultural 
Heritage, 1999, passim.
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of “Modern Materials and Contemporary Art” (full names and contact details available on-line)43 as 
well as in conference and symposium-related publications. The author of the said publication, by 
using the examples of the networks in question, observes phenomenon of digital culture develop-
ment. By participating in the said networks for over a decade, she observes their dynamics as well 
as great scientific and social potential. Theory of conservation uses predominantly Anglo-Saxon 
terms, i.e. conservation instead of restoration, which is of Latin origin. Jokilehto claims: “Instead of 
treating conservation and restoration as a direct interference in historic elements, we should re-
gard them as a kind of process that is based on critical assessment and recognition of the mean-
ing of the heritage.”44

In order to prove the theses, it was accepted to refer to case studies. This, however, is mis-
leading since the presented examples are based only on the most prominent achievements in the 
field of protection and conservation of visual art heritage, and also on international pilot projects. 
Meanwhile, values assessment practice shows that diversification of the contemporary art herit-
age does not allow us to use simple typology. Remedies for the problems in question include reg-
istering, keeping up-to-date documentation of forms of culture, and providing future generations 
with data that is easily accessible in the age of digital cultural transformation. Good practice can 
therefore result not only from storing current data about legacy but also from time distance. We 
should also mention that it also depends on respect for cultural relativism, complexity of knowl-
edge, overall attitudes towards multi-criteria assessment.

In order to summarise all the above observations about merging two values assessment cat-
egories suggested in this article, it must be emphasized that their usefulness depends on proper 
recognition, in the first instance, of culture- and history-related values. Generally, it is the first nec-
essary step in registering data, preparing documentation, and describing a work of art in ideologi-
cal and material sense. After conducting this basic examination of a work of art, science can be 
combined, in the second instance, with socio-economic values assessment needs, categories of 
‘sustainable development’, and holistic aspects of cultural heritage values assessment. In practice, 
both recognition and values assessment categories intertwine and multiple aspects depend on 
their multi-criteria analysis. 

Who makes decisions? An internal world of institutions of art

Taking azimuth of ethics and moral responsibility into consideration, we have to claim 
that values assessment processes should not rigidly stick to rules and doctrines.45 The code 
of conservation palaeontology allows us to adapt to individuum. Message and idea can come 

43	 See: INCCA – International Network of Conservation of Contemporary Art is a network of professionals 
connected to the conservation of modern and contemporary art; conservators, curators, scientists, regis-
trars, archivists, archivists, art historians and researchers, www.incca.org; ENCoRE is a network organisa-
tion of higher educational institutions in the field of conservation – restoration. A main objective of ENCoRE 
is to promote research and education in the field of conservation and restoration of cultural heritage, http://
www.encore-edu.org/; ICOM-CC, International Council of Museum- Conservation Committee – ‘Modern 
Materials and Contemporary Art’, http://www.icom-cc.org/.

44	 J. Jokilehto, ‘Philosophical Challenges in Cultural Heritage Conservation in the 21st Century (Wyzwania 
filozoficzne w ochronie dziedzictwa kulturowego w XXI w.)’ in Cultural Heritage... (Dziedzictwo Kulturowe…), 
p. 176.

45	 Whose decision is it? Reflections about decision making model based on qualitative methodologies: Hélia 
Marçal, Rita Macedo, Andreia Nogueira et António Duarte, http://ceroart.revues.org/3597, (accessed 
10.06.2014).
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from the meaning of their ideas, intangible character, e.g. performance, digital art, and some-
times transitory or hybrid forms of art, what requires ‘acrobatics’ in interpretation and erudi-
tion.46 The term ‘curating conservation’ was preceded by conducting studies on the role of 
conservator acting as an ‘advocate’ of heritage object values. This, from the behavioural point 
of view, concerns leaders in this profession, whereas the majority prefers to work in labora-
tories. Due to the character of their work and responsibility they bear for maintaining heritage 
values, conservators who received interdisciplinary education should act as ‘orchestrators’ in 
developing new conservation strategies and making decisions.47 The role of different parties is 
presented, including the new role performed by conservators acting as ‘advocates’ of essen-
tial values and the ‘good’ of a specific object in relation to heritage of tangible and/or intangible 
values. Thus, in the field of negotiations, this fact is frequently related with strong arguments 
of a market and pressure exerted by investors. In the end, it is of utmost importance to define 
perspectives that will play fundamental role in defining how society plans its own future and 
what comprises its ‘welfare.’

Due to this, according to new proposals, decisions involving protection of works of art 
should not be limited to the currently existing specialized profiles. Change management as-
sumes that art historians, conservators, anthropologists, and naturalists should base their de-
cisions on multidisciplinary researches being carried out. Projects of change management in 
heritage protection present the new role served by modern art conservator acting as work co-
ordinator and main author of documentation. Importance of maintaining a network of specialists 
results from complexity of works of modern art.48 Guidelines for conducting the processes of 
recognizing and protecting the heritage step by step, include mainly producing documentation, 
pursuing prevention strategy aiming at protecting values (Primum non nocere, like in medicine, 
first, do not harm), appropriate recognition based on researches, identifying risks, understanding 
needs resulting from interpreting, diagnosing, and creating conservatory conceptions as well as 
hierarchy of values.49 

With respect to assessing cultural heritage values, just as in case of a single work of art, 
it might be required to demonstrate competences in different fields, e.g. recognising a specific 
phenomenon and having an idea of how to deal with behaviour, conservation project, potential 
restoration, emulation, and reproduction. The next stage involves a social role performed by the 
heritage, as well as displaying an item in space by maintaining integrity of works of art, as well as 
exhibiting works of art by protecting and not infringing artists’ copyrights. Finally, one must not 
forget about presenting cultural heritage/a work of art and values they represent.

46	R . Van de Vall, ‘Painful decisions: Philosophical considerations on a decision-making model’, in I. Hummelen, 
and D. Sillé (eds), Modern Art: Who Cares? pp. 196 – 200. Maastricht: Foundation for the Conservation of 
Modern Art and the Netherlands Institute for Cultural Heritage, 1999 (second edition, 2005).

47	 E. Avrami, R. Mason, and M. de la Torre (eds), Values and Heritage Conservation, Research Report, Los 
Angeles, Getty Conservation Institute, 2000, http://www.getty.edu/conservation/field_projects/values/val-
ues_publications.html, (accessed 15 April 2014).

48	 M. Barger,  Fail Better – Decision Making in Conservation Practice of Modern and Contemporary Art, 
e-conservation Journal, vol 2, 2014, pp. 23–26; Fail Better – Decision Making in Conservation Practice of 
Modern and Contemporary Art, e-conservation Journal vol. 2, 2014, (accessed 20.07.2014).

49	 A. Versloot, Assessing Museum Collections: Collection Valuation in Six Steps, RCE, Amersfoort 2014, p. 60.
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External world – global solutions 

Contemporary assessment of heritage values suffers from erosion due to alarming over-
tone taken on by contemporary sensation-seeking media. Because of this deceptive image, new 
understanding of the heritage implicates the need for repeating relations between heritage and 
social development, which is based on knowledge and social communication. In terms of respon-
sibility, global issues in protecting heritage values are defined in documents prepared by UNESCO 
(1982) and Council of Europe (2005).50 It is assumed in the first document that in the widest sense, 
culture is a set of spiritual, material, intellectual, and emotional features that characterise a society 
or a social group. It includes not only art and literature, but also modes of life, fundamental rights of 
a human being, value systems, traditions, and beliefs (UNESCO, 1982). As a result of successive 
changes, according to Faro Convention ratified in 2005, cultural heritage is a group of resources 
inherited from the past and considered, regardless of possession, to be reflection and expression 
of constantly evolving values, beliefs, knowledge, and traditions. The cultural heritage includes 
all environmental aspects resulting from interactions between people and places over the years. 
It is a holistic combination not only of nature and culture, but also of tangible, intangible, and digital 
heritage that require a more developed values assessment system. 

In the vision of multinational Europe, people are in the heart of multicultural society that re-
spects fundamental rights and freedoms, examines essential values for the purposes of cultural 
identity and social welfare of individuals. In fact, although people in different parts of the world and 
Europe have diverse, sometimes even extremely different affiliations, citizenships, and origins of 
cultural identity, all of us face the same question: how is it possible that different cultural identi-
ties can coexist on the basis of mutual respect and unity of human values? There is no straight 
answer as the answer has ideological and pragmatic types of character. The first one has solid 
rational bases yet it focuses to some extent on ‘wishful thinking.’ The second, pragmatic one ex-
erts influence on spreading ideas by means of digital revolution that has changed tools applied in 
interpersonal communication. The age of digital communication makes it possible to individualize 
ways of seeking and finding connections and origins that reflect a need for feeling a sense of life. 
In a modern, globalized world, a sense of belonging displayed by an individual person depends 
on identifying oneself in a new way. Referring to the first answer, i.e. conveying ideas, we can say 
that they pertain to the current ideas and also continuity with values related with the past cultural 
heritage.

A very peculiar situation concerns the assessment of works of visual art and inability to com-
prehend all of its forms. Values assessment is, however, carried out due to possible loss of transi-
tory and, as mentioned above, frequently ephemeral heritage.

50	 More in: “in its widest sense, culture may now be said to be the whole complex of distinctive spiritual, mate-
rial, intellectual and emotional features that characterize a society or social group. It includes not only the 
arts and letters, but also modes of life, the fundamental rights of the human being, value systems, traditions 
and beliefs” (UNESCO, World Conference on Cultural Policies, 1982). The work is in keeping with the defi-
nitions of culture and heritage previously accepted by the Council of Europe: “Cultural heritage is a group 
of resources inherited from the past which people identify, independently of ownership, as a reflection and 
expression of their constantly evolving values, beliefs, knowledge and traditions. It includes all aspects 
of the environment resulting from the interaction between people and places through time,” Council of 
Europe, Framework Convention on the value of cultural heritage for society, opened for signature in Faro on 
27 October 2005).

	 http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/cultureheritage/heritage/identities/Manifeste_europeen_pour_appartenance_
culturelle_EN.pdf, (accessed 20.06.2014).
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Common decisive strategy of values assessment

Contemporary heritage concerns all of its forms in all its culturally diverse aspects. Nowadays 
it is an open state of civilizational and cultural changes, in which the Western conception became 
less significant as it used to be and, hence, non-European civilisations are playing more impor-
tant role at the moment. These civilisations switch to modernization in their own way from the 
Nara Document prepared in 1994, which, after 30 years from being introduced, was implemented 
not only to principles applied in interpreting heritage values but also to UNESCO Convention on 
Intangible Heritage ratified in 2003. Furthermore, the cultures in question consider universal val-
ues to be more significant than the nationalistic and the extremely religious ones.51 

Currently, protection and management of cultural heritage resources is understood as pro-
viding maximally long lifespan, values, and functions to the present and future generations, playing 
crucial part in balanced social system.

In the view of the diversified contemporary heritage, including visual art, values assessment 
should be conducted pursuant to heritage typology and specific preferences and systems of ‘uni-
versal values’, as specified by UNESCO terminology.52 For instance, multi-disciplinary knowledge 
about museum objects and methods of researching, protecting, and conserving them, developed 
to the fullest possible extent, is fundamental in ethical care of museums and conservational care. 
Therefore, defeatism in assessing values of contemporary culture seems to be unjustified and we 
should not expect crisis of values. Human beings, at all stages of their development, are naturally 
endowed with the instinct for survival and dignity understood in basic, ontological sense verified 
by future generations.53 It is more probable that we witness new values, formulation of which is 
unknown to majority of us, except for a small group of fanatically involved individuals. Generally 
visual arts serve more serious purposes, i.e. they convey meaning of human thoughts and ideas. 
In fact, this purpose has been expressed since prehistory, but, paradoxically, just recently, it has 
been under more serious threat than ever before and it will continue unless we manage to deal 
with values assessment on time. 

Conclusion 

Visual arts have been reflecting the world and its values already for several generations. 
Current diversity of forms of visual arts, digital revolution, information and communication tech-
nologies, tourism, transport, and plenty of other factors produce extremely rapid social changes in 
unprecedented pace. Due to this, it has been attempted to describe necessary systems of values 
assessment, philosophy, and change management in order to adapt to new situations and pre-
vent ‘white spots’ in history and cultural heritage. This study presents values assessment system 
based on two general categories: 

–	 cultural and historical values
–	 socio-economic values.

51	 A. Tomaszewski, ‘Ewolucja podejścia do dziedzictwa kultury na forum międzynarodowym,’ in: Kultura a zrównowa-
żony rozwój. Środowisko, ład przestrzenny, dziedzictwo, Polish UNESCO Committee, 2009, p. 116.

52	 J. Jokilehto, ‘World heritage: defining the outstanding universal value,’ City & Time, vol. 2 no. 2, 2006, http://
www.ct.ceci-br.org, (accessed 16 April, 2014).

53	 J.M. Harding, Cutting Performances: Collage Events, Feminist Artists, and the American Avant-Garde. 
University of Michigan, 2010.
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Multi-criteria and complementary categories of values assessment have been presented in 
this article in order to cover the discussed issues to the fullest extent. For efficiency of values as-
sessment systems, it is suggested to overcome the already existing obstacle, i.e. separation of 
humanist, economic and natural history perspectives, in order to generally understand cultural 
heritage in the process of recognising, protecting, and conserving it.

Recognising values of visual arts, which are considerable parts of the cultural heritage, sup-
ports assessment process carried out in many fields by contemporary researchers. This refers to 
tangible or intangible values conveyed both by our ancestors and the contemporary, who create 
our culture. This option is rooted in contemporary times, however it includes all environmental ef-
fects resulting from interactions between people and their surroundings developed over the years. 
With assessment of heritage values in mind, the slogan “Vita brevis ars longa” seems to be still 
highly relevant.



Values assessment in cultural heritage protection 
on the timeline 

Iwona Szmelter

Introduction to assessing cultural heritage values

In order to know and be able to understand the world, a wide perspective of the history of 
the humankind is needed to characterise values assessment in various civilizations and eras. 
Heritage (Latin: Patrimonium) in direct translation means: inheritance passed from generation 
to generation. The cultural heritage involves not only tangible heritage, e.g. historic monuments, 
sites, and objects, but also intangible assets – cultural and historic events, which are considered 
to be vital for the history of human civilization and worth commemorating and transmitting to suc-
cessive generations. The new comprehension of cultural heritage is related to civilization in form 
of connection between nature and understanding of cultural values. In the context of the falls of 
ancient empires and civilizational changes resulting from wars or natural phenomena, great impor-
tance is attached to using strategic raw materials, which were used not only in the Bronze and Iron 
Ages, but also recently, e.g. derivatives of crude oil. However, neither armed forces nor primacy 
of economy are elements that characterise eras in human development process. It is the culture, 
which is an ideological message and a lesson for modernity. The fact that heritage values have 
become prosperity signs of the past eras remains an ideological message and a lesson for us. 
Everything indicates that nowadays the situation remains almost unchanged.

Cultural values and anthropogenesis – creation of the man 

Due to new discoveries, our knowledge and comprehension of the beginnings of civilization 
is still shifted back. Tangible evidence of the oldest human activities combined with culture has 
been discovered recently in the Blombos Cave, located in South Africa.1 Excavation works car-
ried out in this location resulted in discovering the oldest painting palettes, i.e. shells. The same, 
recurring recipe for paints made from colourful clay could be used not only for decorating the body 
but also for doing wall paintings. Research results published in 2011 made ​​it possible to move the 
dates indicating the emergence of culture even 100 000 years back. 

Anthropogenesis, i.e. creation of man, is combined with man’s growing awareness of himself, 
his self-reflection, and the desire for art. One of the oldest traces of human art is the set of six 
paintings depicting seals made of ​​colourful clay, which was discovered on stalactites in caves in 
Nerja located close to Malaga, Spain. Employing radiocarbon method showed that the paintings 

1	 Blombos Cave in RPA (archeological culture site in Still Bay), more in: http://www.smithsonianmag.com/
history-archaeology/human-migration.html and http://www.sciencemag.org/content/334/6053/219, http://
www.sciencemag.org/content/334/6053/2191, (accessed 2.02. 2013)
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were done between the years 43,500 and 42,300 BC.2 Social nature of art that creates human 
values is ​​attributed to the aforementioned findings from the caves. Researchers’ attention is 
drawn particularly by the fact that the paintings were protected by generations in different periods, 
e.g., in the case of the cave discovered by Chauvet in the 1994 in France. Although the paint-
ings represented different styles, they were preserved in good condition. This fact proves that 
the caves were inhabited by multiple generations. It is true, even though the paintings were done 
a few hundred or thousand years apart. After the discovery in question, researchers claimed that 
the mysterious and astonishingly beautiful paintings are ‘untouched’ not only in areas believed not 
to have been used, but also on walls making paths between stalactites. They still coexist on cave 
walls and stalactites, despite the fact that they were created centuries ago. This can prove that 
successive generations not only recognized works of their ancestors but also valued them highly 
and respected them. If it was possible to ascribe feelings of people brought up in isolation to the 
cave dwellers, e.g. Aborigenes, it would turn out that the message the cavemen tried to spread 
was the fact that spirit spoke through their art and this made them a voice of spiritual power, homo 
spirituals. Due to this, subsequent objects were considered to be valuable, thus next generations, 
as numerous researchers suggest, held them in high esteem.3

“Since the Stone Age we have not invented anything new,” Picasso said when he 
saw the paintings in Lascaux. Moreover, some journalists report agony of cave paint-
ings: “(...) if the paintings of Lascaux disappear, it will be as if Michelangelo’s painting 
disappeared. And there is a good chance that it will happen.”4 

Until they were discovered, the paintings had remained intact. However, our civilization ex-
posed them to danger and decay. This concerns not only original interiors of the Cave of Altamira, 
fascinating ochre paintings depicting buffalos and other animals with gorgeously painted fur (result 
of applying pigments by blowing into tibia tubes – technique similar to the contemporary airbrush), 
but also their perfect reconstructions undertaken in natural cave scenery for tourism purposes. In 
both places, strong artistic impression was provided by being in contact not only with cave paint-
ings but also with rituals performed in caves. This is an entity composed of its physical matter and 
inscrutable meaning of decorations as well as forms of paintings, engravings, and sculptures. The 
main motives include: palm prints, animals, women, and gender signs. The essence of legacy from 
the Magdalenian era depends on the unity of tangible and intangible heritage. The connection be-
tween spirituality and cave paintings makes this legacy united.5 Multiple wrong decisions resulted 
in pillaging, ‘predatory’ use of paintings, as well as destroying them by fungi and bacteria brought 
by hundreds of thousands of visitors. Not only did paintings depicting buffalos but also other 
drawings and magical ritual symbols began to fade, disappear, and blacken locally, even though 
prestigious research teams worked towards possible solutions to this problem. Mistakes made by 
researchers result from users’ divergent objectives, the lack of a proper diagnosis, excessive faith 

2	 Results of research carried by prof. José Luis Sanchidrián, National University of Cordoba and his team, 
are presented in details in First Neanderthal cave paintings discovered in Spain, http://www.newscientist.
com/article/dn21458-first-neanderthal-cave-paintings-discovered-in-spain.html

3	 W. Caruana, Aboriginal Art, London, Thames & Hudson, 1990, passim; however it seems paradoxical to 
current scientists that Australian aborigines ‘called’ another voice of the spirit that ordered them to erase 
paintings, the values of aura are still being analysed; in: Butler, R. ‘Bright shadows: Art, Aboriginality, and 
Aura’, The South Atlantic Quarterly, vol. 101, 2002, pp. 501–518.

4	 K. Kowalski, ‘Agonia naskalnego arcydzieła,’ http://www.rp.pl/artykul/2,279053.html, (accessed 
2.10.2010).

5	 H. Belting, Likeness and Presence. A History of Images before Era of Art, New York, The University of 
Chicago Press, 1994, passim.
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in researchers’ narrow and unrelated specializations, and the existence of non-compliant criteria 
for establishing care regulations. A necessity to change the direction of thinking towards holistic 
approach to treating the heritage became the priority, once the caves had been close.

Cultural values – legacy of generations

It is assumed that culture is the total of products of human activity, both tangible and intan-
gible, frequently considered to be equivalent to civilization. There are different studies that deal 
with different aspects of culture, e.g. philosophy of culture, history of material culture, cultural an-
thropology, sociology of culture, art history, theory of conservation-restoration, ethnography.6 Max 
Dvořák, the author of “Catechism of Monument Preservation” (1916),7 expressed the view that 
history of culture is in fact the history of ideas. It can be assumed that art, from its very beginning, 
helped in creating the myth of history and to operate it as if it was material in artist’s hands: “Art is 
incantation. Like Jacob’s ladder, it leads to higher realities, to timelessness, to paradise. It is the 
fusion of the tangible and the intangible”8 – claims Dominique de Menil in the introduction to the 
New York art exhibition that covered the period from Paleolithic to Modern Era.

According to Herodotus, we learn that the early and antique understanding of values​​ was ex-
tremely similar to the modern comprehension. This is expressed in a statement in which Athenians 
ensure Spartans that, due to their common culture, they could not betray them to the Persians:

“For many and great are the reasons which hinder us from doing this, even though 
we should desire it; first and greatest the images and houses of the gods set on fire 
or reduced to ruin, which we must necessarily avenge to the very utmost rather than 
make an agreement with him who did these deeds; then secondly there is the bond 
of Hellenic race, by which we are of one blood and of one speech, the common tem-
ples of the gods and the common sacrifices, the manners of life which are the same 
for all; to these it would not be well that the Athenians should become traitors.”9

Ties that bound Athenians and Spartans were strengthened by values, ideas, beliefs, social 
structures in which they functioned, and those highly valued ‘statues.’ This set of features is truly 
universal and hence, when analysing the history, we can assume that civilizations, due to the 
common values, ​​bind people across nations, regardless of their races. According to Braudel, civi-
lization is not only “a set of cultural phenomena” but also, in a broader sense, it is “space, cultural 
area.”10 It is an open balance of changes concerning civilization and culture, in which the Western 
civilization ceased to dominate. Nowadays non-European civilizations play increasingly important 
role, following their own paths towards modernity. These paths can be safe only when universal 
values dominate over extremely nationalistic or religious ones.11

6	 A. Mencwel (ed.), ‘Antropologia kultury’ in Zagadnienia i wybór tekstów. Wiedza o kulturze (1st edition 
1996), 4th edition (Warsaw: PWN, 2005) passim

7	 M. Dvořák, ‘Katechizm opieki nad zabytkami’, in: P. Kosiewski, J. Krawczyk (ed.), Zabytek i historia, (Oficyna Mówią 
Wieki), trans. R. Kasperowicz, p.225. Orig.: Dvořák, M., ‘Katechismus der Denkmalpflege’, Vienna, 1916.

8	 Author’s interpretation in original: “Art is incantation. Like Jacob’s ladder, it leads to higher realties, to timeless-
ness, to paradise. It is the fusion of the tangible and intangible” : from the introduction of Dominique de Menil, 
introduction to The Menil Collection: A selection from Paleolithic to the Modern Era, New York, 1987, p. 8.

9	 Herodotus, The History of Herodotus, vol. 2, trans. G. C. Macaulay [website]
	 http://www.greekmythology.com/Books/the_history_of_herodotus_volume_2_of_2/ (accessed 2 January 

2016), p. 196.
10	 F. Braudel, Historia i trwanie, trans. B. Geremek, Warsaw, Czytelnik, 1971, p. 296.
11	 D. Pipes, In the Path of God: Islam and Political Power, New York, Basic Books, 1983, p. 349.
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To conclude the general considerations, we can admit that cultural values and ideas, in-
cluding their diversity in time and space, were used to build systems supported by culture and 
civilisations. 

Responsibility of the man as the creator of values and heritage protection systems – 
from Antiquity through Middle Ages to the Renaissance

Contrary to the modern views, the Ancients believed that in order to create any work of art, 
one needs to have a sort of skills resulting from relevant principles and rules. It was a manifestation 
of practical sense and different functions ascribed to a particular type of art. 

In antiquity, works of arts, e.g. paintings, sculptures, etc., were not particularly privileged. 
On the contrary, they were included in the so-called artes vulgares, which were, according to our 
knowledge, less valued than artes liberales.12 In Natural History, one of the most important ancient 
works about arts, Pliny the Elder (23–79 AD) presented fine art practices that were widely adopted 
in his time of living. According to him, the said practices were promoted most actively in the fourth 
and fifth centuries BC.13 At that time, art was understood as ‘techne’, which meant ‘the ability to 
produce’. Nowadays we refer to it as craft, technique, or science, yet not as art. However, there 
were some exceptions arising from respect for the value of outstanding works of art. The paintings 
of Apelles were treated as perfect and inviolable. When one of his works, a valuable painting on 
wood depicting Aphrodite emerging from the waves of the sea, was damaged in the lower part, 
it was left untouched because of the respect for artist’s talent. In this condition, emperor August 
gave it to the Temple of Caesar as an inviolable souvenir.14

Early Christian art, developed on the ‘margin’ of the declining cultures of ancient Greece 
and Rome, lacked in ancient perfection. Its religious message was expressed in a new, simple 
language of communication and religious signs replaced former cultural codes. St. Augustine 
(354–430 AD) presented interpretations of a value that is created not by viewers’ eyes but by their 
souls and hence, it is also a way to express feelings towards God. With the passage of time, early 
Christianity developed their own specific type of works of art serving as sacrum.

Situations in which invaders were impressed by the features of a great style represented 
by ancient art are known in history. Ancient legacy was adopted since the time of Germanic of-
ficer, Odoacer. Theodoric the Great, king of the Germanic Ostrogoths, since the beginning of his 
reign in Italy at the turn of the 5th and 6th century, adopted Roman customs, starting with chang-
ing his own image derived from imperial model. He resigned from wearing skins and furs, started 
to support art and science, and embellished his throne and court with numerous elements from 
the times of Roman splendour. Theodoric must have appreciated the value of the prior culture 
since he began to carry out restoration works in damaged or destroyed buildings. Additionally, 
he established the office of urban architect and recommended renovation of numerous historical 
properties, e.g. Aurelian Walls, the Mausoleum of Hadrian and the Coliseum. He decorated new-
ly erected buildings with architectural ornaments taken from Roman buildings. Nowadays such 
a procedure would be hardly acceptable.15

12	 About the place of fine arts in antiquity and evolution of the term ‘art’ see: W. Tatarkiewicz, Dzieje sześciu 
pojęć, Warsaw, 1988, pp. 21 – 61.

13	 Pliny the Elder, Natural History, trans. I., T., Zawadzcy, in Myśliciele, kronikarze i artyści o sztuce. 
Od Starożytności do 1500 roku, Gdańsk, J. Białostocki, 2001, pp. 104–105.

14	 S. Keck, ‘Further Materials for a History of Conservation’, in Historical and Philosophical Issues in the 
Conservation of Cultural Heritage, Los Angeles, 1996, pp. 283–284.

15	 Collins Roger, Early Medieval Europe, 300–1000, trans. Tadeusz Szafrański, Europa wczesnośredniowiecz-
na 300–1000, Warsaw, PIW, 1996, passim.
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Birth of the European identity in the context of re-assessing 
the value of the antiquity 

Social, economic, and cultural structures of antiquity had been replaced by their medieval 
counterparts. Despite the conflict of values, Latin culture expanded in Christian Europe. Many 
communities and emerging nations imitated values ​​which were expressed by symbols, architec-
tural details, and habits spreading from the area of the past culture of ancient Rome.

Charlemagne, grandson of Charles Martel, King of the Franks and the Lombards, hav-
ing the sense of mission to create a state, imported symbolic fragments of historical properties 
and placed them in his headquarters in Aachen, considering them to be symbols of his power. 
He paid his attention to heritage, as evidenced by legal and administrative provisions concerning 
conservation of historic monuments and sites. Appointed by the pope in 800 as emperor, he had 
imperial aspirations towards patronage of arts, science, and culture.16 The nature of Carolingian 
state and its distinction from the rest of the community not only resulted in establishing a new world-
view but also fostered creation of their own common identity. According to researchers investigat-
ing the era in question, it happened precisely at that time when the inhabitants of the Carolingian 
monarchy were called Europeans.17 Rome had been considered to be the cradle of civilization. 
However, this title was subsequently given to Aachen in which a great number of ancient proper-
ties were used in symbols of power, sceneries, and buildings. The empire created by Charlemagne 
marked the beginning of great changes in unification of the civilization. However, it could not stand 
the separatist aspirations and fell apart in the 9th century, shortly after Charles had passed away. 
Apart from charisma of the ruler and Christian religion, the great state lacked in values and ties 
it needed to survive.

Values of culture in the Middle Ages: from the 9th to the end of the 15th century 

The importance of civilization symbols adopted from antiquity was still significant. Awareness 
of having precious heritage, which should not be physically violated, increased around the 12th and 
the 13th centuries. According to St. Bernard of Clairvaux (1090–1153), spiritual beauty is expressed 
by the picture of soul, which is reflected in the aesthetics of the Cistercians. This fact, which exists 
in harmony with the inseparable ancient triad of Plato (goodness, beauty, truth), is taken into ac-
count in doctrines formulated by the Church. During this time, the importance of artistic, aesthetic, 
and symbolic values of historical properties increased, although these terms were not in use.

This is proved by Abbot Surger’s attitude (1081–1151), a chronicler and historian, friend of 
Louis VI, carrer of one of the first gothic basilicas of the abbey of the Basilica of Saint-Denis, 
located in the suburb of Paris. Since the 12th century, values and understanding of beauty had 
mystical background. Because God is the light, the role the light played in cathedrals was empha-
sized. Surger aimed at incorporating old relicts into new buildings by trying to find respect and 
harmony of both parts, so that the rules of composition would be obeyed and supra-historical 
value resulting from such actions would refer to God.18 Architecture was composed of proportion 
and structural-functional transparency.19

Dynamics of development in medieval arts, in which quality and persistence were of high 
value, resulted in increased demand for high-quality artistic materials. It became so considerable 
that ultramarine made of lapis lazuli became more expensive than gold. Not only did the market of 

16	 Ibid.
17	G . Buhrer-Thierry, Imperium Karola Wielkiego (orig. L’empire de Charlemagne), Warsaw, 2004, passim.
18	 L. Matela, O. Sakowska, Sekrety katedr i miejsc mocy, Białystok, 2004, passim.
19	 A. Erlande-Brandenburg, De pierre, d’or et de feu, Fayard, 1999, pp. 154–155.
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jobs to be done bloom but also materials started to be available more widely. Moreover, talented 
artists gained more fame20 and the demand for lasting art grew. Medieval technology treaties (De 
coloribus et Artibus Romanorum published by Heraclius in the 10th century, Diversarium Artium 
Schedula by monk Teofil from the 12th century, and fifteenth-century Libro dell’arte by Cennino 
Cennini) provided guidelines for selecting materials and techniques to extend life span of works of 
art, which was considered to be their greatest value. 

Modern values assessment in the Renaissance 

Humanism was the beginning of modern revision of cultural needs as well as attempts to 
classify and isolate certain fine arts. Early Northern Renaissance from the mid-fifteenth century 
was not especially popular at that time. It was associated with the renaissance of Flemish painting 
and tapestries, in the so-called Lower Countries, currently non-existent statehood, which devel-
oped its prestige from the values of culture and luxury.21 New values of the Flemish expression of 
oil paintings strengthened relations among merchants. They were also ‘exported’ to Italy, where 
the values of antique statues, readings, and collections were still analysed.22 The fact of cultivat-
ing these values proved that their owners had good taste and high social position. Renaissance 
brought back the inspirational role of antique art in the civilizational development. As a result of this 
tendency, new intellectual trends appeared. The humanistic values associated with humanistic 
worldview and philosophy originated from Italy and influenced the world of the Western civiliza-
tion.23 Due to Medici’s patronage, other cultures appreciated and assimilated forgotten ancient cul-
ture of the Mediterranean once again.24 Efforts were made to adapt conglomeration of ancient and 
Christian tradition to European cultural trends followed at that time. This process aimed at includ-
ing them into the development of the Renaissance culture. Cosimo Medici founded the first acad-
emy of art in Florence in 1563, under the influence of Giorgio Vasari, who called it Academia delle 
Arti e Compagnia del Disegno. The academy functioned as a corporation of the most acclaimed 
artists and it was a voice of art criticism in the Medici circle.25

The brilliance and splendour of Serenissima, the most serene Venetian republic, was re-
flected in large, colourful compositions on canvas, which promoted their creators. They focused 
on religious and secular issues, showing impressive talents of the Bellini family of Venetian paint-
ers, Titian, and others. Due to the fact that the interest in antique works of art was increasing in 
Renaissance, artists started to be employed to carry out preservation works. It was hoped that 
artists would feel empathy towards the works of their ancestors and that their taste, talent, and 
fame would improve the result of conservation works. Raphael Santi was appointed a conser-
vator of Vatican’s cultural treasures. Since 1513 he had worked as a pontifical conservator for 

20	 J. Kirby, S. Nash, J.Cannon (ed.), Trade in Artists’ Materials. Marked and Commerce in Europe to 1700, 
Archetype Publications, London, 2010, pp. 447–460

21	 Currently an area of northern France, Belgium-Flanders, the Netherlands, Luxembourg. 
	 In times when Panofsky lived, the art from this region was called ‘early Flemish primitives’, now it is fre-

quently referred to as the Dutch: ‘Low Countries, 1400–1600 A.D’. Heilbrunn Timeline of Art History, met-
museum.org/toah/ht/?period=08®ion=euwl, (accessed 20.04.2014).

22	 P. Nuttall, From Flanders to Florence. The Impact of Netherlandish Painting, 1400–1500, London, Yale 
University Press, 2004, passim.

23	 E. Garin, Filozofia Odrodzenia we Włoszech, Warsaw, PWN, 1969, 30 and others. 
24	G . Vasari, ‘Lives of the Artists’, Oxford University Press, 1998, http://members.efn.org/~acd/vite/VasariLives.

html, (accessed 20 May 2014).
25	 A. Conti, History of The Restoration and Conservation of Works of Art, Elsevier, Butterworth-Heinemann, 

2009, pp. 73–76.
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Pope Leo X.26 The legacy of ancient Rome was treated as evidence of greatness and brilliancy, 
thus the Romans placed great importance to preserving it. However, implementing this brilliant 
idea was not accompanied by good practice and noble intentions did not go hand in hand with 
real skills. Poor technological knowledge, which was widely spread at that time, could not meet 
aesthetic criteria and fulfil the said aims. For this reason, palimpsests, which were added after-
wards, need to be identified in a conservation project and valued before making the decision on 
whether to remove them or not. Automatism of looking for ‘the oldest layers’ frequently resulted in 
tragic consequences – when drilling in an object and, consequently, destroying valuable layers, 
the researchers discovered destructs instead of the original asset. 

Renaissance values assessment, which means ‘three fundamental aspects,’ contributed to 
development of the theory and philosophy of art. Alberti writes: 

“(...) there are three fundamental aspects which include everything that we look for: 
–	 the number, which I would call ‘proportion’ 
–	 and allocation [numerous, finito, collocatio]. 
–	 However, apart from the number, there is also something that arises from the link 

and mutual connection among all those aspects, and makes the beauty shining 
with wonderful light, what we refer to as: 

–	 harmony [concinnitas];we can say that it is, undoubtedly, a host of grace and beau-
ty. Its aim is to juxtapose the elements that naturally differ from each other so that 
they would match and make an object beautiful.”27

The new perception of art from Alberti’s perspective includes three aspects: proportion, ar-
rangement, and harmony.28 It is worth noticing that the concept of creative ideas emerging when 
we look at objects of culture stems from the Renaissance concept of disegno.

Birth of conservation services, academy, and the concept of ‘culture’

The 17th century is only seemingly the time of wars, diplomacy, and decorations. The role 
of art in public life at that time was dominated by sacrum and profane. It became an element of 
distinction made by possessing valuable works of art. It was intensified by various behavioural 
factors, e.g. mechanism of power, new bourgeois patronage, and showing collections off for stran-
gers. Following such actions, the role of creators increased to the extent that the most prominent 
artists joined social elite and looked after ducal and royal collections. Importance of local heritage, 
which raised awareness of European history, was growing in Europe. Gustav Adolf II (1594–1632), 
known as the Lion of the North, a great strategist and warrior, was also impeccably educated 
monarch caring for the future of the Scandinavian region. He initiated heritage preservation by es-
tablishing His Majesty’s Antiquarian Office responsible for naming, counting, and guarding ancient 
treasures. In decree for antiquarians, in 1630, the monarch ordered to maintain and preserve the 
value, listing different kinds of historic monuments, which nowadays are included in the scope of 
heritage.29

26	 See: https://archive.org/stream/raphaelsanti00mccurich/raphaelsanti00mccurich_djvu.txt, 
(accessed 20.05.201). 

27	 L. B. Alberti, ‘O architekturze’, trans. I. Biegańska, in J. Białostocki (ed.), Myśliciele, kronikarze i artyści 
o sztuce od starożytności do 1500, Warsaw, 1988, pp. 398 – 399, 440 – 441.

28	 ibidem
29	 Z. Anusik, Gustaw II Adolf, Wrocław, Ossolineum, 2009, pp. 184–7.
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The role of discussion and communication

Associations of scholars dealing with independent research, education, and cult of the 
Muses were formed. Academy of Plato was treated as a model of informal association that existed 
over 900 years, despite its stormy history.30 It became an ideal reference for re-awoken discussion 
on the world order, science, and principles of building societies. The realities were not conducive 
to value analysis. Instead of a plane grove by the Kefisos river, as it was in ancient academy, the 
entire European continent was rising from wars and religious persecution. Roman Accademia 
di San Luca was a model for the Académie Royale de Peinture et de Sculpture founded in France 
in 1648, continued by the Académie des Beaux-Arts. The aim of the academy was to separate 
artists producing liberal arts from craftsmen who were involved in doing routine manual work. 
Furthermore, intellectual component of education results from debates about art, its ideas, and 
values assessment used in creative process of developing techniques. This fact provoked a long-
standing dispute that arose between supporters of Nicolas Poussin’s ideals referring to the domi-
nance of drawing and importance of line (disegno) and artists preferring Peter Paul Rubens’ style, 
who were called ‘the Rubensists’, also known as ‘the colourists’, who supported the dominance 
of idea and importance of emotions and senses in arts. Interest in art values increased, as did 
academic prestige of Comte de Caylus, technologist of painting recommending durable materials 
and their proper selection. The values of arts were clarified in a treatise (1620)31 by Theodore de 
Mayerna’s, who was a prominent physician caring for the king of France and, subsequently, the 
king of England. Besides, de Mayerna was also an outstanding amateur painter and lover of art. 
His notes are a valuable document of the epoch in which the society started to pay more attention 
to values of arts. 

Modern conceptual frame of heritage and its values 

Modern use of the term ‘culture’ appeared for the first time in 1688 and was used by Samuel 
von Pufendorf in De jure naturae et gentium, in which he applied the words cultura and cultura 
animi to define all inventions made ​​by the man.32

Modern assessment of heritage values ​​and aesthetics was developed in the Enlightenment. 
This epoch was focused on the quality of life, connoisseur by nature, close to the contemporary 
model of erudition and education, and hence, more aware of its responsibility and consequences 
of heritage values protection​​.33 Charles Batteaux introduced the concept of ‘fine arts’ by publish-
ing a treatise entitled Les Beaux-Arts Reduits a un meme principe in 1758. Modern understanding 
of the concepts of ‘fine arts’ and ‘heritage’ originates from intellectual currents of the 17th centu-
ry.34 Aesthetic values assessment was created in 1758 by Alexander Baumgarten in his book 
Aesthetics (gr. Aisthetikos – ‘sentient,’ ‘for sensory cognition,’ but also ‘sensitive’). Subsequently, 
‘fine arts’ were interpreted along with Kant’s theory of pure beauty.35

30	 The Academy (Greek:. akademeia) – a school founded by Plato in Athens in the groves of Academe 
(the origins of the name) around 378 BC – existed till 529 AD.

31	 T. De Mayerne, Pictoria, sculptoria at que subalternarum artium spectandia, Rome, 1620.
32	 https://openlibrary.org/works/OL3003725W/Samuel_A._Pufendorf._De_iure_naturae_et_gentium, 

(accessed 28.05.2014) 
33	 B. Berenson, ‘Rudiments of Connoisseurship’ in: Historical and Philosophical, pp. 131–139
34	 C. Jenks, Kultura, Poznań, 1999, p. 24. 
35	 http://www.iep.utm.edu/kantmeta/, (accessed 02.03.2014). 
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Pioneer methods and research instruments developed by Winckelman

Views presented by J.J. Winckelman in Geschichte der Kunst der Alterthums (1764)36 
were the first serious attempt to capture variability of formal qualities of works of art originating 
from a specific historical area. Interest in archaeology and appreciation of heritage values in the 
Enlightenment ​​resulted in assembling innumerable collections and opening countless museums. 
Since the Enlightenment, patronage was a connoisseur activity focused on quality, close to the 
contemporary model of erudition and education, perfectly conscious of its responsibility and con-
sequences of their actions.37

Art values and separating artist’s and restaurateur’s professions 
in the 18th century

Serious debates on the need to show original works resulted in creating the profession of 
restaurateur, whose job was different from independent artistic activity: artistic character of this job 
was dependent on the work being restored.

It was the time when modern theory of preservation and conservation and restoration was 
formulated. The modern theory was presented in manual for monument conservation written by 
Vicq-d’Azyr, a biologist and eminent doctor caring for inter alia Marie Antoinette. His attitude was 
based on methodological foundations of natural sciences, with particular emphasis placed on pro-
tecting national monuments by conducting measurement surveys, carrying out restoration works, 
and, simply, exhibiting various objects.38

However, even acknowledged artists were criticised for the lack of respect for original values; 
Duccio was attacked not only for making over-paintings but also for over-retouching Guido da 
Siena’s work. Furthermore, Maratta was lambasted for desecrating Raphael.39 In the eighteenth 
century, in Italy and France, a new profession of conservator-restorer was developed. It originated 
from artistic professions, although it was fundamentally different from them. From the perspective 
of preserving authenticity values, numerous conservation ‘show-offs’ of such kind are nowadays 
assessed extremely critically. Painting lexicon published by Anthony Pernety in 1757 included inter 
alia Robert Picault’s (1705–1781) description of skills that each conservator should demonstrate in 
carrying out activities involving maintenance and transfer of paintings.40 Values ​​of authenticity and 
antiquity were not respected in terms of preservation ethics.41

The worldview made known in the Enlightenment propagated respect for value of works 
of art and resulted in positive changes to the principles of restoration: to restore does not mean 
to remake parts that are missing or damaged due to age or accident, but to renew them only in 
a reasonable manner.42 Restoration in the Netherlands, country of different painting traditions, 

36	 http://digi.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/diglit/winckelmann1764, (accessed 20.01.2014). 
37	 Berenson, B., “Rudiments of Connoisseurship,” in: Historical and Philosophical, 131–139.
38	 Bergelone Langle, S., “Polemics surrounding the Restoration Painting and Sculpture: a Short History.” 

Zeitschrift für Kunsttechnologie und Konservierung 15 (2001): 15–20.
39	 A. Conti, History of The Restoration and Conservation of Works of Art, trans. H. Glanville, Elsevier, 

Butterworth-Heinemann, 2009, pp. 99–138.
40	 In Luxembourg Palace in Paris, Picault exhibited the painting Charitas Andrei del Sarto, transferred onto 

canvas in 1749–50, but he placed the board next to the painting as an evidence that it was its first base: 
‘Des Herrn Pernety Handlexikon der Bildenden Kuenste. Berlin 1764’, in: B. Slansky, Technika malarstwa, 
Warsaw, Arkady, 1965, p. 163.

41	 A. Massing, ‘Restoration Policy in France in the Eighteenth Century’, in Studies in the History of Painting 
Restoration, London, Archetype &National Trust, 2002, pp. 63–85.

42	 S. Bergelone Langle, op.cit, pp. 20–25.



262

Iwona Szmelter

263

Value assessment in cultural heritage protection on the timeline 

guilds and secular art collectors, was professionalized. Marveld quoted John van Dijk (1690–1769) 
claimed “love for art is like love for the truth” and added that people who do not respect the value 
of works of art are “wicked.”43

The beginnings of heritage preservation of modern times

Enlightened groups of connoisseurs and lovers of arts appreciated erudition and being famil-
iar with the trendy world of antiquity. Educational programme for rich youth from Europe included 
Ground Tour, a trip to explore treasures of European culture and to study their roots. Increased 
aspirations were accompanied by forging a sense of identity, sensitivity to style, quality, and value. 
In practice, all of this aimed at creating proper models. Rome, Acropolis, or Pompeii, which was 
excavated by the Bourbons, became a direct source of education and a symbol of good taste. 
Moreover, Sir Pietro Edwards’ workshop located in Venice was considered to be a place where 
paying a visit was a necessary agenda point. When authorities of Venetian Republic opened a 
conservation atelier in 1774, Edwards was appointed its custodian. This studio, therefore, be-
came also a place where painting masterpieces by Veronese, Tintoretto, and Titian were explored. 
Connoisseurs came there not only to receive and extend their education or take part in debates 
but also to observe rationalization and mastery in painting conservation.

Values in modern conservation

In 1777 Edwards published procedure guidelines for dealing with paintings in Capitolato. 
In order to protect their originality, it was important to limit retouching works only to repairing 
painting losses, removing re-paintings, and using just non-corrosive materials. In Progetto per 
una scuola di restauro delle Picture (1819), Pietro Edwards presented a project of conservation 
studies. Its programme was based on knowledge of the Old Masters’ works, using painting media 
according to the intended aesthetic effects, ability to make the right judgments about purifying 
images in order not to destroy them or lose their antique values.44 Sir Pietro Edwards, who be-
came a noble man in the past, is nowadays considered to be a progenitor of a contemporary art 
carrer  working as a scientist and conservator using knowledge acquired in various scientific dis-
ciplines, including chemistry. His skills were highly appreciated by Johann Wolfgang von Goethe 
(1749–1832), philosopher, scholar, and literary titan, who studied with Edwards and also conduct-
ed innovative studies on art values on his own. Goethe studied art technology, including research 
arsenal of experimental sciences, optical phenomena, and impact of colour.45

Heritage values as policy arguments 

Classic artistic values ​​were included in construction instructions and public building tem-
plates in the British Empire. Even nowadays we can observe Palladian fronts in representative 
buildings in British colonies: offices, museums, and other representative buildings in the former 
colonies scattered around the world. With the expansion of economic and political domination, 
the antique heritage was spreading and laying foundations for Western civilization so that it could 
function as a universal civilization.46

43	 Active as a connoisseur and a restaurateur of Amsterdam in: M. M. de Marvelde, ‘Jan van Dijk, an 18th 
restorer of paintings’, in ICOM CC, 11th Triennia Meeting, Edinburgh, 1996, p. 184.

44	 Conti, op. cit., pp. 215, 254
45	 C. Keller, ‘The Beholder’s Hurt Feeling; Johann Heinrich Meyer’s Critical Discussion of Restoration’ 

in CeroArt, http://ceroart.revues.org/2401?lang=en, (accessed 10.04.2014). 
46	 S. Bergelone Langle, op.cit. pp. 15–20.
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In 1796, when a new arrangement design of the great gallery of Louvre was developed in 
post-revolutionary France, it suddenly became a political topic and a bias in debates about pres-
ervation of art ‘owned by the nation’. A debate about values was ​​held under pressure of political 
propaganda. Established committees were frequently influenced not only by populist motives but 
also by politics. Jean-Baptiste-Pierre Le Brun played a vital role as a collection administrator sup-
ported at public forums by painter Louis David. Heritage value that was considered a sensitive 
topic for the audience was used for political purposes. It therefore started to be treated as a spare 
(alternative?) topic on public forums. Works of art became passive victims of such disputes.

Cult of memory and birth of ‘identity’ 

Humanities’ interest in issues of ‘memory values’ partly stem from a tribute to human ingenui-
ty. In 1791 ashes of Voltaire, an outstanding man, although not a ruler, were buried in the Pantheon 
in Paris. The ceremony assumed a character of feast of memory. Procession was opened by 
symbols: symbol of Bastille and symbol of the new identity and history of France. Similarly, for the 
cultivation of memory and identity, a posthumous celebration of JJ Rousseau in Pantheon in Paris 
was organized in 1794.47 Then, “memory became a central concept of the humanities and social 
sciences.”48

Creation of heritage values ​​in public collections and museums

Public collections, which were compiled in the eighteenth century in Europe, had different 
origins that partly influenced both the message conveyed to the audience and subjective selec-
tion of the values of the presented heritage. Extreme disputes were provoked by exhibiting ancient 
sculptures; from the need to repair defects to the cult of fragments, as in the case of variable re-
constructions of the ancient Laocoon Group.49 In Florence, displaying Medici’s centuries-old col-
lections to the public in 1743 provoked many disputes. In England, on the contrary, English private 
collections and gifts laid foundation for the British Museum opened in 1753 and connoisseurs’ 
discussions were permanent items on museum agenda. Monarchic patronage in Spain was not 
effective due to wrong choice of advisors. Consequently, restoration of paintings from the royal 
collection resulted in their drastic destruction.50

Variability of heritage values assessment in the nineteenth century

Once classical styles in the nineteenth century ceased to dominate, preference for romantic 
stylish borrowings appeared. Sentimental reconstructions in the spirit of neo-Gothic architecture 
and English style were used in parks. Architects preferred ‘fashionable’ sentimental tendencies in 
assessing values and restoring historic monuments, without taking their real nature into account. For 

47	 Script, scenography and costumes were designed by the most famous painter of the epoch Jacques-
Louis David Music to Voltaire’s words was composed by François-Joseph Gossec and it was performed 
by male chorus with army orchestra, more in: D. Gwizdala, Muzyka i polityka, Cracow, PWM, 1999.

48	 Kansteiner, W., “Finding meaning in memory; a methodological critique of collective memory studies.” 
History and Theory 41 (2002): 180

49	 O. Rossi Pinelli, ‘rom the Need for Completion to the Cult of the Fragment. How Tastes, Scholarship, and 
Museum Curators’ Choices Changed Our View of Ancient Sculpture’, in History of Restoration of Ancient 
Stone Sculptures, Papers Delivered at a Symposium Organized by the Departments of Antiquities and 
Antiquities Conservation of the J. Paul Getty Museum and Held at the Museum 25–27 October 2001, 
Los Angeles, Getty Publications, 2003, pp. 61–74.

50	 Z. Veliz, ‘The Restoration of Paintings in the Spanish Royal Collections, 1734–1820’, in Studies in the 
History of Painting Restoration, London, Archetype &National Trust, 2002, pp. 43–51.
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the sake of mood exposure, elements of historic monuments were taken from their natural context 
and placed in a new environment. During the process of reconstructions, Gothic Revival style was 
frequently adopted to a particular building, regardless of its distant history. Such choices of values ​​
were strongly biased, especially when multiple layers of other styles were removed. Subsequently, 
the activity in sentimental and romantic spirit faced criticism expressed by the next generation.

Pro and against vandalism campaigns

Moral authorities that first and foremost included writers were involved in disputes about the 
fate of the cultural heritage. Victor Hugo (1802–1885), French writer and respected intellectualist, 
author of the novel Notre Dame de Paris (1831), supported the right to one’s own heritage and was 
against plundering. Particularly barbarian ideas were presented in Petit-Radel’s guide, A method of 
Gothic churches demolition within a few hours, published in 1810 (!). The revolutionary wave of re-
venge on aristocrats destroyed a great deal of castles, churches, and palaces. In response, Victor 
Hugo popularized a concept “War to the Demolishers” (!) demanding lawful respect for the priority 
of monument values perceived as common good of society.51 The matters became more pressing 
when protest marches moved towards Louvre and newspapers presented disputes as scandals 
and, hence, distorted information that provided readers with wrong meaning of argumentation.

Plunder, typical of revolutions and wars, resulted in significant destruction of cultural herit-
age of various nations. Treaty of Vienna of 1815 recognized urgent need for taking international 
actions aiming at adopting legal solutions for protecting heritage during armed conflicts as well as 
repossessing it.

Preserving heritage context 

Protection of originals and the context of works of art were at the crossroads, facing the ren-
aissance of museums. British poet G.J. Byron (1788–1824) strongly opposed excessive appetites 
for works imported to museums from excavation sites, and, hence, taken out of their environment. 
He criticized Lord Elgin for purchasing treasures from the Acropolis of Athens from Turkish oc-
cupiers and taking antique sculptures and architectural details from the Parthenon to England. 
Subsequently, although original works of art used to be kept in museums, protection means were 
not always appropriate. Parthenon marbles, which were taken from the Acropolis and brought to 
the British Museum in London by Lord Elgin, were treated in a different, proper way in the spirit 
of restauro conservativo, with preservation procedures limited to minimal necessary actions.52 
At that time, it was a new practice to exhibit exclusively original fragments and limit protection 
procedures to the necessary minimum. Rarely were these principles taught in restoration offices. 
Prosper Merimee followed the procedures in French administration aiming at preserving originals 
in their possibly intact form. 

Marble sculptures from the Temple of Athena, purchased by the King of Bavaria and located 
in the Aegina Island, were treated in improper way, in the spirit of reconstruction. In Munich, they 
were subject to restoration in accordance with the requirements of restauro integrativo. Sculptor 
Berthel Thorwaldsen carried out the restoration in question by selecting marbles extremely 

51	 W. Hugo, ‘Wojna niszczycielom’, in Zabytek i historia. Wybór problemów konserwacji i ochrony zabytków 
w XX wieku, Warsaw, 2002, pp. 53–61.

52	 I. Szmelter, ‘Współczesna teoria konserwacji i restauracji dóbr kultury. Zarys zagadnień’, Ochrona Zabytków, 
vol. 2, 2006, pp. 5–38.
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carefully in order to repair defects as well as to blur the lines between the defects and the origi-
nal material by polishing the entire sculpture. Currently, we consider this kind of treatment to be 
a manifestation of neo-classical aesthetics.

Heritage values ​​preserved by administration and welfare workers 

In democratized French administration, historic monuments and sites were treated as na-
tional goods. The knowledge about them was spreading. In 1824, on the initiative of Arcisse de 
Caumont (1801–1872), the Association of Antiquarian Channel was established. In the history of 
France it was the first social organization in which it was not enough just to win the elites over to 
the idea of monument protection, but also to convince the public of this conception. The General 
Inspectorate of Historic monuments and Sites was established in 1830. It was the first conser-
vation service in France, chaired by Louise Vitet. French administration and conservation also 
changed due to the work of social worker and a valued writer, Prosper Merimee (1803–1870). He 
founded and chaired Historic Monuments Commission, an institution where numerous artists, e.g., 
aforementioned Victor Hugo, set the course for works.

In Great Britain, in 1877, upon the initiative of William Morris (1834–1896), English poet, paint-
er, and designer, a social association for the protection of historic monuments and sites and 
opting for monument preservation, was founded. The National Trust, English social organisation 
established in 1895 upon the initiative of several private persons as a commercial venture, had 
been considered for numerous years to be an immensely influential institution of heritage care 
policy. National Trust, motivated by a sense of mission to protect the English heritage, proved to 
be a truly successful venture. It came into possession, by donation or bequest, of various histori-
cal buildings. Moreover, it purchased valuable facilities and carried out maintenance works in an 
impeccable way. Due to good reputation and public trust, after more than hundred years, the or-
ganization gained nearly four million members voluntarily paying taxes, as well as acquired over 
300 complexes of historical buildings and landscape parks.53

Marginal values assessment cited as an example 

In 1860s, Eugène Viollet-le-Duc, French architect and restorer, formulated a position of trust 
to technical inventions of his time.54 He supported purist reconstructions that involved removing 
“palimpsests” in order to achieve pure Gothic style. He designed imaginative reconstructions in 
the Gothic Revival style. However, the situation was different in England. Romanticism-based ac-
tions as well as relics of every provenience of art inspired contemporary arrangement. Appealing 
and romantic exhibitions of works and architecture gradually blurred the original image of the herit-
age. Theatrical vision of the Middle Ages dominated the spirit of faithful and accurate reconstruc-
tions. Gilbert Scott, author of restorations of Westminster Abbey and numerous cathedrals, e.g. 
in Exeter, Salisbury, Ely, Winchester, Lichfield, was particularly consistent in this field. Excess of 
freedom in dealing with historic monuments and sites started to provoke indignation. John Ruskin 
(1819–1900) was an advocate of respect for multi-aging capacity and character of ‘voicefulness’, 
which was adopted by the British Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings – a place of differ-
ent attitudes and views. Ruskin’s writings reveal his respect for the originals and their accretions 
and palimpsests.55

53	 The National Trust, www.nationaltrust.org.uk, (accessed 3.01.2012).
54	 E. Viollet-le-Duc, ‘Słownik logiczny architektury francuskiej’, in Zabytek i historia. Wokół problemów konser-

wacji i ochrony zabytków w XIX wieku, Warsaw, 2002, pp. 75–89.
55	 J. Ruskin, ‘Otwarcie Crystal Palace (1851), Lampa pamięci (1849)’, in Zabytek i historia..., ibid., pp. 89–111.
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The veracity of history testimonies 

In the second half of the nineteenth century, Camille Boito (1836–1914) presented a comprehen-
sive theory of caring for historic monuments and sites, according to which they were considered to be 
evidence of history. He wanted to adjust the degree and type of work to the era from which a particular 
historic monument originated. According to him, ancient monuments and sites should not be recon-
structed at all. He believed that the older the work is, the less reconstruction interventions should be 
made. For instance, medieval monuments and sites should only be merged, without reconstructing 
the original. With regards to objects of fewer years of age, however, defects can be reconstructed in 
accordance with the style of the era in which the object was created as well as by making non-original 
parts easily distinguishable and describing the works carried out in the documentation. Georg Dehio 
(1850–1932) vividly presented the antinomy in assessing values of heritage care, saying that

“historicism of the nineteenth century, except his right daughter which was the care 
of monuments, was also the father of the illegitimate child – the idea of restoration. 
Although they stand in the antipodes, they are frequently confused with each other. 
Monument maintenance aims to keep what exists, while restoration desires to re-
store something that does not exist. The difference is huge. On one hand, there is 
a reality, although depleted and faded, but still – reality, on the other hand – fiction. 
(...) You can preserve only what exists and what “has passed will not return.” (...) The 
basic rule is “not to renovate – but to restore but to conserve.”56 

This idea was considered to be a guideline and a point of reference in the theory of conserva-
tion and restoration – until it was crystallized in the form of the Charter of Venice in 1964.

Meanders of taste in the process of values assessment

In Western culture “(...) a work of art would be a work of a man, created in a specific intention, 
which shows artistic intention and realizes aesthetic values.”57 Considering the fact that the descrip-
tions of history and findings of any regularity are always made ​​ex post facto, we assume that they 
can be only subjective interpretations of history. Hence, dealing with history is the domain of the will 
and, to a lesser extent, of ‘hard’ sciences, even based on archival data, because, despite the devel-
opment of natural science researches, in which a particular work frequently can speak for itself, the 
process of thinking is still a feature of human preferences, the choice of values ​​and ideals.

In the last centuries, variable assessment of heritage values was observed in carrying out 
works aimed at cleaning a painting.58 Preference for gold varnishes which darken over time, the 
so-called ‘goldtones,’ was accompanied by academicism in fine arts. Consequently, patina was 
unnecessarily mistaken for natural aging of mastic varnishes. Aesthetic dispute did not include 
purely technical reason for yellowing of mastic resin in varnishes, which had to be removed and re-
placed with the new ones every few decades. Over a hundred years ago, traditional ingredients of 
varnishes, e.g. copal resins, sandarac, and mastic were replaced by less yellowing dammar resin. 
Every painting technologist knows these procedures as the rudiment of painting. However, these 
changes did not become general practice, as the force of habit turned out to be stronger.

56	G . Dehio, ‘Ochrona zabytków i opieka nad zabytkami w XIX wieku (1905)’, in Zabytek i historia…, ibidem., 
p. 210.

57	 M. Gołaszewska, Zarys estetyki, Warsaw, 1983, p. 208.
58	 W. Partridge, ‘Philosophy and Taste in Nieneteenth-Century Paintings Conservation’, Studying an 

Conservaing Paintingfs, Archetype & New York University, 2009, pp. 19–31.
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The philosophy of caring for art and the taste in painting conservation were under discussion 
and resulted in diverse attitudes. The need for aesthetic harmony was an important concept in art 
criticism, which derived from neoclassical tastes, and influenced painting restoration. The prob-
lems that were rooted in preferences, not in arguments, were published in newspaper articles ei-
ther about postulated preservation of ‘goldtones’ or the ‘revival’ of the original tone of old paintings, 
hitherto laying among old, darkened, and yellowing varnishes. Aesthetic revolution in the reception 
of art, the change in the rules of its preservation, the change in aesthetic tastes and acceptance 
of vivid colour of the Impressionists paintings took place paralelly.

According to Claude Levi-Strauss, even if “Impressionists wasted the craft”59 in the sense 
that they used commonly used unstable materials, e.g. jute bags for canvas etc., but not particu-
larly proper for painting, their innovative creativity made recipients aware of the importance of 
colour in painting.

Unfortunately, aesthetic misunderstandings with goldtones repeat cyclically. For instance, 
in the Netherlands, methods applied in restoration of The Night Watch by Rembrandt were dis-
cussed in press in 1900. These works were assessed negatively and the contractor was accused 
of excessive removal of halftones during cleaning the canvas. It happened even despite having a 
proof of fair restoration conduct. Similar charges were repeated after cleaning the painting subse-
quently in 1946 and 1947. This was accompanied by a campaign of slanders and hate, which was 
spread by the boulevard press. Authors of the conservation works were criticized for grotesque 
‘change of the night watch into the day watch’, which resulted from lightening the tones of the 
painting. Meanwhile, experts in Rembrandt’s techniques considered unveiling layers of the original 
painting to be artistic and scientific discovery, and paid particular attention to white colour used 
by the artist. Rembrandt’s Night Watch, also known as The Shooting Company of Frans Banning 
Cocq and Willem van Ruytenburch, is exhibited in the Rijksmuseum in Amsterdam, along with 
publications on its history, differently read iconography, tests, and controlled conduct of preser-
vation-restoration, maintenance and publication of the drama, and behavioural causes connected 
with the unnecessary controversy over restoration.60 The knowledge acquired during carrying out 
restoration works was made public and this fact was supposed to contribute to educating con-
sumers and involving the society in protection and preservation of cultural heritage.

Heritage values assessment breakthrough – historical relativism

Theoretical breakthrough in heritage care came at the turn of the 19th and 20th century. Alois 
Riegl (1858–1905), an Austrian art theorist introduced methodology and guidelines for newly de-
veloped education programme of conservation studies and organised it into a ‘code’. The concept 
of primacy of conservation over restoration has been considered to be the basis of modern pres-
ervation, which reaches pluralism standards and carries out assessment of the value of the arts. 
Resigning from one ideal, i.e. the primacy of one style, in order to respect various forms of art and 
the ‘value of the past’, indicated in practice the preference for preserving monuments composed 
of historical layers as sources of knowledge about culture and art of the bygone eras. Alois Riegl, 
in Der Moderne Denkmalkultus. Sein Wessen und seine Enstellung (1903) perceived every object 
of historical and artistic value as a Denkmal, (monument – translator’s note), i.e. a combination of 

59	 C. Levi-Strauss, ‘Rozmowy o sztuce’ (‘Talks about art’), in Twórczość vol. 9, 1990, p. 55.
60	 M. Doerner, Materiały malarskie i ich opracowanie, Warsaw, 1975, p. 228; E. van Wetering, Rembrandt. 

The Painter at Work, Amsterdam, 1997, passim.
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an idea and a historic monument or site, with emphasis put on its specific values.61 This book was 
widely spread and translated into numerous languages. Riegl’s student, Max Dvořák (1874–1921), 
an Austrian conservator of Czech origin, who, in Katechismus der Denkmalpflege, formulated 
guidelines on caring for works of art, also chose “conservation instead of restoration.”62 Previously, 
similar guidelines were formulated both by Boito and Dehio, who noticed destructions resulting 
from undertaking popular nineteenth-century reconstructions, which were made either according 
to the ‘gothic style’ or to owners’ own preferences.

The idea of the need for preserving historical relativism in assessing values of historic monu-
ments and sites was similar to modern ideas of monument custody. Concepts and criteria of as-
sessing values of historic monuments, formulated by Walter Frodl (1908–1994), founder of formal 
analysis of works of art, included a new term, i.e. ‘historical substance’, preservation and integrity 
of which Frodl considered to be the most important aspect of preservation works.63 Frodl’s theory 
as ‘analysis of monument values assessment’ is frequently applied in decision-making strategies. 
It involves determining three main groups of monument values: historical, artistic, and use. 

The conflict between arguments, values of the past, and function of an object is common, 
hence the classification of particular features of a historic monument meets the requirement of 
objectivity only if it is carried out jointly by various stakeholders: conservators, historians, crafts-
men, and artists.

Coherence of the system of pluralistic values

Universalism appreciates individualism in works of art. However, in time of changes in visual 
arts, emergence of new media (means of expression), expansion of photography, film, interdisci-
plinary art, anti-art, and the flood of contemporary art, it became hard to value individualism.64 In 
addition to artistic criticism, new art values were hardly accepted by the modern recipients and 
were not included in the accepted doctrines of restoration. With the emergence of such phenom-
ena as environment, installation, and total art (German Gesamtkunstwerk), the scope of cultural 
heritage patronage became even more complicated. One must not forget that every kind of fine 
arts was ‘modern’ in its time and thus, it was not always understood and valued. Interviews with 
artists are the means in which classic theories of restoration define restoration as an operation to 
‘restore the truth’, ‘true nature’, or ‘integrity’. It is difficult to objectify them in the light of changes in 
fine arts. Despite the fact that over a hundred years have passed, Riegl’s concepts of historical 
relativism and values assessment still play a key role in conservation and restoration of classical 
cultural goods, and are treated as the norm in conservation and restoration of heritage.

Revision of values assessment in the light of science 

Actions carried out by various groups focused on conservation and restoration of art heritage, 
were finally integrated during the conference in Rome in 1930. Simultaneously, in 1931 the Athens 
Card was introduced, providing solid foundations for restoration theory and values assessment. 

61	 A. Riegl, Der Moderne Denkmalkultus. Sein Wessen und seine Enstehung, Vienna and Liepzig, 1903; see 
also Polish translation: ‘Nowoczesny kult zabytków. Jego istota i powstanie’, transl. R. Kasperowicz, in: 
Alois Riegl, Georg Dehio i kult zabytków, Warsaw, 2002, pp. 27–65.

62	 M. Dvořák, ‘Katechizm opieki nad zabytkami’, in P. Kosiewski, J. Krawczyk (ed.), trans. R. Kasperowicz, 
Zabytek i historia, Oficyna Mówią Wieki, p. 225. Original version: M. Dvořák, ‘Katechismus der 
Denkmalpflege’, Vienna, 1916.

63	 W. Frodl, Pojęcia i kryteria wartościowania zabytków, Warsaw, 1966.
64	 K. Piwocki, Pierwsza nowoczesna teoria sztuki; poglądy Aloisa Riegla, Warsaw, 1970, pp. 178–190.
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It was a breakthrough in the way of thinking about heritage maintenance. The attitude towards 
values assessment, necessity of carrying out a reliable research before interfering into an object, 
preservation of style accumulation, and the act of distinguishing retouched works from originals, 
became commonly known.65 For monument restoration, the use of the latest technology was 
highly recommended. However, using them should not exercise any influence on the appearance 
and character of architecture and other historic monuments. The rules adopted at that time are 
nowadays familiar to us but in the 1930s they created favourable conditions for scientific inter-
pretation of art legacy in various centres. Conservation centres of scientific profile were founded, 
including Doerner-Institut at Munich Pinakothek, the Louvre, the National Museum in London, the 
Fogg Museum in the USA, and others. Finally, in 1939, the Istituto Centrale del Restauro in Rome 
was founded as well, aim of which was to connect science with restaurateurs’ education. 

Heritage values ​​according to the Charter of Venice (1964) 

In the twentieth century, activity of architects and monument experts who followed the archi-
tects, turned out to be significant in promoting preservation issues. On the Second International 
Congress of Architects and Technicians of Historic Monuments held in Venice in 1964, the Venice 
Charter (full name: International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and 
Sites) was adopted. This document is an international code of principles concerning conservation 
and restoration of architectural monuments. It is the continuation of monument protection principles 
set forth in the Athens Charter of 1931, with strong preferences for architecture. Interdisciplinary 
knowledge that enables a wide range of research to be carried out, shows appropriate recognition 
concerning the object of preservation activities, and gives proper diagnosis.

Moral right to restoration

Belgian towns Ypres and Verdun destroyed in the first hecatomb of the first World War as 
well as Warsaw, Gdansk, and Wroclaw destroyed in the Second World War, are examples of not 
only the ‘shock of ruins’ but also conservation and restoration activities which, although their doc-
trines seemed to differ, were both interpreted as morally legitimate. The most spectacular restora-
tion was that of the Old Town in Warsaw, which was inscribed into UNESCO World Heritage List 
in 1980. The danger of popularity of such reconstructions results from general public belief that 
this kind of activity is indeed a true and proper restoration of historic monuments. However, this is 
an erroneous belief leading to mass psychosis.66 This ‘blindness’ may affect not only a layperson 
but also professional conservators, and authorities and offices creating plans for ‘reconstruction 
of the past’.67

Highlighting in the process of the conservation-restoration of added elements

Continuation of post-war enthusiasm for ethically groundless reconstruction should be with-
held. In the process of conservation, it is necessary to make elements added in the course of 
retouching process distinguishable, e.g. by carrying out UV observations in case of small objects, 
or providing viewers with information for in case of larger items or properties. Philippot, contem-
porary theorist and restorer, considered such actions to be ‘the heart of restoration problems’, 

65	 P. Dettloff, Odbudowa i restauracja zabytków architektury w Polsce w latach 1918–1930. Teoria i praktyka 
Cracow, Universitas, 2006, p. 400.

66	 W. Frodl, Pojęcia i kryteria… op.cit., pp. 32–36.
67	 K. Piwocki, Sztuka żywa. Szkice z teorii i metodyki historii sztuki, Warsaw, 1970, pp. 269–270.
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the restoration perceived from the perspective of humanities.68 Cesare Brandi and Umberto 
Baldini, Italian theorists of restoration, tried to solve this problem. They postulated distinguish-
ing fixed loses from original parts of an object. In his book published in Italy in 1963, Teoria del 
Restauro, Brandi stated that conservation treatments carried out eligibly included only these which 
used wide spectrum of scientific techniques and were distinguishable from the original. He ad-
dressed his observations to conservators, critics, and art historians, i.e. to all who, by connecting 
science with practice, wanted to solve the problem of preserving messages conveyed not only by 
works of art alone but also their matters.69 Brandi shows different axioms of the restoration proc-
ess. The first one specifies that only the matter is subject to restoration and emphasizes its duality 
– as a structure and as a carrier of ideas. According to the second axiom, “Restoration must strive 
to restore potential unity of work of art, possibly without committing artistic or historical falsity and 
without blurring the traces of the time present in it.”70 Assuming that a work of art is a potentially 
coherent unit, Brandi suggests a solution to the problem concerning reparation of defects as well 
as relations between a work of art, time, and space. He also addresses issues of preventive con-
servation and restoration in historical context, aiming at preserving aesthetics of works of art and 
preventing the loss of aesthetics.

Heritage values ​​versus ethics of money 

Currently, activities carried out in the interest of cultural heritage, having been once a prior-
ity due to the role of culture patrons, lose their importance in the confrontation with the ‘ethics of 
money’ and the rules of free market. There is no rational balance in social programmes for the 
primacy of the economy. Due to the role of stakeholders, there is a need to apply new solutions 
to the theory, fundamental aim of which is to preserve the heritage in accordance with principles 
of sustainable development and respect for cultural diversity.71 In the field in question, social sci-
ences recommend using management and tools of cultural economics considered to be cru-
cial in carrying out tasks involving heritage conservation and preservation. According to John 
Merrymann, there are two ways of thought that characterize the reality of cultural goods accepted 
in the capitalist system, i.e. liberal cosmopolitanism and liberalism, which emphasizes the impor-
tance of personal autonomy in social practice.72 Extremely individualistic European civilization and 
its American version stand at opposite poles towards collective thinking of eastern civilizations. 
However, in the process of cultural identity formation, collective arguments and cultural affiliation 
prevail in the individual personal development.

Values ​​versus identity 

Each group establishes its identity, which is defined by its culture, collective memory, and 
shared responsibility – as Joseph Raz explains in his book Value, Respect, and Attachment.73 
According to Juergen Habermas, a highly appreciated philosopher, conducting values assess-
ment by improving social communication is the fundamental need of development:

68	 P. Phillippot, ‘Restoration from the Perspective of the Humanities. Materials for a History of Conservation’, 
in Historical and Philosophical…, ibidem, pp. 217–219.

69	 C. Brandi, ‘Teoria di Restauro’, in Historical and Philosophical…, pp. 230–235.
70	 C. Brandi, ‘Teoria di Restauro,’ op.cit., p. 231.
71	 H. Pereira, ‘Contemporary trends in conservation: culturalization, significance and sustainability’, 

City & Time, vol. 3(2):2, 2007, http://www.ceci-br.org/novo/revista/docs2008/CT- 2008-104.pdf, (accessed 
4 September 2009)

72	 J. H. Merrymann, ‘Two Ways of Thinking about Cultural Property,’ 80 American Journal of International Law, 
1986.

73	 J. Raz, Value, Respect, and Attachment, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001, p. 34.
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“Massification of culture resulted in that politics has left an isolated area and became 
the regulator of the majority of public life forms (...), this situation seems to be the 
unintended consequence of losing the role of tradition and philosophy in culture. 
Weighing cultural evidences requires politicizing of those areas of life that so far 
seemed to be the sphere of privacy.”74

Nowadays, at the time of significant changes, increasing knowledge of the past and visual 
art, which is dynamically changing at present, create two opposite poles in history. Although 
polarized, they create a common field with numerous science disciplines dealing with heritage, 
e.g.; art history, theory of conservation, anthropology, philosophy, law, literature, politics, sociology, 
psychology, and life sciences. In other words – a broad spectrum of human activity.

Conclusion

Cultural heritage is eternal both in intangible sense, when it is renewed by each generation 
in its traditions, and in tangible sense, when proper researches are conducted, conscious care 
is provided, and conservation and restoration works are carried out. Tangible and intangible val-
ues that define our culture and are handed down by ancestors, lay foundations for the concept 
of cultural heritage as a carrier of collective identity. Heritage values assessment and, hence, the 
systems for maintaining cultural heritage legacy include all consequences arising from interaction 
processes that took place between people and the environment over the centuries. The aim of the 
study is therefore to highlight the need for referring to sources, which consider changes in ideas to 
be the foundations for values assessment. With regard to contemporary conservation philosophy, 
it is crucial to determine the roots of how we think. It creates an opportunity for creating con-
scious and unconventional methodology for projects involving preservation of the cultural heritage 
and nature.

74	 J. Habermas, trans. M. Łukasiewicz, Na czym polega dziś kryzys? Problemy uprawomocnienia w późnym 
kapitalizmie. Teoria i praktyka, 1983, p. 465.
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Heritage protection and conservation form a discipline that deals with a significant part of 
material and non-material culture and maintains control over transformations in this field. This 
results in profound consequences, e.g. cultural, economic, social, political, and spatial. One may 
expect that with regard to the discipline in question, it is possible to distinguish one’s subject of 
interest as well as define objectives and the code of conduct related to it. The expectation is rea-
sonable and well justified because heritage conservation, aspiring to be independent, has existed 
for two centuries. 

Nowadays, however, all elements and circumstances involving heritage conservation are 
changing, i.e. the subject (the definition of historic monument /heritage/ is broadened in all as-
pects), the objectives (preserving elements of historical significance is one of the number of ob-
jectives of heritage protection), and the methods (apart from strict conservation it is allowed to 
carry out a considerable scope of works aiming to transform and adapt buildings). All the afore-
mentioned changes are highly dynamic and they are constantly accelerating. The changes are 
therefore made to the entire discipline, i.e. to definitions, procedures, and principles of heritage 
protection. Due to a number of external conditionings which the discipline is subject to, conserva-
tors can plan and control this process only to a small extent. It is therefore necessary to constantly 
monitor all elements of the heritage protection system in terms of their validity and consistence: 
definitions, procedures, principles, methods of conduct, etc.

One of the key challenges faced by contemporary conservators involves various types of 
works and transformations carried out in monuments and sites. Although these processes are 
necessary and inevitable, they should be well-defined in conservation theory. The traditional 
conservation doctrine has been, however based on the assumption that a historic monument 
ought to be protected as an entire asset (elements of historical significance and the form of 
a historic monument). It has always been a very idealistic assumption, yet it had been defin-
ing theoretical base of conservation for decades.1 On the other hand, when a historic monu-
ment was treated as a whole, it was not necessary to analyse its elements perceived as sep-
arate carriers of the entire spectrum of values ascribed to historic monuments. Consequently, 
nobody developed any analysis methods aiming to define which consequences may follow from 
carrying out works and transformations in historic monuments. It was common to describe his-
toric monuments as entire assets instead of analysing the totals of their elements and features 
of different values. 

1	 See e.g.: J.Jokilehto, A History of Architectural Conservation, Butterworth-Heinemann, Oxford, 2002; N.S. Price 
(ed), Historical and Philosophical Issues in the Conservation of Cultural Heritage, Los Angeles, Getty Conservation 
Institute, 1996; M. Arszyński, Idea, Troska, Pamięć, Malbork, The Castle Museum in Malbork, 2007.
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The holistic and descriptive approach to historic monuments was reflected in procedures 
of according the status of historic monument to specific assets. Nowadays, it is necessary 
to conduct value analysis of a historic monument, i.e. its elements and features. This approach 
provides basis for carrying out works in any historic monument. One must therefore check 
which values are taken into account in defining which property can be considered a historic 
monument, which opportunities in this area open up as a result of implementing the proce-
dures and guidelines of according the status of historic monument to a specific asset as well 
as how this process is reflected in preparing documents concerning historic monuments. This 
knowledge ought to be one of the few starting points for creating a system for assessing values 
of historic monuments. 

1.	V alues as a fundamental formal factor defining the term ‘historic monument’. 

First of all, it should be checked to what extent the concept of values is used in fundamental 
legal acts providing the basis for heritage protection. This approach is well justified since values 
provide foundations on which the concept of historic monument and the idea of protection are 
based. From the beginnings of the historic monument science and conservation science, it is the 
presence of specific values that decides whether a property can be considered a ‘historic monu-
ment’. The concept of value is therefore used in majority of terms defining historic monuments and 
heritage. On the other hand, protection of values of historical significance is a key factor in defining 
conservation code of conduct and organising the system of heritage protection. 

Pursuant to Polish legal acts on heritage protection, the status of historic monument is ac-
corded to an asset after it is proven that this particular asset has got specific values. This is also 
confirmed by the definitions of the term ‘historic monument’ which are provided in legal acts 
adopted in the last century. After having a brief insight into these documents, it turns out how im-
portant the values are in the process of deciding whether the status of historic monument can be 
accorded to an asset and what the problems related to it are. 

The Regency Council of the Kingdom of Poland issued the first Polish document regulating 
heritage protection. It was the Decree on the care of assets of outstanding cultural and artistic val-
ues.2 This document, however, neither provided explicit definition of the term ‘historic monument’ 
nor did it specify the differences between ‘objects of outstanding cultural value’ and ‘objects of 
outstanding artistic value’. A historic monument is, to some extent, defined by a number of expres-
sions. Pursuant to art. 11, legal protection covers works “that are evidence of art and culture of the 
past epochs and which are no less than 50 years of age.” Moreover, three categories of historic 
monuments were defined – immovable historic monuments (art.12), movable historic monuments 
(art.18) and excavations and finds (art.23), within which a great number of works of art as well 
as objects and items of outstanding historical value were mentioned. On the other hand, several 
articles (art. 1, 6, 7, 9, 10) provide various aspects of creating registers of historic monuments. 
This fact indirectly indicates that a historic monument means any asset or property inscribed 
in a specific register.

At the same time, however, the Decree indirectly refers to values whose presence or ab-
sence influence decisions on whether the status of historic monument should be accorded to a 
specific asset. Pursuant to article 6, “appropriate government bodies” are authorised “to analyse” 

2	 The Decree issued by the Regency Council of the Kingdom of Poland on the care of objects of out-
standing cultural and artistic value of 31 October 1918, Dziennik Praw Państwa Polskiego no. 16, Warsaw, 
8 November 1918.
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assets and properties in order to assess their “historical value.” This value can be, however 
understood by referring to the aforementioned article specifying the age of an asset/property.3 
Nonetheless, it must be remembered that the Decree adopted by the Regency Council of the 
Kingdom of Poland was issued in the war time and it did not aim to discuss theoretical problems. 
Instead, its objective was to provide foundations for developing a system for protecting historic 
monuments and sites. 

In this context, important changes are specified in another document outlining regulations 
governing heritage protection, i.e. Regulation of the President of the Republic of Poland on herit-
age care of 1928.4 Article 1 thereof provides definition of the term ‘historic monument’ which fo-
cuses on several values: “under this regulation, a ‘historic monument’ shall be any movable and 
immovable asset characteristic of a specific epoch, which is of outstanding artistic, cultural, his-
torical, archaeological, or paleontological value confirmed by a government ruling and, due to this, 
deserving to be preserved.”5 The above-mentioned definition was complemented with a typologi-
cal list of works of art, assets, and items to which the status of historic monument can be accorded 
(art. 2). What is of utmost importance in this matter is the regulation specifying the values which 
a property must have in order to be considered a historic monument. This is explicitly confirmed 
by article 3, according to which “the status of a historic monument is accorded to a specific as-
set... (...)... after conservation authorities issue appropriate ruling... (...)... confirming that the asset 
is of outstanding historical value.” Similar conclusion can be drawn from art. 11, pursuant to which 
“conservation authorities are authorised to analyse and investigate any asset in order to decide 
whether it is of outstanding historical value.”

The Regulation of 1928 also specifies the strategies for assessing values of historic monu-
ments in the context of exporting or destroying them. In case of expropriating a historic monu-
ment, assessing its values is certainly more of material nature. This is, however, not very clear. On 
the other hand, the articles concerning destruction of a historical monument specify that it is the 
punishment or fine that is of material nature. Regulations on “reducing the value of a historic monu-
ment” can, however, apply to other values as well (art. 36). 

Pursuant to another act that came into force after the Second World War, the decision on 
whether the status of historic monument can be accorded to a specific asset is also based on 
ascribing specific values to this asset. ‘Cultural property’ in the broad sense of understanding this 
term is the main phrase defined in the document of 1962.6 A historic monument, however, is a cul-
tural property entered into National Register of Historic Monuments. From the perspective of pro-
viding legal protection, it is of utmost importance to explicitly define a group of assets to which the 
status of historic monument is accorded. The group of historic monuments is therefore included in 
a far broader group of cultural properties.

A cultural property means “any movable or immovable asset created by past generations 
and having outstanding historical, scientific or artistic value and hence, being considerably im-
portant for heritage and cultural development” (art. 2). Consequently, each historic monument is 
a cultural property and hence, it has got the aforementioned values. This approach is supported 

3	 It must be also emphasised that under art. 11, “Movable works of art of less than 50 years of age may be, 
in particular cases, considered historic monuments under a decision issued by the Minister by Religious 
Denomination and Public Enlightenment.” 

4	R egulation of the President of the Republic of Poland was equivalent to act, pursuant to art. 44.6 of the Constitution 
and the Act of 2 August 1926 (Dziennik Ustaw Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej no. 78, item 443)

5	R egulation of the President of the Republic of Poland of 6 March 1928 on heritage care (Dziennik Ustaw 
Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej no. 29, item 265). 

6	 Cultural Properties Protection Act of 15 February 1962 (Dziennik Ustaw Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej no. 10 item 48 of 1962).
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by statutory regulations under which a historic monument can be deleted from the register if: 
“a historic monument has lost its historical value due to being either entirely destroyed or as a re-
sult of new scientific findings” (art. 16). 

Provisions of the Act of 1962 are focused on other values of historic monuments as well. For 
instance, under the articles specifying social care for historic monuments (Chapter 12), this type 
of care aims to maintain and popularise “their educational and teaching values” (art. 70). The Act 
of 1962 is therefore not only another document pursuant to which the term ‘historic monument’ is 
based on values but also a document which extends the scope of these values. 

Additionally, pursuant to the Act on the Protection and Guardianship of Monuments and 
Sites of 2003, the definition of a ‘historic monument’ is also based on values:7 “historic monument 
means any movable or immovable property, its part or a group of properties created by humans or 
relating to their activity and being the evidence of a particular epoch or a historic event of outstand-
ing historical, artistic, or scientific value” (art. 3). This definition is remarkably wide, which results 
from requirements that a historic monument must meet: it must be a property created by human 
beings, evidence of a particular epoch and social interest. It is of great importance to recognise 
the “historical, artistic or scientific value” of a movable property in order to accord the status of 
historic monument to it. 

The Act contains also other provisions which extend the scope of values ascribed to historic 
monuments. Pursuant to art. 3.7, restauration works mean activities aiming to highlight the “artis-
tic and aesthetic values.” Taking the aforementioned facts into consideration, it can be said that 
if restauration works are carried out in or on assets of historical significance, aesthetic values are 
also of considerable importance to such assets. According to the definition of an ‘area surrounding 
a historic monument’, this area is outlined (around or at the historical monument) in order to “pro-
tect landscape values” (art. 3.15), i.e. another group of values which define monument protection 
and help to implement it in practice. 

Under articles specifying monuments care and protection, values are particularly important 
for historic monuments. The article specifying the meaning of “monuments protection” provides 
that this protection aims to reduce dangers that may threaten the “value of historical monuments” 
(art.4.2). On the other hand, by specifying what activities “monument care” involves, it has been 
written that the way in which a historic monument is used must ensure that “the values of a historic 
monument will be preserved.” 

Furthermore, the article under which a historic monument can be deleted from the Register 
of Historic Monuments is important and complementing from this point of view. It is permitted to 
delete a historic monument from the Register either when this historic monument has been dam-
aged or destroyed and therefore lost its “historical, artistic or scientific value” or when new analy-
ses of the property did not prove the existence of such values. 

The importance of values is also confirmed in the article specifying conditions under which 
subsidies for carrying out works in historic monuments are granted. The act states that the thresh-
old for subsidising conservation works is 50%. If a historic monument, however, is of “outstanding 
historical, artistic or scientific value” the subsidy may cover even 100% of necessary expenses. 
Additionally, it is also worth mentioning an article specifying how a historic monument should 
be used. Under this article, the plan of using a historic monument should involve “highlighting 
its values” (art. 25.3). 

7	 Art. 3 of the Act on the Protection and Guardianship of Monuments and Sites of 23 July 2003.
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The aforementioned articles therefore prove that pursuant to the recent act, values are 
of utmost importance for defining historic monuments. Moreover, this term is applied in a great-
er number of articles than in the previous acts. This approach additionally supports the thesis 
that works carried out in historic monuments aim to preserve, protect and highlight a number of 
values. 

Taking all the aforementioned documents into account, a conclusion can be drawn that the 
concept of ‘values’ is of utmost importance for according the status of historic monument to a 
specific asset. Not only should this concept be the key factor in specifying what works can be car-
ried out in a specific historic monument but it also ought to give directions for organising and man-
aging the system of protecting historic monuments. In practice, it means that the Polish system 
of protecting historic monuments should ‘extend’ the definition of ‘value’. 

It must be, however, emphasised that in Polish acts of law it is not specified how the ‘value’ 
should be understood – neither the value status is defined, nor the relations existing between val-
ues, nor the ways of protecting them, nor has it been specified how the existence of values should 
be determined. Furthermore, there is no consequence in referring to values in a number of articles 
where these values are or ought to be mentioned. For instance, as historical values are of utmost 
importance in a number of aspects, the definitions of all actions carried out in monuments should 
be based on them. In the present act, however, only the definition of restauration works includes 
reference to “artistic and aesthetic values” which must be highlighted as a result of carrying out 
these works. On the other hand, the definition of conservation works, which is of utmost impor-
tance from the conservation-based point of view, focuses only on such aspects as preservation 
of elements of historical significance, stopping destruction and producing documents (art. 3.6). 
A similar situation can be observed in the case of the definition of conservation works, which is of 
key importance for learning more about a historic monument. This definition encompasses stages 
and elements of learning more about a historic monument, including determining the scope of 
conservation works to be carried out. It does not, however, include any information on value iden-
tification (art.3.9). 

Additionally, a number of important articles specifying the concept of monuments care and 
protection lack in coherence and consistency in referring to values. The concept of values is pro-
vided in each article, however only in single points. It is therefore difficult to find logic behind ap-
plication of these terms. 

Consequently, the present act does not contain precise information about a set of values 
that define a historic monument. Furthermore, the definitions set forth in the acts are inconsistent 
and incoherent in terms of using the concept of values and, additionally, no methodology recom-
mendations on how to assess the values are provided therein. This means that the entire value 
assessment process must be defined within the monuments protection system, which, as a result, 
must be analysed. 

The Polish monuments protection system provides no formal procedures for assessing val-
ues of historic monuments, which are assessed in a number of (or even all) stages of dealing with 
a historic monument. Different individuals participate in this process and various sets of values 
based on different hierarchies are taken into consideration. It is therefore difficult to synthesise 
information relating to these highly diverse elements. It can be, however, assumed that there 
are some specific stages that should be of key importance in the process of assessing values 
of historic monuments. One of these stages involves identifying an item by according a status 
of a historic monument to it. In the Polish system it means that an asset is entered into the Register 
or Record. As this approach must be verifiable, it also involves preparing documents concerning 
a historic monument. These aspects ought to be taken into account when conducting analyses. 
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Identifying and according a status of historic monument to a specific asset should be the 
key stage in assessing values of a historic monument.8 This approach should be of formal nature 
because, from legal perspective, it is necessary to define what the status of an asset means: 
an asset to which the status of a historic monument is accorded comes under conservation ju-
risdiction and is governed by a number of specific regulations. Consequently, a group of historic 
monuments is compiled as a result of according the status of historic monument to specific prop-
erties (properties of similar status). 

In the Polish system of monuments protection there are a number of forms (procedures) 
that aim to protect values ‘of historical significance’. These forms include: the Register of Historic 
Monuments, various Records of Historic Monuments, Polish Listed Monuments, assets inscribed 
on the UNESCO World Heritage List, assets recorded in local zoning plans, as well as culture 
parks created under resolutions passed by municipal authorities. Each form involves different ap-
proaches of imposing conservation regulations on an asset, group of assets, or a site. Only two 
of them, however, i.e. the Register and the Records, can be considered a form of according the 
full status of historic monument to an asset. Listing a monument and inscribing it on the UNESCO 
List concerns assets which have already been entered into the Register of Historic Monuments. 
A culture park and local zoning plan, on the other hand, are applied to some elements of areas 
on which even severe restrictions can be imposed. It is not possible, however, to use these forms 
to accord the status of historic monument to the entire area. National historic monuments there-
fore include assets entered both to the register and to the record. 

2.	R egister of Historic Monuments 

The Register of Historic Monuments is a basic form of according the status of historic monu-
ment to an asset. It is of great importance due to the number of historic monuments and regu-
lations governing the means of protecting them.9 According to the current procedure, it is the 
Regional Conservation Officer who decides whether an asset will be entered into the Register. 
The decision is issued as a separate document and is followed by making an entry in a book re-
ferred to as the ‘Register’. By analysing the rules governing the content and production of these 
documents it should be possible to obtain information on factors which decide whether an asset 
is entered into the Register.

In the Polish system, there is a long-established tradition of entering historic monuments 
into the Register, i.e. a catalogue of historic monuments created under the decision issued by the 
Conservation Office. This Register has been functioning in Poland since appointing conservation 
services. In the last 100 years, the Register was ‘rewritten’ a number of times due to administra-
tive transformations resulting in changing the number and the size of regions in Poland.10 Despite 

8	 As the status of historic monument can be accorded not only to buildings but also sites or groups of build-
ings, the concept of an ‘asset’ should be understood in a very broad sense. A similar situation can be 
observed in cases where Polish Listed Monuments are inscribed on the UNESCO World Heritage List. 

9	 What is analysed is the register of movable (“A”), immovable (“B”), and archaeological (“C”) historic monu-
ments. At the moment, a great number of registered immovable historic monuments are being verified. 
According to the data collected by the National Heritage Board of Poland, there are 68.639 immovable 
historic monuments entered into the Register (as of 31 December 2014). 

10	 The Register, however, due to its region-wide scale is dependent upon changes in administrative structure 
of the country (e.g. necessity to change decision numbers). Due to this, it was suggested to establish a sin-
gle state register with common numbering – J. Wendland, ‘Centralna ewidencja i rejestr zabytków architek-
tury i budownictwa w Polsce w świetle zasobów Ośrodka Dokumentacji Zabytków’, Ochrona Zabytków 
vol. 3/98, 1998, p.192.
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this, it can be assumed that this catalogue is continuous both in terms of its formal aspects and 
the scope of information. From the early stages of its existence, it should be therefore treated as 
one category and one form.11

The Decree of the Regency Council of 1918 is considered the birth of the Register of 
Historic Monuments. According to the Decree, the Ministry of Religious Denomination and Public 
Enlightenment should be responsible for keeping an “inventory of historic monuments of great 
artistic and cultural value located in Poland.” This inventory is the first catalogue of historic monu-
ments consisting of assets to which a special status was accorded. This status was similar to the 
status of historic monuments contemporarily entered into the Register (confirmed in subsequent 
executive acts).12 It is possible to draw this conclusion since the selection criterion was to assess 
“the value of historical significance” (art. 6). Moreover, the ‘inventory’ was compiled by the conser-
vation office and recording an asset in this book resulted in specific consequences.13 The ‘inven-
tory’ was drawn up in accordance with these rules and, as a result, a state catalogue of registered 
historic monuments was produced. Additionally, the ‘inventory’ also established standards for 
basing the catalogue on a small amount of documented relevant information.

The Register of Historic Monuments, referred to as in this way, was based on another legal 
regulation, i.e. Regulation of the President of the Republic of Poland of 1928. Art. 4 therein stated 
that “conservation authorities of the first instance shall keep the Register of Historic Monuments.” 
The rules governing the maintenance of this register were formulated in a different regulation of 
the Minister of Religious Denomination and Public Enlightenment. Pursuant to provisions set forth 
therein, each entry in the Register consists of basic identification data and must be confirmed by 
making an appropriate decision about according the status of historic monument to a specific 
asset” (art. 3). These provisions, however, do not contain any recommendations on how to justify 
the decisions made. 

It is proven, however that the decisions made at that time did not provide any factual informa-
tion, particularly the information concerning assessing values of historic monuments. What was 
used was the standard templates with gaps to be filled in with just a few pieces of information, i.e. 
defining an asset (typology), its function, ownership rights, location, etc. 

In 1931, for instance, the decision on “according the status of a historic monument” to “City 
Hall tower” in Cracow provides only information about “considering this asset a historic monument 
due to its outstanding artistic, cultural, historical and archaeological values.”14 The conservation 
officer being responsible for this property briefly justifies his decision: “It is a gothic tower built in 
the 15th century.” In 1935, Saint Idzi Church in Cracow was considered a historic monument: “The 
church was built by Casimir the Great and its foundations date back to the 11th century. Materials 
used: stone and brick. In spite of its partial extension in the 16th century, the initial type and lay-
out have been preserved. Apart from gothic architectural features, there are a number of valuable 

11	 Other acts specify that assets to which the status of historic monuments was accorded under former acts do 
not lose this status. For instance, pursuant to the regulation issued by the President of the Republic of Poland 
in 1928, “assets considered historic monuments under previously binding provisions, shall be cared for in 
accordance with this regulation. There is no need to apply art. 3 (according the status of historic monument) 
(art. 45). Due to this, the Register of Historic Monuments can be perceived as a continuous catalogue. 

12	 Adequate provisions were contained in art. 4 in the Regulation of the Minister of Religious Denomination 
and Public Enlightenment of 17 July 1928 on maintaining the register of historic monuments.

13	 See: art. 1–11 – Decree of the Regency Council, op. cit.
14	 The decision on according the status of a historic monument, Cracow – City Hall Tower, 12 May 1931.
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portals, statues, and Reneissance stalls.”15 Likewise, even the decisions justifying the accordance 
of the status of historic monument to entire historic areas (historic city estates) were laconic and 
involved only enumerating elements considered historic monuments.

After the Second World War, the Register of Historic Monuments was maintained in accord-
ance with the provisions of the regulation of 1928. The decisions on entering a historic monu-
ment into the register were therefore similar. For instance, arguments in the decision concern-
ing a wooden church of outstanding value in Binarowa (subsequently inscribed on the World 
Heritage List) were justified only by a statement saying that the asset has “artistic, historical and 
cultural values.”16

In the 1940s, regulations specifying administrative proceedings were introduced. This fact had 
to be taken into consideration when entering an asset into the Register of Historic Monuments.17 
The Polish Code of Administrative Proceedings was established in 1960 and it was the second 
document (apart from the Act on the Protection and Guardianship of Monuments and Sites) in 
which procedures for registering historic monuments were provided.18 These documents became 
particularly important since they ‘disciplined’ or even ‘dominated’ the process of establishing the 
Register. They had, however no influence on providing substantial reasons for the decisions made 
by conservators. Pursuant to the Code, “a public administration body deals with a matter by 
producing appropriate documents including the decisions made.” The Code, however, does not 
specify how these decisions are to be justified (art. 104.1). 

In 1962, a new Cultural Property Protection Act was adopted. As a result, the Register of 
Historic Monuments was acknowledged the basic form of their protection. The entire Chapter 4 of 
this Act is about establishing the Register of Historic Monuments. This time the information was 
also of formal and procedural nature. 

Analysis of information on assets entered into the register in accordance with the Act of 
1962 and the Code of Administrative Proceedings proves that the entries have a formal character. 
Moreover, there are no justifications relating to value assessment. Entries made in the 1960s are 
short and frequently written in single sentences. For instance, the ‘Asset specification’ field reads 
as follows: “Housing tenement on 34 Narutowicza; balcony bars and main entrance woodwork.” 
The reason for entering the asset into the Register is that the building is “an example of suburban 
architecture of the 19th century.”19

What can be deemed a progress is the fact that in documents issued in the 1970s, ‘Asset 
specification’ field is separated from the ‘Justification of the decision’ field. For instance, the 
documents concerning entering Plac Litewski (Lithuanian Square) into the Register of Historic 
Monuments include a number of compound elements. According to the justification of this deci-
sion, the Square is “one of the most prominent examples of city squares, both in terms of layout, 
function, architectural features of each frontage, and the role it plays in citizens’ lives.”20

15	 The decision on according the status of a historic monument, Cracow – St. Idzi Church, March 1935.
16	 The decision on according the status of a historic monument, Parish Church in Binarowa, Rzeszów, 

24 November 1948.
17	R egulation of the President of the Republic of Poland of 22 March 1948 on administrative proceedings, 

(Dziennik Ustaw Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej no. 36 item 341). Entering historic monuments into the register 
was mentioned in art. 87.3.a.

18	 The Code of Administrative Proceedings (Act of 14 June 1960), (Dziennik Ustaw of the Republic of Poland 
of 2013, item 267 – shall read of 11 May 2014).

19	 The decision on entering the cultural property into the Register of Historic Monuments, Housing tenement 
on 34 Narutowicza, Lublin, 12 April 1967.

20	 Decision on entering cultural property into the Register of Historic Monuments, Plac Litewski in Lublin, 10 April 1972.
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In the 1980s, the structure of application forms used for entering assets into the Register 
forced applicants to provide information in two fields: ‘Asset specification’ field and ‘Justification 
of the decision.’ There was no space, however to describe the nominated historic monument 
and include essential information about it. For instance, with reference to the entire urban layout, 
the asset specification could be only defined as “Urban layout in Bircza.” The entire justification 
however was read “urban layout in Bircza is one of the few layouts of this kind which have been 
preserved.”21

The Act on the Protection and Guardianship of Monuments and Sites being in force since 
2003 confirms the importance of the Register in according the status of a historic monument 
within the monument protection system. The Register is mentioned as the first of four forms of 
protecting historic monuments (art. 7) and a number of subsequent articles specify its functions. 
A more detailed description of procedures and the scope of information needed to enter a his-
toric monument into the Register (and records) is provided in a different regulation of the Minister 
of Culture and National Heritage. 22

Pursuant to this regulation, a single entry into the register (book) consists of eleven tables 
showing information about an asset (par. 3.1). Only two of them, i.e. “Asset subject to protection” 
(no. 3) and “The scope of protection” (no. 4) are to show information necessary to characterise 
a historic monument. In fact, however, only the table entitled “The scope of protection” may show 
such information because the content of “the decision provided in the document” field should be 
moved to “The scope of protection.” 

In the decisions on entering a historic monument into the Register under the Act being cur-
rently in force, the terms ‘asset subject to protection’ and ‘justification of the decision’ are consist-
ently treated separately. Both the ‘asset specification’ and, particularly, the ‘justification of this 
decision,’ are far more extensive than in the previously made decisions. The information provided 
is not, however well-organised, i.e. it concerns the history of an asset, its form, history of transfor-
mations, assessment of its technical condition, and requirements relating to conservation works. 
Although references to values are mentioned, they are just standard sentences that have noth-
ing in common with factual analysis or assessment. For instance, a decision of 2007 on entering 
a military cemetery into the Register is based on the following reasoning: “the site is located at the 
top of the hill with a splendid panoramic view over surrounding areas” and “as any other cemetery, 
this site is an architectonic concept and an example of treating soldiers humanely.” Additionally, 
the “architectural, historical, and landscape values of the military cemetery no. 336 in Gierczyce 
meet the requirements set forth in art. 3.1 and 6.1.1.F of the aforementioned Act.” 23

Entries into the Register (Books) and decisions provided with the reasoning behind them 
are the only documents to be produced when an asset is considered a historic monument in this 
form. In practice, however, since late 1960s, documents concerning a specific historic monument 

21	 Decision of Regional Conservation Officer on entering the Urban Layout in Bircza into the Register 
of Historic Monuments, Przemyśl, 15 November 1982.

22	 The regulation of the Minister of Culture and National Heritage on maintaining the Register of Historic 
Monuments as well as state, regional, and municipal records of historic monuments and the state cata-
logue of stolen or illegaly exported historic monuments of 26 May 2011, Dziennik Ustaw Rzeczpospolitej 
Polskiej no. 113, item 661.

23	 The decision on entering historic site into the register of immovable historic monuments, Gierczyce Military 
Cemetery from the period of the First World War, Bochnia Municipality, Cracow, 28 June 2007.
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include ‘green’ cards and, since 1975, ‘white’ cards.24 The scope of information to be contained 
on the current Identification Card of Immovable Historic Monument Entered into the Register of 
Historic Monuments was defined in the aforementioned regulation regarding the Register and 
Record of 2011 (par. 9.1). Information relating to assessing values is provided in only a few 
of the 26 fields to be filled in: 2. creation/erection date; 12. history; 13. description; 16. initial pur-
pose; 18. condition; 19. existing threats and conservation requirements. In fact, however, they omit 
to include well-arranged value assessments. 

Entering an asset into the National Register of Historic Monuments is the basic form of ac-
cording the status of historic monument to assets in Poland. This form was slightly modified un-
der subsequently passed Acts, e.g. the scope of decision made in writing was expanded, i.e. the 
‘asset specification’ and the ‘justification of the decision’ started to be treated separately. This 
form, however, still omits to include the necessary value assessment that would serve analytical 
and working purposes (reference to values are made as standard expressions). The decision on 
whether an asset should be entered into the National Register ought to be based on assessing 
values of the nominated historic monument. The assessment, however, is subjective, undocu-
mented, and confidential. 

3.	R ecord of Historic Monuments 

In the Polish legislation, entering an asset into the Record of Historic Monuments is another 
form of according the status of historic monument to an asset. Although the current Act says 
nothing about the Record, it is still a form of protecting historic monuments, and is particularly 
important in the system providing legal regulations for monument protection purposes.25 This im-
portance arises particularly from the number of assets to which the status of historic monument 
was accorded in this way. Continuously verified data shows that there are over 135 thousand ar-
chitectural and construction historic monuments recorded.26 The Record of Historic Monuments is 
therefore a vitally important form not only of according the status of historic monuments and sites 
to a number of assets but also planning the policy and conservation works.27

It is, however difficult to analyse the Record since its status, form, and functions have never 
been precisely defined. This becomes clear when the Record is compared with the Register. From 
the formal perspective, the Register is a precisely defined catalogue of historic monuments entered 
into perpetual books, also called registers. The Register is established under specific legal acts. 

24	 Izabella Mikiciuk emphasises that there is no formal requirement for an asset entered into the Register 
of Historic Monuments to be provided with the Identification Card (p. 8). 

25	 Izabella Mikiciuk analyses this problem in ‘Gminna ewidencja zabytków świetle zmian wprowadzonych 
Ustawa o zmianie ustawy o ochronie zabytków i opiece nad zabytkami oraz o zmianie niektórych innych 
ustaw,’ Kurier Konserwatorski, vol. 9/2010, p.5–10

26	 According to Marcin Gawlicki, as of 31 December 2008 the Record of Historic Monuments consisted 
of over 956 thousand entries in all categories (movable, immovable, and archaeological monuments) – 
‘Rejestr zabytków w praktyce ochrony konserwatorskiej,’ Ochrona Zabytków vol. 2/2008, p. 63. On the 
other hand, according to the information available on the webste of the National Heritage Board of Poland 
(Tables with data to report on the condition of historic monuments – data as of the year 2003), there were 
approximately 42 thousand historic monuments entered into the Record, approximately 108 thousand his-
toric monuments not entered into the Record, and approximately 420 thousand archaeological monuments 
recorded (disclosed and recorded in AZP). 

27	 Magdalena Róziewicz indicates how important the Record is in conservation policy – ‘Ewidencje zabytków 
architektury i budownictwa,’ in Kurier Konserwatorski vol. 1/2008, p. 13.
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Furthermore, the Register should be as accurate as possible in terms of the adopted topography 
scale and the value assessment criteria being in force. As the Register is used particularly to sepa-
rate historic monuments under conservation jurisdiction, this formal function of the register is also 
of considerable importance. This is the characteristic feature of the Register from its early times. 
The Record of Historic Monuments, however, lacks in such explicitness in a number of aspects. 

In the contemporary Polish system there is no record that would include all groups of historic 
monuments in Poland. Separate forms provide information on characteristic typology groups of 
historic monuments – historic monuments of architecture and construction, historic landscapes, 
historic cemeteries, historic cities, and archaeological monuments. The rules governing identifica-
tion of historic monuments classified into particular groups are adapted to the characteristic fea-
tures that each historic monument has got.

What distinguishes the Records is the fact that each Record is established on different ad-
ministrative levels, e.g. municipal or provincial (voivodeship). Moreover, copies of identification 
cards are stored on state level. This means that the identification cards should be identical despite 
being issued by different bodies. Apart from identification cards of assets entered into the Register 
and the Regional Record, Municipal Records should include cards of assets which were nominat-
ed by local authorities (city president, mayor), after consulting Regional Conservation Officers28. 
This form diversifies Municipal Records, which are partly dependent on interpretations and deci-
sions made by local authorities, which are frequently, neither well-prepared to nor interested in 
developing the catalogue. 

The form of the Record is not clear either. Nowadays, the acts and regulations relate to es-
tablishing the Record as a collection of identification cards. There are, however, no clear recom-
mendations on how to create a summary list of such cards. From practical point of view, the lack 
of such lists and, consequently, the different forms they have, is an obvious disadvantage. 

Consequences resulting from entering a historic monument into the Record are unclear as 
well; on one hand an asset entered into the Record is subject to conservation decisions. On the 
other hand, however, as there is no obligation to notify the owner of the asset about the fact that 
the asset has been entered into the Record, the scope of limitations and restrictions imposed on 
such owners is narrower than in the case of historic monuments entered into the Register. 29

Certain ambiguities arise in the scope of information gathered in the Record and the func-
tions it performs. In the past, records were referred to as ‘inventories’ and consisted of detailed 
information about historic monuments listed there. Assets were selected according to such criteria 
as artistic value; and the ‘inventory’ was used mainly for documentation and scientific purposes. 
These topographical ‘inventories’ covered, for instance, the entire poviat (district) but in terms of 
the entire country, they covered only a part of the resource. The second form of records was pre-
dominant in the post-war period, yet it stored limited scope of information. These records aimed 
to establish a complete catalogue of historic monuments located in the largest possible area 
(in practice – all-Poland) because they were used mainly for practical (conservation) purposes. 
The character and functions of the records can be therefore diverse. 

28	 Pursuant to art. 22.5.3 of the Act of 2003, historic monuments that a vogt (city president, mayor, municipality 
leader) enters into the Municipal Record should be nominated after consulting the Regional Conservation 
Officer.

29	 It is recommended to solve this problem by announcing the decisions on adding an identification card into 
a Record. The announcement ought to be made in public and in the form that is accepted in the spe-
cific municipality (official letter of the Minister of Culture and National Heritage addressed to Regional 
Conservation Officers of 16 December 2012). 
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Records are ambiguous. This results from the fact that they originate from the Polish sys-
tem of historic monuments protection. System records of historic monuments, excluding former 
inventories established by enthusiasts and social organisations, were produced at the time when 
the Polish country was created and conservation officers were appointed for the first time. At that 
time, under the aforementioned Decree of the Regency Council, the ‘inventory’ of historic monu-
ments was established. This catalogue can be considered an origin of the Register and Record of 
historic monuments. It is difficult to resolve this dilemma since the criteria to be applied are vague 
and ambiguous.

It can be, however assumed that whereas the Register of Historic Monuments stems from 
the first ‘inventory’ established by conservation officers, the Records of Historic Monuments 
are based on the first ‘inventories’ established by the Polish Academy of Learning in Cracow, 
Department of Polish Architecture in Warsaw University of Technology, and The Central Inventory 
Office.30 Until the Second World War, the Central Inventory Office established in 1929 managed to 
collect several dozen rolls of film, a few dozen historic monument measurement charts and pro-
duced catalogues of historic monuments for a number of poviats (districts). 31 These catalogues 
can be considered the origin of the Records.

For inventory purposes, a “Detailed instruction for inventoring works of art” was developed. 
According to it, historic monuments should be divided into four typology groups – architecture, 
painting, sculpture and arts industry. The information to be provided therein was to cover the fol-
lowing aspects: the date of creating a historic monument, material, preservation condition, and its 
functions. The ‘inventory’ was supposed to include: content description, photographies, measure-
ment photographies, drawings, maps. The ‘inventory’ consisted predominantly of assets created 
in a specific style (before the year 1850), insubstantial number of wooden properties, and almost 
no objects of folk architecture – these are the exclusion criteria characteristic of this catalogue. 
The scope and the form of the information gathered there should be therefore used for detailed 
description of historic monuments. No value assessment was assumed, though. As a matter of 
fact, it would have been, however, rather unlikely to develop the aforementioned approach since 
such aspects as financial limits and the lack of specialists resulted in reducing the pace of carrying 
out ‘inventory’ works. Moreover, with regards to creating complete topography inventories, it was 
decided to limit the scope of the information to be gathered. This approach permanently defined 
the character of Records of Historic Monuments kept in Poland. 3233

‘Inventories’ of historic monuments kept in the interwar period in the 20th century were based 
on ambitious, even scientific assumptions. In fact, they covered only specific elements of all historic 
monuments in Poland. They stimulated, however, discussions about the rules governing establish-
ment of these ‘inventories’. Stanisław Tomkowicz contributed substantially to value assessments 

30	 See, e.g.: J.Remer, ‘Program inwentaryzacji zabytków sztuki w Polsce’, Ochrona Zabytków Sztuki, 
1930–31, vol. 2. pp. 416–420; K. Malinowski, ‘Aby pamiątki uczynić powszechnie wiadomymi i wieczno 
trwałymi…’, in: Spis zabytków architektury i budownictwa, Wydawnictwo katalogów i cenników, Warsaw, 
1964, pp. VII–XXVII; B.Szmygin, Kształtowanie koncepcji zabytku i doktryny konserwatorskiej w Polsce 
w XX w., Lublin, Wydawnictwa Uczelniane, 2000, pp. 92–96. 

31	 J.Szablowski, ‘Zagadnienia inwentaryzacji zabytków sztuki w Polsce,’ in: Biuletyn Historii Sztuki i Kultury, 
1–2, Warsaw 1946, pp. 22–35. 

32	 J.Remer, ‘Sprawa inwentaryzacji zabytków sztuki,’ in Pamiętnik organizacyjnego zjazdu historyków sztuki 
w Krakowie w dniach 2–4 października 1934 r, Cracow, 1935, pp. 60–66.

33	 J.Remer, ‘Program inwentaryzacji zabytków sztuki…’, op.cit. p. 420.
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carried out in historic monuments.34 According to him, a catalogue of historic monuments should 
be in particular “accurate, precise, and complete.” Moreover, it ought to specify what a value of 
historic monument is and indicate to which elements of a historic monument most attention should 
be paid. Additionally, the catalogue should focus on different elements of importance and distin-
guish assets that are moderately important from assets whose elements must not be get rid of 
(...). Moreover, Tomkowicz, pondering upon the problem of classifying historic monuments, claims 
that: “In order to realise what should be considered a ‘classified monument’ (...), one must learn 
about the entire group of historic monuments within a specific area as well as about their type, and 
compare their values. Tomkowicz therefore pays attention to key elements of value assessment – 
perceiving a historic monument in terms of a more extensive group of monuments; maximum 
completeness of a specific group; diversification of values of historic monuments. At the same 
time, these are conditions for a list of historic monuments, which is based on value assessment. 

After the Second World War, a number of events which influenced protection of historic 
monuments occurred. Their registration has therefore become a serious and pressing problem. 
Representatives of new organisational structures dealing with historic monuments considered 
creation of three different types of records: 35

–	R easonably complete topographic catalogues produced relatively quickly and, hence, 
providing limited amount of information. 

–	 Descriptive topographic catalogues in which detailed information on historic monuments 
is provided. These catalogues can be produced in few decades. 

–	 Typology-based catalogue limited to selected groups of historic monuments. 

In conclusion, it was assumed that due to urgent practical needs, it is necessary to estab-
lish reasonably complete topographic records and produce descriptive catalogues supported by 
academic environment. 

While ‘inventory’ guidelines were developed, the idea of classifying historic monuments 
evolved. A list of historic monuments was supposed to be a “valuable help in carrying out conser-
vation works (...) and the catalogue of historic monuments will provide foundations for classifying 
them in a rational way.” On this basis it will be possible to develop a hierarchy of conservation 
needs.”36 The aforementioned opinions prove that conservation officers working at that moment in 
time considered classification of historic monuments to be used in planning conservation works. 

On the grounds of ‘inventory’ instructions, catalogues of historic monuments had been de-
veloped for several dozen of poviats (districts) before early 1960s. These catalogues involved 
in-depth studies provided with ‘historical and urban introductions’ which consisted of summary 
characteristics of buildings and reasonably accurate descriptions of historic monuments. The cat-
alogues were complex ‘inventories’ of great scientific and documentation value. 

A complex catalogue of all Polish historic monuments, which would provide the basis for 
planning conservation works, was still in high demand. These issues were raised after completing 
the first stage of safeguarding historic monuments from war damage. It coincided with nation-
alisation of thousands of private properties. Polish economy was centralised and planned in ad-
vance at that time. As the state government declared they would be wholly responsible for historic 

34	 St. Tomkowicz, ‘Znaczenie i zadania inwentaryzacji zabytków w Polsce’, in Ochrona Zabytków Sztuki, 
1930/31, z. 1–4, vol. 2, p. 406–410 

35	 J.Szablowski, ‘Zagadnienia inwentaryzacji zabytków sztuki w Polsce’, op.cit.
36	 K. Malinowski, ‘Aby pamiątki uczynić powszechnie wiadomymi i wieczno trwałymi…,’ op.cit. in J.Starzyński 

(ed.), Katalog zabytków sztuki. Vol. 1, Województwo krakowskie, Warsaw, 1953, quot.: p. 19
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monuments, a necessity arose to produce a complete catalogue of historic monuments and clas-
sify them so that hierarchy of needs could be established. Additionally, as a result of nationalising 
a great number of assets of outstanding historical values, the state funds for maintaining them were 
insufficient. Consequently, the majority of properties quickly started to become dilapidated. At the 
same time, the government decided that historic monuments should be used for purposes relating 
to national economy. As the above-mentioned circumstances were highly unfavourable, the need 
for establishing the first record of historic monuments in Poland became clear and growing.

Assumptions and plans of using historic monuments were approved on the highest levels of 
state management and, consequently, works on establishing the record of immovable monuments 
were initiated. The Record was to include information about the type, size, preservation condition 
of an asset, and costs of carrying out renovation works. Information for the record was being col-
lected in the years 1959–60 and it covered great number of assets information about which was 
subsequently entered into the Record in ‘green’ identification cards.37 The form of the identification 
cards was imposed by the scope of the information gathered. The cards provided information on 
address data, basic historical facts, assessment of technical condition, simple projection plan, and 
no less than one photography. 

Information collected for the state catalogue of historic monuments was to enable assess-
ment of values of historic monuments as well as define possibilities for adapting them and deter-
mine the scope of renovation works to be carried out. All these elements were to be assessed 
during the second stage, i.e. ‘resource verification’.38 As a result, over 35,000 historic monuments 
including 10% of unadapted assets were considered to be of outstanding value.39 Value assess-
ment of historic monuments conducted according to criteria specified in the special guidelines 
issued by the Ministry of Culture and Arts was to be the starting point for the verification process. 
It was decided to delete assets with no value and divide the remaining historic monuments into 
specific groups. Folk buildings and industrial monuments were deleted and rules governing clas-
sification of assets from the 19th and 20th century became exceptionally rigid.40

Classification of assets recorded in the ‘green’ cards has always been controversial. Not only 
was the idea of assessing the entire asset in five categories based on limited information gathered 
in rush but also was supposed to result in irreversible practical consequences. Consequently, this 
approach raised serious objections. Nevertheless, a team of 24 experts familiar with the assets 

37	 It is, however difficult to tell the exact number of ‘green’ identification cards. The information for the record 
was collected in short period by a substantial number of individuals (most frequently it was the contractors 
who produced district catalogues) who lacked in experience and specialist qualifications (e.g. students 
attending architecture design or history of arts). Consequently, due to the selection of assets and quality 
of cards, it was necessary to verify the catalogue of the ‘green’ cards. At the end, as a result of carrying 
out verification works supervised by M. Charytańska, the formal record consisted only of assets that were 
considered valuable – information provided by M. Konopka according to the interview with W. Janowski.

38	 Legal basis was provided in the Regulation no. 129 of the Prime Minister of 16 July 1959 on performing ad-
justments to the record and verifying assets of historical significance. Annex substantiating the aforemen-
tioned regulation was provided in the letter to the Prime Minister written on 29 June 1959 by the Deputy 
Minister of Culture and Arts, Z. Garstecki.

39	 K. Malinowski, ‘Aby pamiątki uczynić powszechnie wiadomymi….,’ op.cit., p. 23.
40	 According to the guidelines on how to conduct value assessment, what should be taken into consideration 

is “the value assessment of architectural and construction engineering assets as well as groups of such 
assets from the second half of the 19th and 20th century, author-related issues, artistic quality, innovative 
character and the position of a specific asset in the group of assets. Due to a great number of assets from 
the above-mentioned period of time, their value should be lowered in order to reduce the number of assets 
specified in verification documents.”
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being assessed was active from 1961 to the mid 1962 only. Classification and verification results 
were implemented in 1963, after holding discussions and field consultations.41

Within the classification, historic monuments were divided into five categories. The category 
of the most valuable assets (cat. 0) consists of 52 assets, whereas categories 1 and 2 include 
1,965 and 5,495 assets respectively, and categories 3 and 4 – approximately 14 thousand assets 
in total. The entire catalogue of Polish historic monuments consists of 36,262 assets in total. 

The classification of historic monuments was to be the basis for state policy adopted to 
historic monuments in Poland and it was to exert influence on the formal status of historic monu-
ments. Historic monuments falling under the categories 0–3 were to be entered into the Register 
of Historic Monuments, unlike assets falling under category 4, which were only to be cared for by 
historic preservation officers. Consequently, assets were to be treated differently depending on 
the category they fell under. The most valuable assets, i.e. the ones falling under categories 0, 
1 and 2 were to be preserved in any case. Assets falling under category 3 were to be protected 
and conserved depending on available funds. Should no protection be possible, it was accepted 
to demolish an asset or transform it completely. In the case of category 4, however, it may be 
permitted to demolish or transform an asset, provided that appropriate building survey is con-
ducted. Financial policy played an important role in these plans. Consequently, it was assumed 
that the protection of assets falling under categories 0 and 1 was to be financed from central 
government funds. Financial resources provided by local authorities, however, were to be used 
primarily for the second and, if sufficient enough, the third category. As a matter of fact, it was 
assumed that all works conducted in assets falling under the third category should be financed 
by their users. In this system it was not assumed that historic monuments falling under the fourth 
category will be financed at all. Conservation officers could only provide funds for conducting 
building surveys. 

The Record and the classification based on this Record, which were established at the 
turn of the 1950s and 1960s, were the first assessments of all historic monuments in Poland. 
Assessing artistic value of each asset in terms of the entire group of all historic monuments was 
undeniably an interesting achievement. The value of this attainment was, however questioned 
when value assessment started to be used for justifying limitations imposed on the scope of con-
servation works to be carried out and for providing reasons for the amounts of financial support 
provided to a considerable number of assets. Moreover, the value assessment of assets was con-
ducted in reference to the entire group of historic monuments in Poland and consequently, only 
a little local context was taken into account.42 As a result, these aspects have discredited the wise 
and necessary idea of assessing values of historic monuments and perceiving it in terms of the 
whole resource.43 It is, however, worth emphasising that from the current perspective, it is sensi-
ble to conduct an overall comprehensive value assessment of historic monuments, which will take 
not only their historical value but also protection possibilities into consideration. This conclusion 
results from the contemporary system of assessing values of the world heritage.

41	 The results were provided to conservation officers in a publication entitled Spis zabytków architektury 
i budownictwa…, op.cit.

42	 The aforementioned negative aspect of the Polish value assessment was mentioned in conclusions drawn at 
the end of an important Polish conference on revalorising groups of historic monuments – ‘Rola planowania 
przestrzennego w rewaloryzacji miejskich zespołów zabytkowych’ (The role of zoning in revalorising groups 
of historic monuments in cities), Towarzystwo Urbanistów Polskich, Materiały, vol. 68, Lublin, 1975, p.178.

43	 Marcin Gawlicki emphasises the fact that categorisation of historic monuments and sites is perceived one-
sidedly. Rejestr zabytków w praktyce ochrony konserwatorskiej, „Ochrona Zabytków”, vol 2/2008, pp. 55–80. 
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The catalogue of ‘green’ cards can be considered the first record of all (at that point in his-
tory) historic monuments in Poland. This statement is justified by the fact that this catalogue, simi-
lar to the contemporary Record, consisted of registered assets (categories: 0, 1, 2, 3) and assets 
of historical significance which were not entered into the Register (group 4). This analogy is also 
suggested by the purposes that both the former and the contemporary records served (providing 
information for planning conservation policy). It seems that K. Malinowski was primarily focused 
on this planning-related aspect of the record and its verification process. It was him who was the 
major driving force of these activities.44

The form provided in the ‘green’ cards was subsequently applied only once, i.e. for conduct-
ing a one-time verification process. Afterwards, historic monuments were not documented in that 
way. The record of historic monuments was therefore not updated in the 1960s and 1970s. In 
fact, only positively verified assets were put on this list. Prior to this, although assets were pro-
vided with the ‘green’ cards, they were not recognised by the asset classification team. As a result 
of this process, the second catalogue of historic monuments was issued in the years 1971–73, 
i.e. “Historic Monuments of Architecture and Construction Engineering in Poland.” It consisted 
of 17 volumes covering approximately 40,000 historic monuments located in each Polish region.45

As the scope of information provided in the ‘green’ cards was excessively limited, a new form 
of identification cards (the ‘white’ cards) was developed in 1975. Additionally, substantial changes 
to value assessment were made to large groups of assets, e.g. buildings and structures created 
in the second half of the 19th century and the first half of the 20th century as well as vernacular 
buildings and structures as well as material that is relevant by its use or its invention. 

Although the ‘white’ cards were developed predominantly for new assets to which the status 
of historic monuments was accorded, they were also successively developed for assets informa-
tion about which had already been provided in the ‘green’ cards. The scope of information pro-
vided in the ‘white’ cards was far more considerable than in the ‘green’ cards’. As their number 
was vast, the process of issuing ‘green’ cards was slow and cost-inefficient. The ‘white’ cards, 
similar to the formerly available ‘green’ cards, were issued in two identical copies. Due to this, 
it was possible to include the same asset in two catalogues – the regional ones and the national 
one, produced in the Centre for Documenting Historic Monuments in Warsaw. At that moment 
in time there was no other record, even though the act stated that local authorities should keep 
such records.46

In general, the ‘white’ cards were drawn up for registered assets. In the meanwhile, a prob-
lem of documenting a considerable number of traditional assets arose. It concerned particularly 
vernacular structures which, although not entered into the register, were considered to be of out-
standing value. As it was in fact impossible to draw up information-rich ‘white’ cards for such 
a great number of assets, in 1977 it was decided to create a simplified record consisting of ‘address 

44	 M. Konopka spotlights this aspect and emphasises the role that Malinowski played not only in drafting the 
Act of 1962 but also in establishing the Centre for Documenting Historic Monuments headed by him (1962). – 
M.Konopka, ‘Aby z dawnego bytu wartości utrwalić i upowszechnić…’, Ochrona Zabytków, vol. 1–2/2012, 
Warsaw, pp. 9–35. 

45	 The Centre for Documenting Historic Monuments issued seventeen volumes of Zabytki architektury 
i budownictwa w Polsce which was compliant with the administrative division of Poland in force at that 
moment in history.

46	 Pursuant to the article on the Register of Historic Mounuments set forth in the Act of 1962, “Vogts (munici-
pality leaders) and mayors (city presidents) shall be obliged to keep a register of cultural properties which 
are not entered into the Register of Historic Monuments but are located on the territory for which the vogt 
or mayor is responsible” (art. 13.2).
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cards’ in which a little information was provided, i.e. address, owner, date, material, photography. 
As a result, the entire process of registering assets was accelerated. It was assumed that the 
number of assets in the said cards is two or even three times greater than in the case of the former 
list and, hence, it would be possible to complete it within few years. In fact, however, the number 
of assets turned out to be much larger than expected and it lasted three decades to document 
all historic monuments. The records provided in the address cards, however, covered information 
about quickly dilapidating structures of vernacular architecture. 

Subsequent to publishing information on address cards, it was possible to extend signifi-
cantly the third edition of Zabytki architektury i budownictwa w Polsce (Structures of Historical 
Significance in Poland) series. In compliance with the administrative division of Poland that was in 
force at that point in history, separate lists of historic monuments were compiled for each of the 49 
regions (voivodeships). Majority of the descriptions were based on the aforementioned address 
cards, hence the information about each asset was limited to several words, e.g. “house no.:....., 
owner:......., wooden, app. 1940.” 80–90% of the recorded assets is described in this way, hence 
they cannot provide the basis for making conservation decisions. 

Three categories of historic monuments were formed as a result of producing the address 
card-based catalogue of vernacular architecture. The most valuable assets fell under the first 
category, i.e. category of historic monuments entered into the register. The second category con-
sisted of historic monuments information about which was provided in the ‘white’ and ‘green’ 
cards. At the same time, most of these assets were also entered in the register. Assets information 
about which was provided in address cards fell under the third category. Inclusion of an asset into 
a specific category depended on the value this asset had, even though this process was neither 
formalised nor documented. 

The main function performed by the register was to distinguish assets which were to be 
provided with full conservation protection. Including an asset into this group was not used for 
documentation purposes. The primary function of the two other groups, i.e. the record consisting 
of cards and the record consisting of the address cards was to produce documents on an as-
set and all historic monuments in Poland. Information gathered in this way could also be used to 
raise the status of assets of the greatest historical significance. This was achieved by inscribing 
them into the register and the records were used for the same purpose. Entering an asset into the 
record, however, did not result in any direct obligations to carry out any protection-related works. 
Nevertheless, all three groups were useful in terms of conservation planning and policy.

In fact, the contemporary Polish system of protecting historic monuments consists of 
a number of records (groups of recorded historic monuments). This is possible because the record 
is perceived as an “orderly collection of studies conducted in accordance with standardised mod-
els and providing basic information about assets of historical significance.”47

The Records are therefore groups of historic monuments and their form results from their 
specific nature. This means that whereas information about assets is provided in record cards, 
information about cities of historical significance is provided in files with documents. Separate 
records are established for each typology group of historic monuments (cemeteries, parks, 
buildings, and structures of historical significance as well as material that is relevant by its use 
or its invention)

47	 Magdalena Róziewicz, Ewidencje zabytków architektury…, op.cit., p.13. 
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From the formal perspective, the record means a collection of record cards.48 Municipal and 
regional records of historic monuments consist of these collections. Moreover, for regulation pur-
poses, additional lists of documentation cards may be compiled.49

Regional record should consist of record cards providing information not only on historic 
monuments inscribed into the register but also on other assets that, according to conservation 
officers, are of historical significance. Information about historic monuments entered into the reg-
ister is provided in record cards of immovable historic monuments inscribed into the register. 
On the other hand, information about non-registered assets is provided in record cards of immov-
able historic monuments not entered into the register. 

The Municipal Record, however, should consist not only of assets located in a specific area 
and entered into the regional record but also of assets considered to be interesting. Assets en-
tered exclusively into Municipal Records should be provided with ‘address cards’ (par. 17 and 
18). In specific areas, municipal records may be therefore more extensive than regional records. 
As the registered historic monuments should be also inscribed into the Records, one Record may 
be more extensive than the Register.

Currently, the Records of Historic Monuments have a form of reasonably accurate collec-
tions. This means that they should cover all historic monuments located in Poland – historic monu-
ments entered into the Register and the remaining ones. All assets to which the status of historic 
monuments has already been accorded should be entered into the register, which ought to be 
additionally updated with information about assets considered historic monuments under new 
criteria. Consequently, Records must be based on a formal (state) system within which officers 
perform their duties in the whole country. 

Due to the nature of Records (both as the whole collection and as partial collections), it is 
impossible to draw conclusions relating to values whose presence is decisive in according the 
status of historic monument to an asset in compliance with this procedure. This procedure can 
be mentioned in the case of assets that have already been entered into the Register of Historic 
Monuments. Historic monuments whose status results from only being entered into the record 
must be analysed. Undoubtedly, in order to enter an asset into the record of historic monu-
ments, appropriate arguments for this decision should be put forward (Ruling made by Supreme 
Administrative Court of 2014).50 In order, however to investigate this issue, information provided 
in the record card of a historic monument must be analysed. 

The analysis of the information provided in the record cards proves that the cards omit to 
include a lot of valuable information. Ministry regulation specifying the scope of information to be 
provided in the “record card of an immovable historic monument not entered into the register” 

48	 The obligation to keep the record is set forth in art. 22 of the Act on the Protection and Guardianship of 
Monuments and Sites of 2003.

49	 The National Record of Historic Monuments is kept under the Act on the Protection and Guardianship of 
Monuments and Sites of 2003. It can be, however, assumed that this collection has no separate status as 
it consists of copies of record cards sent by representatives of local authorities (par. 13 of the Regulation 
on Keeping the Register of Historic Monuments). 

50	R egarding the matter in question, on 21 January 2015 the Supreme Administrative Court stipulated that the 
regulations issued by the Mayor of Warsaw City on entering the properties at Mysia 3 and Szeligowska 32 into 
municipal record of historic monuments are legally void. The judge ruled that entering an asset into the record 
should be preceded by collecting evidence implicating that the asset in question is of considerable historical 
significance. 
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is 50% narrower than in the case of the “record card of an immovable historic monument entered 
into the register.”51 Only four out of twelve fields to be completed concern aspects that could be 
relating to assessing values of historic monuments (2. creation date; 7. current use; 8. preservation 
condition; 10. existing threats and conservation requirements). In fact, however, there is no infor-
mation that could be concerned directly useful in assessing values. 

In terms of assessing values, it is worth focusing on one detailed record, i.e. the record of 
material that is relevant by its use or its invention. This group of assets of historical significance 
is provided with a separate card whose form reflects the nature of this group. Guidelines on the 
process of developing this card are provided in the “Guide to developing record cards of mov-
able and immovable material that is relevant by its use or its invention,” produced in the Centre 
for Documenting Historic Monuments.52 

The guide provides “criteria for assessing values of material that is relevant by its use or its 
invention” (pp. 4–5). In total, there are six criteria and they refer particularly to the specific na-
ture of this group of historic monuments, i.e. they are focused on aspects set forth in their legal 
definition.53 It has been also assumed that at the same time a number of criteria may be applied 
to the material that is relevant by its use or its invention. Due to this, their total value is increased. 
Moreover, it is commented that the final decision about using the right protection technique 
should ought to be “focused on the cognitive, educational, and even marketing value of the asset.” 
The Record of the material that is relevant by its use or its invention involves assessment of values 
of historical significance. 

In terms of assessing values of historic monuments, it can be concluded that the nature 
of the Record includes no system solutions. The Polish Records aim particularly at developing 
standardised documents (cards) for reasonably accurate groups of assets. Moreover, the objec-
tive is also to provide information for planning conservation policy.54 As inscribing assets into the 
records did not have any standardised legal consequences, the status of the recorded assets is 
therefore ambiguous. From formal and substantive perspective, it is therefore not obvious which 
assets should be accorded the status of historic monuments, i.e. assets entered into the Register, 
assets entered into the regional and municipal Records but not inscribed into the Register, assets 
recorded in address cards and included in subsequent volumes of “Zabytki architektury i budown-
ictwa w Polsce” (“Structures of Historical Significance in Poland”). 

Due to the fact that the record is used for documentary purposes, the status of the recorded 
historic monuments is unspecified and there are no consequences resulting from entering an as-
set into the Record, it is possible to keep the Record without documented assessment of values 
of historic monuments. On the other hand, however, due to the current practical purposes for 
which the record is used, i.e. providing the basis for planning conservation policy and carrying out 

51	 The scope of information provided in the Card is set forth in par. 10.1 of the Regulation on Keeping the 
Register (...), op.cit.

52	 K. Rosińska, M. Barszcz, Guide to developing record cards of movable and immovable material that is rel-
evant by its use or its invention, Centre for Documenting Historic Monuments, Warsaw, 2008.

53	 The definition of the material that is relevant by its use or its invention is set forth in art. 6 of the Act on the 
Protection and Guardianship of Monuments and Sites (Dziennik Ustaw, no. 162 of 17 September 2003, 
item 1568).

54	 K. Zimna-Kawecka and M. Prarat emphasise that the group of assets in the Record is incomplete and the 
selection criteria are unclear: ‘Wartościowanie zabytków architektury w praktyce wojewódzkiej ewidencji 
zabytków – kilka refleksji inwentaryzatorów,’ in: Wartościowanie zabytków architektury, PKN ICOMOS, 
Warsaw, 2013, p. 198.
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conservation works, it is necessary to include value assessment in the record. This need is of par-
ticular importance because historic monuments entered into the records are subject to conserva-
tion jurisdiction. At the same time, this should result in specifying the form of records kept within 
the Polish monuments protection system more precisely.55

Conclusion 

Comprehensive assessment of the different forms of according the status of historic mon-
ument to assets in Poland as well as the problem of value assessment lead to two ‘groups’ 
of conclusions. 

The first group refers to the forms of according the status of historic monument. 

Two of these forms, i.e. the Register and the Record, are not clearly defined. From the formal 
perspective, it is clear that an asset is considered a historic monument by being entered either 
into the Register (based on a decision) or into the Record (based on a record card). Moreover, 
a procedure for deleting a historic monument from the Register is also clearly precised (decision 
made on the ministry level). This issue, however, is formally unsettled with regards to the Record 
(neither in the formal extent nor in its essential basis). 56

Additionally, it is not clear what characteristic feature of a historic monument should be fo-
cused on in order to decide whether an asset will be entered into the Register or the Record. 
Taking the scope of conservation protection into account, it can be assumed that the Register 
should consist of assets of higher value than assets entered into the Record only. No criteria for 
making such decisions have been, however established. Consequently, it is also unclear which 
types of conservation works should be carried out in each case. 

On the other hand, when focus is shifted towards the fundamental function that both forms of 
protection perform, it can be stated that entering an asset into the Register means according the 
status of historic monument with no obligation to produce documents (apart from the information 
contained in a short entry in the register and the content of the decision). The Record, however, 
which is a form of documentation resulting in according the status of historic monument to an as-
set, is also inconsistent in some way. The status of historic monument that an asset is accorded 
by being entered into the Record seems to be ‘unintentional’ and, hence, ‘weaker’. Only recently 
adopted regulations strengthened it, contrary to its primary function. 

The differences between the status that an asset is accorded by being entered into the 
Record and into the Register are supported by art. 7 of the Act of 2003. No Record is however 
mentioned among the four forms of protection provided in the said Act. Consequently, it can be 
concluded that an asset entered into the Record only is either not a historic monument or the 
record is not a form of protection. Both conclusions, however, are contrary to other regulations. 
There is therefore no doubt that the current forms of according the status of historic monuments 
should be refined (particularly the records). 

55	 Marcin Gawlicki, the head of the National Centre of Research and Documentation of Monument, explicitly 
emphasised this need in Ochrona konserwatorska historycznych układów urbanistycznych, Gdańsk, 2010, 
p.10 (unpublished). 

56	 The procedure of ‘deleting a historic monument form the record’ is adopted in practice. Its basis is not, 
however, provided by any acts of appropriate rank – letter of the Minister of Culture and Natural Heritage 
to Regional Conservation Officers of 16 December 2012.
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The second group of conclusions refers to the problem of value assessment in terms of the 
Register and the Records of historic monuments. 

Values define historic monuments and influence the decision on whether an asset to which 
a status should be accorded. Analysis of legal acts and related documents indicates, however 
that no group of values classifying historic monuments has been defined. Additionally, neither any 
methods or procedures for defining such values nor documentation forms nor rules governing es-
tablishment of hierarchies have been developed. It was only decided which bodies are authorised 
to make decisions. There are, however no restrictions on the form and the scope of documenting 
and justifying decisions about assessing values of historic monuments. 

Decisions on entering a historic monument into the Register, which are made in writing and 
are the only obligatory form of documentation, do not include separate assessment of values that 
a historic monument has. In general, value assessment must not be based on the information 
provided in these decisions. 

Direct assessments of values of historic monuments are also not provided in standard docu-
ments (cards), which are supposed to provide information on historic monuments entered into the 
Register or the Record. 

Consequently, neither decisions nor the majority of documents provide information on which 
value assessment could be based. As a result, there is no objective basis for defining forms, scope, 
and limits of other works to be carried out in historic monuments. The lack of assessed values 
is the reason for authoritarianism and weak points in the field of historic monuments protection. 

The third group of conclusions relates to value assessment carried out within valorisation 
campaign organised in the early 1960s. 

The only system valorisation covering all historic monuments was based on ‘green’ cards 
in the 1960s.57 It was focused on assessing artistic values of historic monuments, evaluating 
their technical condition and potential use opportunities. Historic monuments were categorised 
according to this valorisation, which was used by conservation officers to distinguish the formal 
forms of protection and financing. 58

In practice, the nature of valorisation was rather negative – insufficient care was taken for 
historic monuments falling under the lower categories. 

What distinguished valorisation was not only value assessment conducted in specific 
monuments but also collecting and presenting artistic, practical, and financial values under one 
umbrella.

57	 Moreover, a number of valorisation-focused studies were published. Some of them influenced content of 
several decisions, e.g. by providing the reasons behind entering an asset into the Register. No study, how-
ever, had a formal influence on all historic monuments. See, e.g.: M. T. Witwicki, ‘Kryteria oceny wartości 
zabytkowej obiektów architektury jako podstawa wpisu do rejestru zabytków’, Ochrona Zabytków, 1/2007, 
pp. 406–410. 

58	
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in the Faculty of History at University of Warsaw and postgraduate programme in monument con-
servation at Warsaw University of Technology. Author of a number of articles about conservation 
theory and conservation of permanent ruins in particular. Long-standing custodian in Janowiec 
Castle and employee of the National Heritage Board of Poland. Member of PKN ICOMOS.

Monika Murzyn-Kupisz

Doctor of economic sciences with a completed habilitation degree obtained at the Cracow 
University of Economics. She also holds a M.A. in European Leisure Studies awarded joint-
ly by Loughborough University, Tilburg University, Universidad de Deusto in Bilbao and Vrije 
Universiteit Brussel and a postgraduate diploma in heritage management. She is an assistant 
professor in the UNESCO Chair for Heritage and Urban Studies, Department of Economic and 
Social History at the Cracow University of Economics. In 2000–2009 she worked as a se-
nior specialist at the Research Institute for European Heritage, International Cultural Centre in 
Cracow. She is a member of ICOMOS Poland and an author of over 60 reviewed scientific 
publications in English, Polish and other languages on contemporary attitudes towards, usage 
and interpretation of heritage, heritage economics and cultural policy as well as urban develop-
ment, urban regeneration and management of historic cities with a special focus on Central and 
Eastern Europe. These include two monographs: Kazimierz. The Central European Experience of 
Urban Regeneration (in English and Polish, 2006) and Cultural Heritage and Local Development 
(in Polish, 2012).

Zbigniew Kobyliński

Professor, archaeologist, expert in historic monuments and sites, theoretician in cultural heri-
tage management, head of the Archaeology Department at Cardinal Stefan Wyszyński University 
in Warsaw, lecturing professor in the Department of Archaeology and Ethnology in Polish Academy 
of Sciences. In the period of 1995–1999, professor Kobyliński was a deputy General Conservation 
Officer. In the years 1997–2001 – Polish representative in UNESCO expert committee working 
on The UNESCO Convention on the Protection of the Underwater Cultural Heritage. In the period 
of 2005–2008, he was a member of the board in European Association of Archaeologists and, in 
the years 2007–2014, he was a Chairman of the Scientific Association of Polish Archaeologists. 
Member of the Union for Prehistoric and Protohistoric Sciences at Polish Academy of Sciences. 
Supervisor of a number of national and international research projects in archaeology implemented 
in Poland and Germany. Author of such books as Teoretyczne podstawy konserwacji dziedzictwa 
archeologicznego [Theoretical Foundations in Conservation of Archaeological Heritage] (2001) and 
Własność dziedzictwa kulturowego [Ownership of Cultural Heritage] (2009) as well as of a number 
of scientific articles. Scientific editor of books about monument protection, e.g. Międzynarodowe 
zasady ochrony i konserwacji dziedzictwa archeologicznego [International Standards in the 
Protection and Conservation of Archaeological Heritage] (1998), Ochrona dziedzictwa archeologic-
znego w Europie [Protecting Archaeological Heritage in Europe] (1998), Krajobraz archeologiczny 
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[Archaeological Landscape] (1999), Zabytki i społeczeństwo [Historic Monuments and the Society] 
(1999, in collaboration with K. Gutowska), and Konserwacja zapobiegawcza środowiska [Preventive 
Conservation of the Environment] (2012, in collaboration with J. Wysocki).

Wojciech Kowalski

Professor, graduated from the Faculty of Law and Administration in Jagiellonian University 
in Cracow. Since 1975, he has been cooperating with University of Silesia in Katowice where he 
has climbed through all steps of the academic career ladder. Head of the Intellectual Property 
Rights and Cultural Properties Unit in the Civil Law and Private International Law department. 
Author of over a hundred academic publications in Polish and foreign languages. In his career, 
he has presented and delivered a considerable number of papers and lectures in New York, 
Paris, Edinburg, London, Vienna, Washington, Oxford, Hague, Moscow, Athens (Georgia, USA), 
Nashville, Heidelbergu, and Santiago de Compostela.

Since 1998, he has been a representative of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs responsible for 
restitution of cultural properties in the Polish Foreign Service. Mr Kowalski leads bilateral discus-
sions concerning elimination of consequences of wars in terms of culture and matters concerning 
reclamation of properties stolen or illegally exported from Poland but found abroad. 

Member of ICOMOS, where he is a member/founder of the Committee on Legal, Administrative 
and Financial Issues.

Katarzyna Pałubska

Ph.D. Eng., Landscape Architect, Ph.D. lecturer at the Faculty of Horticulture and Landscape 
Architecture at the University of Life Sciences in Lublin, Głeboka 28, 20-612 Lublin.

Awarded M.Sc. with honors at Faculty of Landscape Architecture, Warsaw University of Life 
Sciences. Ph.D. with honors in Architecture and Urban Planning, Warsaw University of Technology. 
Dissertation subject: Areas of the 19th century Fortress of Warsaw as recreation structural elements 
of the city, under supervision of Professor Andrzej Tomaszewski, Ph.D., eng. and arch. Award of 
the Polish Ministry of Culture and Association of Monument Conservators for the best Ph.D. thesis in 
2010. Ph.D., senior lecturer at the Faculty of Horticulture and Landscape Architecture, University 
of Life Sciences in Lublin, specializing in cultural landscape protection, also at the Faculty of Fine 
Arts in Nicolaus Copernicus University in Torun. Author of numerous scientific and popular sci-
ence articles. Over the last 10 years has been conducting research on cultural landscape, and 
post-military landscape in particular.

Contact: kachapal@tlen.pl

Marek Skłodowski

Skłodowski received Master of Engineering at Precison Engineering Faculty (nowadays 
Mechatronics) at Warsaw University of Technology in 1974. In the period of 1978–1980 he was 
an Assistant at Institute of Fundamental Technological Research (IPPT), Polish Academy of 
Sciences in Warsaw and in 1980 he completed his doctoral thesis in experimental stress analysis 



298 299

Biographical Notes

(holographic photoelasticity). Afterwards, he became Assistant Professor in IPPT (years 
1980–2006) and Head of Laboratory of Experimental Stress Analysis in IPPT (1994–2000). Currently, 
he is the Main Specialist in Smart Technology Centre. His main research activities include experi-
mental stress analysis, development of measurement methods, designing sensors and equipment 
for in situ measurements and monitoring and assessment of historical constructions. Another re-
search field Mr Skłodowski has been dealing with since 2003 is valorisation of cultural heritage. 
He has been a Main Researcher and/or national Coordinator in several EC and national Projects. 
A member of international/national scientific societies, including ICOMOS and ICOMOS International 
Scientific Committee on Analysis and Restoration of Structures of Architectural Heritage 
(ISCARSAH – Expert Member) and ICOMOS International Committee for Documentation of Cultural 
Heritage (CIPA), Association for Image Processing (TPO – Charter Member) and International 
Association for Pattern Recognition.

Iwona Szmelter

Professor, deals with theory and methods of cultural heritage protection, including conserva-
tion of the past and contemporary art. Full professor in the Academy of Fine Arts in Warsaw. Lecturer 
in the Faculty of Conservation and Restoration of Works of Art in the AFA in Warsaw as well as 
on museology courses delivered at the University of Warsaw and Nicolaus Copernicus University 
in Toruń. She used to supervise Laboratory of Interdisciplinary Protection and Conservation of 
Modern Arts at University of Arts in Poznań (1997–2014). Szmelter graduated from MA course 
at NCU in Toruń, postgraduate course at La Sapienza University in Rome, and became a schol-
ar-professor at Getty Research Institute in Los Angeles. Academic degrees obtained in history 
and theory of heritage preservation, conservation strategies, easel painting, as well as modern 
and contemporary art.

Involvement in international cooperation: member-founder of renown educational and sci-
entific networks, i.e. European Network for Conservation-Restoration Education (ENCoRE) 
and International Network for the Conservation of Contemporary Art (INCCA). At the moment, 
Professor Szmelter co-ordinates INCCA-CEE (Central and Eastern Europe). Member of the 
Board and Supervisory Committee of the Joint Programming Initiative (JPI) on Cultural Heritage 
and Global Change: a new challenge for Europe. Partner in a number of EU projects, e.g. ERA, 
Raphael, Cultura 2000, PRACTICS) and supervisor of several projects carried out on national level 
(KBN, NCN, NCBiR).

Not only professor Szmelter’s interests but also the majority of her publications concern de-
velopment of the theory of cultural heritage care, including authentism and heritage value assess-
ment, methodology of research and care of the past and contemporary works of art, ethics and 
strategies of the decision-making process in cultural heritage protection.

Bogusław Szmygin

Professor, Lublin University of Technology. Head of the Monument Conservation Department; 
dean of the Faculty of Civil Engineering and Architecture in Lublin University of Technology (2005–
2012); deputy rector in Lublin University of Technology. Specializes in protection and conserva-
tion of historic monuments of architecture, e.g. in conservation theory, UNESCO World Heritage, 
revitalisation of historic cities, protection of historic ruins.
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Author of over a hundred publications, e.g.: Developing the Concept of Historic Monuments 
and Sites and Conservation Doctrine in Poland in the 20th Century, academic editor of a number 
of monographs, authors of a number of research and education programmes, including several 
dozen scripts for educational movies.

President of Polish National Committee of the International Council on Monuments and Sites 
ICOMOS; secretary-general of the International Scientific Committee on Theory and Philosophy 
of Conservation and Restoration; chairman of UNESCO World Heritage Committee in Poland 
(2011–2014).

Contact: szmygin@poczta.onet.pl
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