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Introduction

1 This document represents a selective discussion of the existing literature in relation to the costs and
benefits of heritage more broadly and World Heritage Site status specifically. The definitions of costs and
benefits have been defined broadly to reflect not only the quantitative elements upon which these studies
so regularly focus but also the important qualitative aspects which are equally important. It has been
written for the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (“DCMS”) in relation to a policy evaluation of
World Heritage Site status in the UK which is currently underway. This literature review will inform the
approach taken to the remainder of this overall study.

Scope and structure

2 The work presents an overview of the existing literature available on the areas in which heritage activities
more generally and World Heritage sites more specifically add ‘value’, ‘impact’ or ‘benefit’ and also how
they might ‘damage’ or add ‘costs’. It is constructed within these two areas and contains firstly a chapter
on the theoretical positions that have been adopted from some of these broadly defined costs and
benefits and secondly a chapter on the empirical evidence underpinning these assessments of value.
Within the first of these chapters explicit references are made to other ‘frameworks’ or overviews which
have been presented as a basis for understanding the costs and benefits of Heritage and World Heritage
more broadly. Within the second chapter of empirical evidence we have also made reference to the
various practical economic measurement approaches that exist to value these costs and benefits.

3 During the course of the review it has become clear that there are three primary methods by which the
costs and benefits associated with WHS application and designation have been defined in the literature.
By ‘category’ (e.g. economic, social, environmental, aesthetic, etc), by ‘audience’ (i.e. who incurs the cost
or benefit e.g. local government, developers, tourism businesses, etc) and by ‘measurement approach’
(e.g. direct and indirect tourism expenditures, contingent valuation, hedonic pricing etc). At certain points
in the review we have made reference to each of these approaches where they appear in the literature.

4 The review covers a wide variety of sources, which are primarily national but it also includes some
international references. In the UK it has primarily focussed on previous work undertaken in relation to
specific sites, (notably Chatham, the Lake District and Cornwall) and the work of the Local Authority
World Heritage Forum in relation to costs.

5 We will attempt to consider all aspects of costs and benefits which, in many cases, have proved very
difficult to measure and scale in a common currency. This is particularly true of social, environmental and
more aesthetic aspects.

6 Ultimately the goal of this literature review is to begin to construct an initial framework of the costs and
benefits associated with WHS status in the UK and within our conclusions we have begun to make such
an assessment.

Approach

7 During the course of this literature review, the research team have critically examined a wide variety of
literature which has been identified by DCMS, other stakeholders or the project team. A full list of sources
has been provided in the bibliography in Appendix A.

1 Introduction and approach
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10 This chapter discusses the key literature in relation to the theoretical assessments of the costs and
benefits of World Heritage application and designation. It brings together the various typologies and
frameworks that have been provided in the literature on World Heritage and also heritage and the arts
more widely. In general, there is an acknowledged gap in the literature surrounding the costs and benefits
of World Heritage Status, either from a UK context or more broadly, and from the literature reviewed this
appears to be particularly true on the costs side.

‘(I)t is well recognised that the benefits of WHS inscription in general are under-researched. For example,
the North American Region’s periodic report to UNESCO in December 2004 where the aim was set out to
sponsor research into the social and economic benefits of world heritage site status for the benefit of the
international heritage community’ ERS, 2006

11 The absence of work in this area is also recognised in the ERM (2004) report for NWDA and more
recently the ICOMOS-UK Cultural Tourism Committee has begun work studying the impact of World
Heritage Site Status on communities in the UK.

Theoretical perspectives on benefits

The ‘benefit’ or ‘value’ typologies and surrounding issues

‘First, material heritage is valued in a number of different, sometimes conflicting ways. The variety of
values ascribed to any particular heritage object- economic value, aesthetic value, cultural value, political
value, educational value- is matched by the variety of stakeholders participating in the heritage
conservation process. Balancing these values is one of the most difficult challenges in making
conservation decisions that satisfy the needs of many stakeholders. Second, “heritage” is an essentially
collective and public notion. Though heritage is certainly valued by individuals, its raison d’etre is, by
definition, to sustain a sphere of public interest and public good.’ Mason, R ‘Economics and Heritage
Conservation: Concepts, Values and Agendas for Research’ in Getty Conservation Institute, 1998,
‘Economics and Heritage Conservation A Meeting Organized by the Getty Conservation Institute’

12 By observing the different taxonomies of heritage value we can infer some useful lessons primarily
around benefits. Table 1 below presents some of the different value typologies of several prominent
studies or organisations. Often the specific values are similar but the nomenclature proposed to group
them is different and in some instances it has been suggested that for example the difference between
the ‘economic’ and ‘social’ categories is arbitrarily defined1.

1 Frontier, 2007

2 Theoretical perspectives
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Figure 1: Avebury World Heritage Site Statement of Significance4

15 In a 2003 Case study of the Hadrian’s Wall World Heritage Site by the Getty Conservation Institute this
point is made explicitly through analysis and assessment of the various value statements drafted about
the site historically.

‘In the 2002 plan, the approach to value articulation was revised to suggest a new balance between
heritage values (the basis of conservation policies) and contemporary-use values (the basis for access

4 Avebury World Heritage Site Management Plan-
http://www.kennet.gov.uk/avebury/archaelogical/managementplan/docs/partone.pdf
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and development policies)…The core statement of significance makes the connection between
archaeological values and their uses, both cultural and economic “[Hadrian’s Wall Military Zone] is of
significant value in terms of its scale and identity, the technical expertise of its builders and planners, its
documentation, survival and rarity, and also in terms of its economic, educational and cultural contribution
to today’s world”’ Getty Conservation Institute, 2003, ‘Hadrian’s Wall World Heritage Site’

‘Intrinsic’ and ‘Instrumental’ values

16 The distinction between these ‘heritage’ values and ‘contemporary-use’ values is the same as the
distinction between ‘intrinsic’ and ‘instrumental’ elements.

17 One taxonomy for assessing the value of the arts and culture that explicitly makes this ‘intrinsic’ and
‘instrumental’ distinction can be seen in figure 2; this is adapted from a 2004 RAND Corporation study
into the benefits of the arts. Here the ‘intrinsic’ elements are in the bottom part of Figure 2 whilst the
instrumental elements are represented in the top section. Both sets of values change as one moves from
the perspective of the individual beneficiary on the left to the perspective of the community or wider public
on the right.

Figure 2: Framework for Understanding the Benefits of the Arts and Culture

18 The ‘intrinsic’ elements relate to the notion that something has value in itself i.e. it’s natural characteristics
or significance create value by for example deriving captivation and pleasure for an individual or
enhancing the identity of a community. In the case of World Heritage more specifically, it is this ‘intrinsic’
element which would sit most comfortably with the notion of ‘outstanding universal value’ applied by
UNESCO.

‘benefits are instrumental in that the arts are viewed as a means of achieving broad social and economic
goals that have nothing to do with art per se. Policy advocates acknowledge that these are not the sole
benefits stemming from the arts, that the arts also “enrich people’s lives”. But the main argument
downplays these other intrinsic benefits’, RAND, 2004, Gifts of the Muse, Reframing the Debate about
the Benefits of the Arts.

“This intrinsic-value argument in heritage conservation would be analogous to the “intrinsic” argument in
environmental conservation, through which it is assumed that “natural” characteristics (wildness) are
intrinsically valuable. This idea parallels the notion of authenticity in the heritage field, which presumes
that some kind of historic value is represented by—inherent in—some truly old and thus authentic
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“In democratic theory, a distinction is drawn between a knee-jerk, ill-informed and unconsidered
preference and a ‘refined’ preference…it does require some thought to have taken place among the
public”, Blaug, R et al., 2006

30 The point here essentially suggests that often without a proper grasp of the issues the public is unable to
make an informed choice. Therefore public value is equal to the responsiveness of the heritage sector to
the public’s refined preferences.

31 Thus public engagement and understanding is key to unlocking these ‘institutional’ values through these
refined preferences. It is often quoted as one stage in a value chain which is sometimes seen as self
reinforcing.

32 In Figure 4 the strategic vision of English Heritage between 2005 and 2010 has been represented. This
framework emphasises the importance of engaging with the public and creating both new audiences and
greater understanding to generate benefits mainly in terms of greater conservation of these sites and
greater personal intrinsic benefit from them.

Figure 4: English Heritage Strategy 2005-10

33 A further example of this value chain approach can be seen in the Getty Conservation Institutes 2000
work on Values and Heritage Conservation, this identified the process as linear but uses this as a basis
for criticising the status quo as being insular from its social context, they go on to suggest placing these
elements within concentric, overlapping circles and beginning with and initial stage focussed on defining
the sites ‘values’.

Figure 5: Conservation policy and practise in Getty (2000)

34

Value ‘capitals’

35 A further taxonomy of value is to consider values as ‘capitals’. Capital is treated as both a store of value
and a long-lasting asset that produces a stream of costs and benefits over time. In the case of ‘Cultural
capital’ David Throsby suggests four key reasons why this use of ‘capital’ is valuable:

1. “First, the phenomenon of ‘capital’ is… an important one in economics; defining heritage as
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capital enables the related concepts of depreciation, investment, rate of return, etc to be applied
to the evaluation and management of heritage. In so doing one can open up a dialogue between
heritage professionals whose job it is to care for cultural assets and economists who are
concerned with the formulation of economic and cultural policy.

2. Second, the idea of cultural capital depends on articulating specific forms of value. In particular it
draws attention to cultural value as something distinct from (though not altogether unrelated to)
economic value.

3. Third, since capital assets are long-lasting, the notion of cultural capital leads naturally to
thinking about sustainability… Neglect of cultural capital by allowing heritage to deteriorate, by
failing to sustain the cultural values that provide people with a sense of identity, and by not
undertaking the investment needed to maintain and increase the stock of both tangible and
intangible cultural capital, will place cultural systems in jeopardy and may cause them to break
down, with consequent loss of welfare and economic output.

4. Fourth, it is usual to apply economic appraisal methods such as cost-benefit analysis to public
investment in capital assets. Defining heritage as cultural capital opens up possibilities for
looking at heritage projects in similar cost-benefit terms”, Throsby, D, 2006

36 The ‘capital’ typology could separate sites into a whole host of ‘capitals’ for example economic,
environmental, cultural, etc but one concept which is particularly relevant in the context of some of the
WHS benefit areas we will discuss later is the concept of ‘social capital’ which suggests that arts and
cultural activities can promote interaction in communities, create a sense of community identity, and help
build social capital6 connections. In some of the literature World Heritage Status is in fact held up as a
successful example something which can be universally agreed upon to build cohesion and social capital
amongst international communities.

‘The broad consensus and the widespread popularity of the Convention on World Heritage must be
highlighted. This success has demonstrated that governments, spurred by public interest, have been able
to agree on a world value on which to base a complex institutional charter and procedure to channel
international cooperative actions…. it is highly significant that - at a time when globalization is pushing
people to retrench themselves in particularistic cultural identities - there is one value that people of all
cultures seem to agree on’, Getty Conservation Institute, 2000, ‘Values and Heritage Conservation’

Use and non-use values

37 A further taxonomy of value typologies is to consider both the use and non-use values and this is the
approach taken by Frey (1997) as shown in Table 1 but it has also been mentioned in Frontier Economics
(2007), eftec (2005) and also is regularly referred to in David Thorsby’s work. This effectively separates
values into those accruing to individuals who use these assets and those to individuals who do not use
them. Non-users might still infer an ‘existence’ on ‘option’ value from the sites protection and the
possibility of visiting it or they might infer a ‘bequest’ value from allowing these assets to be transferred to
the next generation for them to enjoy. In some instances (eftec) alternative ‘Altruistic’ non-use values are
proposed which suggest that there is a value for individuals knowing that others can visit the site.

“These methods involve distinguishing between the direct use benefits of heritage that accrue to those
using the assets, such as tourists, and the indirect or non-use benefits that accrue to the community at
large. The former can be measured by market transactions, but the latter arise outside the market, and
have to be measured by special-purpose studies designed to gauge people’s willingness to pay to
preserve the heritage in question. These non-use values may relate to the asset’s existence value
(people value the existence of the heritage item even though they may not consume its services directly
themselves); its option value (people wish to preserve the option that they or others might consume the
asset’s services at some future time); and its bequest value (people may wish to bequeath the asset to
future generations). These non-use values are not observable in market transactions, since no market
exists on which the rights to them can be exchanged”, Thorsby, D, 2006

38 This categorisation can be seen in Figure 6 which also separates the use values into the instrumental and
intrinsic benefits.

6 Lowe, 2000; Griffiths, 1993; Stern, 2000
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51 This chapter discusses the key literature in relation to both the methodologies for assessing these
benefits and costs and the empirical evidence for them. It begins by discussing the various
methodologies which are currently being used for measuring some of these benefits including the
economic stated and revealed preference approaches the approaches to assessing partnership benefits
and the methods for identifying social capital and learning and educational impacts. It then discusses
each of the costs and benefits in the context of the existing literature, what this tells us about the scale of
these costs and benefits from elsewhere, what factors influence that scale and therefore how these can
be maximised. It ends with some conclusions which includes references to the challenges which make
these types of assessment difficult.

Economic measurement approaches

52 The economic methodological tools devised by economists to assess the value of cultural heritage are
now being used more widely as advocates and policy makers increasingly break new ground to assess
the benefits of and make the best case for cultural investments7. These economic approaches can be
separated into two groups ‘revealed-preference’ approaches and ‘stated-preference’ approaches8.

“Economic methods are used more widely and for new purposes, and they are gaining credibility. But
there remains a great danger in relying on quantitative economic methods alone—this is a view strongly
endorsed by some economists”, de la Torre, 2002

53 Despite their value, some commentators have argued that the traditional economic approaches do not
completely assess the full value of arts and cultural goods9. This is based on the assumption that there is
an inherent or intrinsic value in art or cultural goods that is not adequately captured by economic values.

“Consider the value to indigenous Australians of the rock paintings of Kakadu, which contain material
sacred to Aboriginal culture. Consider the value of T.S. Eliot’s The Waste Land in illuminating our
understanding of industrial capitalism. Consider the value of the French language as symbolic of the
cultural inheritance of France. These elements of the value of these goods can be clearly recognised and
appreciated by individuals (whether or not they have travelled to Northern Australia, read Eliot, or speak
French). But these aspects of the value of these cultural goods cannot, even in principle, be sensibly
aggregated from the WTP judgements of individuals, and indeed they cannot be plausibly represented in
monetary terms, no matter how they might be assessed.” Throsby, 2003

Direct economic impact or ‘spin-off’ studies

54 Economic impact or ‘spin-off’ studies use a simple method to suggest that an investment in a heritage
project will yield tangible economic gains. By measuring economic investments and employment gains
directly related to conservation activity, and multiplying this on the theory that these direct investments
yield secondary multiplier or ripple effects in terms of supplier and income payments, impact studies can

7 For example the use of Contingent Valuation to assess the value of the British Library
http://www.bl.uk/pdf/measuring.pdf
8 Useful summaries of these various approaches can be found in Frontier, 2007, Throsby, D in Getty
Conservation Institute, 2000 and PwC, 2007
9 Throsby, 2003

3 Empirical evidence
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be used to infer return on investment. In this context economic impact studies can provide a useful
assessment of the direct use values and some externalities of heritage and research investments.

‘Economic spin-offs are defined as activity that is associated with heritage projects and activities and can
be measured in terms of employment and expenditure, including that which is related to the provision of
goods and services down the supply chain and the effect of spending on the local economy by tourists
attracted to the heritage feature’, English Heritage, 2005, ‘The Heritage Dividend Methodology’

55 Assessments of tourism or economic impact benefits tend to follow an approach consistent with the
economic impact or ‘spin off’ methods. They begin with an assessment of the number of potential
‘additional’ tourists or trips which could be generated by WHS status and their nature and length, which
can either be inferred from freely available sources in some cases or in more difficult cases can be
derived from primary research. From this it is possible to ascertain the total number of additional bed
nights and to this an average spend per day can be applied again using freely available sources or
primary research. Once a total gross additional expenditure is ascertained a ‘multiplier’ value is applied to
take account of the knock on ‘supplier’ and ‘income’ effects. For example if a visitor spends £1 in a local
hotel that hotel might use that £1 to buy more from its local suppliers, who will therefore re-spend that £1
in the local economy creating a knock-on ‘supplier’ effect. Similarly the hotel might use the £1 to pay its
staff salaries and this ‘income’ might also be re-spent in the local economy. The multiplier value is used to
represent these knock-on effects. The critical areas within these studies are usually the scale of the
multiplier values used and the assumptions used in the calculation of additional trips.

‘For every £1 spent by visitors at the museum, £12 is spent elsewhere in the local economy. With
300,000 visitors spending £1.5m in 2000, the contribution to the prosperity of the region was £18m. To
this can be added the goods and services purchased by the museum from local businesses, the
employment of 120 people and the investment in new exhibitions and building work.’ Patrick Green,
Director, The Museum of Science and Industry in Manchester in Heritage Works, 2006.

56 These studies are often criticised for using inappropriate local and regional multiplier values and for the
approach that they take to assess additionality.

Revealed-preference methods

57 Revealed-preference methods seek to ‘reveal’ or infer a value or market price for heritage assets where
there is no existing market by looking at the effect on complimentary or related markets. They include
hedonic and value transfer methods where market prices are effectively taken from related or
complimentary markets, or approaches such as travel cost where values are taken from central guidance.

58 Hedonic pricing and value transfer methods use values attributed to goods elsewhere which can be
reasonably linked to the assets in question. The two methods are not always the same but are very
similar, hedonic pricing uses complimentary or related goods to the heritage asset by assessing the
increments in property value gained, for instance, to a property or group of properties located in close
proximity to a Heritage Asset we can make some judgement of value.

‘In the locally designated historic districts examined, property values in the designated areas
experienced value increases that were either higher than, or the same as, nearby undesignated areas.
This is true for both commercial and residential areas’ Clarlon Associates, 2005, THE ECONOMIC
BENEFITS OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION IN COLORADO

‘Suppose the heritage site is a landmark asset that confers prestige and attraction on the surrounding
area. Then, anyone living in that area might derive an amenity benefit from the site and this might show
up in the value of their property’, eftec, 2005, Valuation of the Historic Environment. This is this quote
making the same point as the one above?

59 In a related area, a 2006 report from the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors into the investment
performance of listed buildings10 found that ‘on balance the prospects for future income growth on listed

10 RCIS, 2006, ‘The investment performance of listed buildings’
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offices are stronger than those on unlisted offices’. Whilst this is encouraging, the study uses a small
sample of 221 listed offices which heavily weighted in favour of those in the West end of London.

60 Value transfer. Similarly value transfer also involves the use of comparator values but in this instance
these values are not always done by looking at complimentary goods locally, this could be done by
inferring values from a meta-evaluation of studies of similar sites elsewhere11. These approaches are
used, for example, in Advertising Value Equivalent assessments of press and broadcast coverage when
attempting to measure the promotional benefits.

61 Clearly the challenge in both value transfer and hedonic approaches relates to both finding relevant and
reliable comparators and being able to distinguish between the effects derived from the site itself and the
effects derived from other factors.

62 Travel-cost methods measure heritage values through the proxy of travel expenditures by viewing the
revealed preferences of people in terms of their willingness to travel to a site. From this we can infer a
value. However, by only recording travel motivations, times and earnings, these methods give only partial
accounts of even instrumental heritage values and cannot take any account of the non-use values. At a
simple level this approach involves an assessment of distance, i.e. how far people are willing to travel,
whilst on a more complex level, it would use time earnings proxies to assess the overall amount of
valuable economic working time forgone.

Stated-preference methods

63 The stated-preference approaches rely on the creation of markets in which values can be inferred from
users and non-users by asking them to make hypothetical choices. The major difference between these
and the revealed preference approaches, is that they are based on the individuals response to a
hypothetical situation rather than an actual action.

64 Contingent valuation methods seek to ask respondents what they would be willing to pay or accept as
compensation for their loss from the gaining or losing of a particular experience or option. The method
draws information from individuals about their preferences in order to construct values. This method is
beginning to be used more extensively for heritage projects, because it yields quantified values which
take account of the ‘intrinsic’ elements of Heritage. However these are subjective questions and therefore
subject to a reasonable degree of error.

“Ask a hypothetical question and you will get a hypothetical answer”, Scott, 1965

‘How truthful can people be when they are confronted with hypothetical situations? A conference devoted
to the CV technique concluded that CV studies do not measure actual preferences and are therefore of
little use in a cost-benefit analysis’ Hausman, 1993 in Getty Research Institute, 1999, Economics and
Heritage Conservation

65 Choice modelling is a potentially very interesting method for heritage in that it breaks down the specific
attributes of the overall value expressed by study participants. Therefore, it could be used to measure the
values associated with the different characteristics of a heritage site, according, for instance, to the
typologies outlined previously. Though people do respond well to these types of scenarios and
comparisons, the method presumes very well informed participants, and it will not capture well the
intangible, difficult-to price intrinsic values.

11 To provide insights into this process and what some of these values have been elsewhere de la Torre,
2002 and eftec, 2005 both present lists of the results from these studies elsewhere.
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impact but also to analyse people’s perceptions of what MLAs can do and might do in the future”,
Wilkinson, S, 2006

67 In this instance whilst these kinds of qualitative survey can be useful tools in providing a snapshot of the
current situation, more longitudinal assessments would be beneficial where time allows as there could be
a considerable lag between engagement with heritage and wider academic achievement.

68 The MLA has also extended the work of Matarasso (1997) and combined it with some of their own
Generic Learning Outcomes. Matarasso’s research discussed social value as an aggregated value for
individuals and MLAs methodology maps the outcomes of individuals against their activities. It requires
the analysis of the perceptions of individuals who have participated to be triangulated against the views of
group leaders (teachers, community and faith leaders, etc) and of the MLAs themselves.

Figure 9: A way of thinking about the kinds of social outcomes your activities may have.

69 This approach whilst strongly qualitative does offer some robust assessment of the learning and social
outcomes in a quantitative way. However, the approach is very resource intensive and often still does not
provide a complete chain of causality.

Partnerships and ‘Theory of change’ models

70 Measuring partnership benefits requires a qualitative approach that considers two important elements:

1. the improvements to the strength or robustness of the partnership relationships themselves; and

2. the additional outcomes that are generated as a result of any new or strengthened relationships that
accrue through the partnership improving.

71 The second element usually needs to be considered on a case by case basis, has the forging of a new
relationship between two individuals or groups led to new outcomes or undertakings and if so what are
they and what are their benefits. However the first is more difficult, increasingly partnership is seen as an
important aspect of public sector working and there is therefore a much greater appetite for
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