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1) VUB-studenten: inspelend op de 
waarderingscampagne in de cultureel-

erfgoedsector in Vlaanderen 
in de jaren 2010 







Aan de Vrije Universiteit Brussel sinds 2016

-> Erfgoed op de campus voor de vijftigste verjaardag van VUB (2019) 
oefening in 2017-2018, 20 studenten, -> SOS archieven, gebouwen, 
feesten, collecties, …

-> Bachelorscripties (Wouter Vanderbist in het GROM; Sylvana Eichorn
collecties van Beirendonck & R. Simons Modemuseum Hasselt,  Jasmijn 
Cambier : vergelijking waarderingsmethodes)

-> Masterscripties (o.a. Luc Van den Broeck: weerstand tegen waarderings-
en participatieve methodes; Wouter Vanderbist, waardering ICE, Niels Plas 
waardering in archiefsector cfr. FAROtijdschrift, …)

-

Gebruik van campagnetoolkit, participatieve luik?

Studenten kozen voor experimenten met ofwel Significance 2.0, ofwel Op 
de Museale Weegschaal, ofwel Reviewing Significance 2.0. (of 3.0)



2) “Waarde(re)n”, niet alleen in “axiologie”, ook in 
erfgoedgerelateerde disciplines,  hedendaagse 
sociologie en economische wetenschap, met 
bijzondere aandacht voor kunst en erfgoed:

wetenschappelijke literatuur



Internationale publicaties: bundels artikels met 
kritische reflecties over waarden en waardering 

GIBSON (L.) & PENDLEBURY (J.) (eds.) Valuing 
historic environments, Ashgate, 2009.
H1 Patrons, Populists, Apologists: Crises in 
Museum Stewardship, David Lowenthal, pp. 19-32
H2 Deference and Humility: The Social Values of 
the Country House, Laurajane Smith, pp. 33-49
H3 Historic Landscapes and the Recent Past: 
Whose History?, Peter Howard, pp. 51-65

Cfr. AHD , werelderfgoedachtig
Cfr. Burra Charter (1979/2013), HUL (2011): 
participatie
Cfr. John Schofield : Kaderconventie van Faro 
(2005): waarde voor de maatschappij





Arjo Klamer: Wat is 
belangrijk (important)?
www.doingtherightthing.nl/

Filip Vermeylen (EUR)

• BOLTANSKI (L.) & ESQUERRE (A.), « La 
« collection », une forme neuve du 
capitalisme :  la mise en valeur 
économique du passé et ses effets », 
Les Temps Modernes 2014/3 , (n° 679), 
pp. 5-72. 

• BOLTANSKI (L.) & ESQUERRE (A.) The 
Economic Life of Things. Commodities, 
Collectibles, Assets, New Left Review, 
98 (2016), pp. 31-54. 

http://www.doingtherightthing.nl/




Nathalie Heinich: systematische 
‘sociologische’/’pragmatische’ verkenning 

• Weinig directe linken met de net 
vermelde literatuur (behalve <> 
B&T) of significance-genealogie

• “axiologische grammatica” 

• Van waarde naar evalueren, 
waarderen, ….

• onvervreemdbaarheid

• Opiniepeilingen, enquêtes, 
expertenmeningen, peer 
reviews, 

• Oordelen over kunsten en 
erfgoed, studie discussies in jury 
voor subsidies kunstprojecten, 
discussie over inschrijven van 
monumenten in een lijst, …

• Observaties nationale en 
regionale erfgoedinventarissen



Gedifferiënteerde benaderingen

-> Op welke manieren wordt waarde 
gemarkeerd?

- Meetsystemen

(prijs, …)

- Oordelen (met woorden)

- Hechting (“attachement”; 
lichamelijk) 

---------------

-> Valeurs/anti-valeurs/non-valeurs

-> Drie hoofdbetekenissen van 
“waarde”(valeur)

1) (“la”) valeur-grandeur

“ce que valent les choses”

2) Valeurs-objets / un bien

“ce que les gens valorisent”

3) Valeurs-principes (van 
evaluatie) “au nom de quoi l’ on 
valorise”



Werken met (groepen van) (tientallen)“waarden”

• “Prises” / Inschattingen

• Criteria of kwaliteiten

• Valeurs

• “Registres de valeurs”

• “Valeurs cardinales ou
amplificateurs de valeur”

• “Regimes de qualification”

• Conflicten en argumentatie

• “Grensobjecten”/Boundary
objects/Objets frontières

• Frames en kaders



Erfgoed: vooral monumenten, landschappen, 
archeologie, roerend erfgoed

• Niet digitaal erfgoed

• Nauwelijks immaterieel, geen 
borgen, geen discussie over de 
problemen met UNESCO 
definities

• Geen linken met kritische 
erfgoedstudiesliteratuur of met 
“toolboxes” (buiten de 
“Inventaire”) 

• Discussies over “authenticiteit” 
en uitgewerkt als waarde



Waarden in beweging…



Een pleonasme eigenlijk…

• Laurajane Smith and Gary Campbell, The tautology of 'Intangible 
values' and the misrecognition of intangible cultural heritage, in: 
Heritage and Society, 10, 2017, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159032X.2017.1423225

https://doi.org/10.1080/2159032X.2017.1423225


L. Harald Fredheim & Manal Khalaf, The significance of values: heritage 
value typologies re-examined, in: International Journal of Heritage Studies, 
22:6,  2016, pp. 466-481, 

Prof. dr. Manal Khalaf (University 
of Bahrain), architecte en
onroerend erfgoedspecialiste, PhD 
in Urban Conservation Planning.

• Harald Fredheim (University 
York), Heritage Futures
Project,conservatiespecialist,  
doctoraatstudent “the ways in 
which heritage organisations
work to increase public 
participation in caring for 
heritage places in the UK during 
austerity” 

• + kleine musea



Harald Fredheim & Manal Khalaf, The significance of values

From a position of relative obscurity in the early 1990s, values-based 
approaches to heritage conservation have come to dominate academic 
and professional discourses (Clavir 2002, 42–44). Values-based 
approaches have been adopted to an increasing range of categories of 
cultural heritage including archaeological and historic objects (Muñoz 
Viñas 2005; Appelbaum 2007; Cane 2009; Russell and Winkworth 2010), 
modern art (Schädler-Saub and Weyer 2010), archaeological sites 
(Teutonico and Palumbo 2002; Australia ICOMOS 2013), historic 
buildings (Clark 2001; Feilden 2003; Orbaşlı 2008; Stubbs 2009) and 
urban and rural landscapes (Mason 2006; English Heritage 2008; 
Stephenson 2008; Worthing and Bond 2008). 



Harald Fredheim & Manal Khalaf, The significance of values

For the purpose of this discussion, a values-based approach is 
defined as one that seeks to identify, sustain and enhance 
significance, where significance is understood as the overall value 
of heritage, or the sum of its constituent ‘heritage values’. 
Common to all these approaches is the emphasis on 
understanding how the heritage in question is valued, often 
formalised in a statement of significance, in order to manage, use 
and conserve it appropriately (…) Values-based theory thereby 
calls into question the notion that what is valuable about heritage 
is self-explanatory and uncontested.



Harald Fredheim & Manal Khalaf, The significance of values

• Deconstructie van “cultural significance discours”

• Verwijzen naar Burra-charter (1979), pas echt in 21ste eeuw

• Understood as efforts to maintain and enhance significance, all 
conservation decisions are the product of a series of value 
judgements. It is because conservators rarely make these value-
judgements explicit that conservation decisions often are difficult to 
rationalise and communicate. The promise of values-based theory is 
that by assessing perceived values, implicit conservation decisions can 
be made explicit, enabling informed and strategic decision-making 
that can be communicated and interrogated effectively (p. 466)





Harald Fredheim & Manal Khalaf, The significance of values

• Overzicht van “value typologies” onder “heritage significance”: brede 
waaier, soms zeer uitgebreid, soms eerder beperkt

“The sense that a comprehensive, universally applicable value typology 
is an impossibility is increasingly evident in the literature, though few 
are as brash as Rudolff, who suggests the range and disparity of 
proposed typologies ‘illustrates that any attempt to categorise all 
values is determined to fail’ (2006, 60).”



• In her book, Uses of Heritage, Smith introduces the concept of the 
Authorised Heritage Discourse (AHD), which exposes the predisposition of 
heritage professionals for tangible, elite ‘heritage’ and the associated 
widespread belief that heritage can only be properly interpreted by experts 
(2006). While the AHD is much discussed within Heritage Studies, it is not a 
familiar concept to most practicing conservators, whose professional 
literature remains largely concerned with technical and scientific issues. 
Conservation is one of the few heritage processes by which heritage is 
deliberately modified and changed, thereby facilitating selected future uses 
of heritage, often inevitably at the expense of others. Conservation seeks to 
enhance that which is valued; conversely, interpretations that are not 
‘authorised’ may be delegitimised. Performed within the AHD, conservation 
thereby operationalises implicit professional preference and may cause the 
impoverishing of heritage. As heritage continues to be recognised as 
increasingly complex and traditional tangible/ intangible and 
cultural/natural heritage divides regarded as artificial and untenable, value 
typologies must capture the complexity of holistic interpretations of 
heritage if they are to facilitate appropriate heritage management.



Harald Fredheim & Manal Khalaf, The significance of values

For the conservation of urban heritage, the ability of a typology to 
effectively capture and communicate the view of both professionals 
and non-professionals is especially important, due to the range of 
stakeholders affected by conservation decisions. The ways in which 
different stakeholders consider and express values is likely to vary 
considerably. An effective typology for urban heritage must therefore 
have the capacity to ‘symmetrically’ (Schofield 2009) group similar 
values that are expressed differently in order to create common 
expressions of significance for all stakeholders. The urban environment 
is continuously changing, both physically and socially; a value typology 
for urban heritage must reflect and respond to this changing nature (p. 
470)



Harald Fredheim & Manal Khalaf, The significance of values

Neither typology provides a framework for dealing with time and 
change, which are embedded qualities in urban heritage. For example, 
if the values of a certain historic area were identified today and again in 
twenty years, and certain differences were reported, what do each of 
these value sets mean to the value of the place? Would they stand 
together or would the new overwrite the old? Given the subjective and 
mutable nature of heritage values, assessments of significance must be 
recognised as time- and context-specific. Typologies must therefore 
address how past assessments of significance relate to those made in 
the present.

The requirements identified for urban heritage above also apply to 
objects in collections.(p. 470)



• Although the range of stakeholders may be less obvious, connecting with 
communities and demonstrating relevance is becoming increasingly 
important, especially for collections in public institutions. Within objects 
conservation, identified values are often ‘potential’ values. Archives are 
often established based on the assumption that something will be valuable 
in the future. Conservators are therefore not only tasked with facilitating 
use according to present values, but also potential future uses in light of 
potential future values. Typologies implicitly elevate those values that 
feature prominently and marginalise those that do not. It is therefore vital 
that typologies are flexible, as heritage values change it is unlikely that 
making longer typologies will be sufficient; furthermore, longer lists are 
impractical, overly complicated and ultimately unsuccessful at inclusivity



• To summarise, a value typology should be short, yet inclusive, use 
accessible language, minimise overlap between values and provide a 
mechanism for reviewing and integrating past assessments of 
significance. The value typologies used in assessing significance have 
implications for how significance will be recorded. Even where 
statements of significance are not formalised, perceptions of what 
should and should not be recognised as significant will influence 
decision-making. Rudolff suggests that ‘the immense variety of value 
categories offered in academic and non-academic writings in the 
heritage field, illustrates that any attempt to categorise all values is 
determined to fail’ (2006, 60). If this is the case, the values-based 
paradigm is fundamentally flawed. Conservation theory must 
therefore either come to grips with values, or, as has been suggested 
by Walter (2013), move on (pp. 470-471)



3 fases van “significance assessment (volgens 
Fredheim en  Khalaf), op basis van Nieuw-Zeelands 
model voor zorg voor landschappen



• The examination of published heritage value typologies in this article 
suggests that values-based theory rests on an incomplete 
understanding of values. New value typologies continue to be 
proposed without thorough consideration of their implications for 
information gathering, synthesis and communication, or the actual 
requirements placed on statements of significance by conservation 
practice. The growing body of value typologies is symptomatic of a 
discipline increasingly concerned with critical reflection and 
introspection, but which rarely gives typologies the critical attention 
they deserve. Currently, established value typologies are under-fire 
for favouring out-dated Western expert interpretations of heritage; a 
critical review and reframing of the values-based heritage discourse is 
therefore necessary.



• Furthermore, if, as Harrison suggests (2013, 2015), heritage exists in 
dialogue between human and non-human actors, practices and 
relationships may be considered the vehicles by which human and 
non-human actors dialogue; it is not difficult to imagine that if 
heritage features are estranged, dialogue will break down and 
heritage lose its meaning. This suggests that the application of 
typologies designed within the AHD (Smith 2006), which invariably 
are based on an understanding of the primacy of ‘fabric’ (Emerick 
2014), can lead to unsustainable heritage practices where tangible 
forms of heritage become disconnected from ‘practices’, 
‘relationships’ and the communities that value them.



• Definitions are exclusive by nature; due to concerns with making 
heritage more inclusive, the creation of formal definitions and 
broader conceptual frameworks to guide conservation practice is 
often avoided. However, the lack of an effective language to identify 
and communicate heritage is inhibiting practice and damaging the 
reputation of the discipline. This has been identified by Poulios (2010, 
2014) with regard to ‘living heritage’ contexts and by Walter (2013) in 
religious heritage contexts where non-professionals are involved in 
decision-making processes.



Significance assessment? 
onderzoekswereld kijkt op(zij) en…
• Diverse recente pogingen tot meer algemene waarden en waarderingstheorieën 

en modellen: “economie” en “sociologie”

• Uitgebreide reflecties over “significance assessment” in bundels en case-studies

• Blijvende uitdagingen rond “intangible heritage” & participatieve methodes

• Impact van “futures” project (UCL, etc.)

• onderzoeken UK, Frankrijk, Australië, VS, Nederland en … België

• Nood aan een synthese en combinaties literatuur, pilootprojecten en casestudies
• Theorie, praktijk beleid: kritische erfgoedstudies
• Niet Europese systemen/erfgoed: hoe aanpakken?
• Linken aan andere praktische tools zie Collections Trust

• Experimenten met de tools: momenteel vooral

Reviewing significance 3.0 en collectiemanagement


