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Executive Summary  

Background 

This research is part of a wider programme of work called Culture and Heritage Capital (CHC). DCMS is 
leading the CHC programme, which aims to develop a formal approach to valuing culture and heritage 
assets with the ultimate aim to create publicly available statistics and guidance on the value of culture 
and heritage assets consistent with HMT’s Green Book1, for use in social cost benefit analysis (SCBA). 

1 HM Treasury (2022). The Green Book (2022). [online] GOV.UK. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book-
appraisal-and-evaluation-in-central-governent/the-green-book-2020 [Accessed 31 Jul. 2023].

The DCMS CHC Framework2 defines culture and heritage ‘capital’ as the stock of an asset, or set of 
assets, that embody cultural or heritage value. Cultural and heritage assets, such as an art collection or 
historic building, are the “stock”, while the services that create benefits to society are regarded as “flows” 
(for instance, the flow of aesthetic experience of daily visitors, or the inspiration provided through 
educational tours and outreach activities). 

2 H. Sagger, J. Philips, and M. Haque, ‘Valuing Culture and Heritage Capital: A Framework towards Informing Decision Making’ (London, UK: 
Department for Digital Culture Media and Sport, January 2021), 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/955203/GOV.UK_-
_Framework_Accessible_v2.pdf.

This report presents a number of key outputs which should inform the development of a full CHC 
typology going forward: 

• A theoretical framework building on the DCMS CHC Framework which brings across additional 
theoretical contributions from natural capital and cultural studies, to provide further insights on the 
types of cultural and heritage services which should be captured in a CHC typology.

• Definitions of key terms for a CHC typology, developed through literature review and qualitative 
evidence provided through interviews with 13 leading academics across multiple disciplines.

• Three alternative models of proto-typologies: one based on the approach from natural capital; 
one bespoke reflecting the understanding of value from the arts and humanities, cultural studies 
and cultural sector; and one based on a strategic practice perspective. These are developed in 
parallel, to develop lists of ‘services’ and ‘benefits’ produced by CHC assets from different 
disciplinary perspectives.

• We provide recommendations for future research alongside each of the three Proto-typology 
options. This should encourage future researchers to consider the implications for existing 
measurement and valuation methodologies. The aim is to inform efforts of the UK Government 
and research community to conceptualise cultural value in terms of stocks and flows of cultural 
and heritage assets and set out different routes to developing a fuller CHC typology in the future.

Three CHC Proto-typology approaches 

The three different versions of proto-typologies for CHC proposed by the research team are set out 
below. Tables 1-3 present the final iteration of the three Proto-typologies, informed by the various Delphi 
meetings and the policy-maker session held during the project. At the proto stage, it is important for the 
typology to have a simple structure which can be developed through further research. As with any 
classification system, it is debatable and stems from the identified assumptions and definitions.

1. Approach 1: Proto-typology starting from consistent theoretical and ontological 
foundation of natural capital research.

2. Approach 2: Proto-typology CHC capital and flows of services, as framed through the 
culturalist discourse.

3. Approach 3: Proto-typology CHC capital and flows of services, as framed through a 
strategic practice perspective.

We note that any typology requires a necessary simplification to produce something which is usable in 
practice. In this case, to develop a proto-typology requires a further simplification to categorise complex 
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flows of cultural service into analytical boxes for presentational purposes. Nonetheless, we acknowledge 
that these are in reality complex systems, and that this needs to be acknowledged behind the relative 
simplification of each proto-typology table. 

Proto-typology Approach 1: Natural Capital starting point 

The first Proto-typology is developed from a close parallel between natural and cultural capital. It is 
informed by the natural capital ecosystem services classification and the recent debate on cultural 
ecosystem services, adapting them to the main characteristics of CHC. A key advantage of Proto-
typology 1 is that it uses with some modifications a well-known language and follows a consolidated 
classification approach. A key limitation is that at such an initial stage, it might appear to rely too much 
on the work done in environmental and ecological economics, though the extensive literature in these 
fields might also represent a fruitful source for the future development of this Proto-typology into a proper 
CHC typology. 

The rationale of this approach is based on the definition of cultural capital in economic terms given by 
Throsby3, which stems from a close parallel between natural and cultural capital also in its sustainability 
aspects.4 From a theoretical point of view, the parallel between the two capitals has been successfully 
used in recent decades to interpret in economic terms the key characteristics of cultural heritage.5

3 David Throsby, ‘Cultural Capital’, Journal of Cultural Economics 23, no. 1–2 (1 March 1999): 3–12, https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007543313370. 
4 Ilde Rizzo and David Throsby, ‘Cultural Heritage: Economic Analysis and Public Policy’, Handbook of the Economics of Art and Culture 1 
(2006): 983–1016. 
5 P Nijkamp and P Riganti, ‘Valuing Urban Cultural Heritage’, in Cultural Tourism and Sustainable Local Development, ed. Luigi Fusco Girard 
and Peter Nijkamp (Farnham, UK: Ashgate Publishing, Ltd., 2009), 57–74. 

Proto-typology table 1 is a first attempt to adapt the ecosystem services approach developed in 
environmental economics to CHC. Table 1 suggests key functions provided by the CHC ecosystem, 
examples of services, benefits individuals may associate to such services, examples of their impacts on 
subjective wellbeing (SWB) and community wellbeing (CWB).6

6 The table assumes public property rights and does not distinguish between beneficiaries, and that individuals benefiting from a specific 

service, will assign to it a value, which can be estimated by means of economic valuation techniques. Such benefits will impact on specific 
dimensions of individual wellbeing that could be assessed by identifying appropriate indicators.  

The CHC Ecosystem delivers some key functions, which have associated services. It follows the 
framework through the TEEB classification7 and the most recent version 5.1 of the Common International 
Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES). 8 This identifies three functions: Provisioning, Cultural and 
Regulating services.9

7 TEEB, ‘The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity: Mainstreaming the Economics of Nature: A Synthesis of the Approach, Conclusions 
and Recommendations of TEEB.’ (London, UK: Earthscan, Routledge, 2010). 
8 Roy Haines-Young and Marion Potschin, ‘Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES): Consultation on Version 4, 
August-December 2012. EEA Framework Contract No EEA’ (IEA/09/003, 2013). 
9 We have also accounted for the recent debate around cultural services and impacts of cultural services on wellbeing: Kai M. A. Chan, Terre 
Satterfield, and Joshua Goldstein, ‘Rethinking Ecosystem Services to Better Address and Navigate Cultural Values’, Ecological Economics 74 
(1 February 2012): 8–18, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2011.11.011; Mark Hirons, Claudia Comberti, and Robert Dunford, ‘Valuing Cultural 
Ecosystem Services’, Annual Review of Environment and Resources 41, no. 1 (2016): 545–74, https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-110615-
085831; Robert Costanza et al., ‘Twenty Years of Ecosystem Services: How Far Have We Come and How Far Do We Still Need to Go?’, 
Ecosystem Services 28 (1 December 2017): 1–16, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2017.09.008. 

Provisioning services contribute to the CHC ecosystem growth/development. They are formed by the 
interaction of social and economic capital with CHC. Such services are linked to both tangible and 
intangible assets. They provide the key elements that will help the system to develop and innovate. We 
identify four groups of services: Recreation; Pride and Identity; Investment in CHC maintenance; 
Investment in creative industries. In this classification, we have moved recreation from the traditional 
allocation to cultural services to provisioning services. This is due to the relevance played by cultural 
tourism in economic and social terms. Services include recreation, the development of pride and sense 
of identity, generation of new ideas, new forms of artistic expression/practices and artistic/cultural 
innovation. They include investments/financial services in culture and creative industries, investment in 
management and repair of cultural assets, the development of cultural districts etc. 

Cultural services define the cultural ecosystem and help its enjoyment and understanding.  They refer 
to non-material, and normally non-rival and non-consumptive outputs of ecosystems that affect physical 
and mental states of people. They are developed by the interaction of social capital with CHC assets. 
These are services that provide spiritual and aesthetic appreciation, inspiration, the appreciation of 
diversity, etc. They are associated to both tangible and intangible assets. We have articulated them into 
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five groups: Aesthetic Appreciation; Spiritual enhancement; Inspiration; Educational services; 
Appreciation of diverse cultures. Services in these groups are related to the essence of heritage as 
traditionally perceived, they inspire, help explore the aesthetic qualities of our heritage and educate 
people, enhancing social cohesion.

Regulating services contribute to CHC ecosystem relations with the environment and society. They 
represent all the ways in which CHC can mediate or moderate the ambient environment that affects 
human health, safety or comfort, including shelter and refuge. These services often affect climate. They 
are inherent to tangible assets. These services include climate regulation via carbon capture, the 
creation of specific microclimates, habitats, the protection of biodiversity, the provision of water etc. This 
is often the case with archaeological sites, cultural landscapes, such as Roman aqueducts, terraced 
landscapes etc. We have identified three groups of services: Climate regulation; Habitat creation; 
Provision of shelter, water, food etc. These three functional groupings are set out in the table below.
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Proto-typology Approach 1: Natural Capital starting point 

Asset  Function Group 
Simple descriptor 
of services in this 
group

Example 
Service

Example Benefit 
Example of Impacts on 
Subjective Wellbeing (SWB)

Example of impacts on 
Community wellbeing 
(CWB)

C
H

C
 (

ta
n

g
ib

le
 &

 i
n

ta
n

g
ib

le
) 

Provisioning services 
contribute to CHC 

ecosystem 
growth/development. 

Formed by the interaction of 
social and economic capital 
with CHC. Provide the key 
elements that will help the 

system to develop and 
innovate. Services include 
recreation, development of 
pride and sense of identity, 

generation of new ideas, 
new forms of artistic 

expression/practices and 
artistic/cultural innovation.  

Include investments in 
culture and creative 

industries, investment in 
management and repair of 

cultural assets, the 
development of cultural 

districts etc.

Recreation 
Procuring people 

enjoyment, leisure 
time

Accessing a 
heritage site; 

escapism; 
solace

Consumption; 
leisure; 

enjoyment

Personal WB: e.g., allowing 
the person to own/co-create 
their experiences; Surprise 

and Delight; Physical WB, e.g., 
Combining physical activity 
with outdoors and cultural 
heritage; Improved mental 

health through exposition to 
arts and culture

Jobs creation; access to 
adequate livelihood; 

Creating a long-lasting 
benefit through increased 
self-awareness and social 
networks; Make it Easy to 
Do Together with Others; 
Support Sharing (After the 

Experience)

Pride and 
Identity

Developing a 
shared sense of 

identity

Participation to 
heritage 

networks/events
/ representations

Sense of 
belonging to a 

community; civic 
engagement; 

place 
attachment

Personal WB: Forming new 
relationship with the past 

creating new perspectives; 
self-esteem; Physical WB: 

improved mental health 
through exposure to arts and 

culture

Social cohesion/social 
bonding; Creating a long-

lasting benefit through 
increased self-awareness 

and social networks

Investment in 
CHC 

maintenance

Financial services 
to preserve CHC

Public/private 
partnerships 

schemes

Cultural 
stewardship; 

improved public 
realm; inclusion; 

perception of 
safety

Personal WB: Cultural 
resource access; Physical WB: 

personal safety; improved 
mental health

Safety; disaster security; 
Developing wider sense of 
community, belonging and 

equality of inclusion 
through 

place-based initiatives; 
jobs creation

Investment in 
creative 

industries

Financial services 
to promote 

cultural 
expressions

Financial 
incentives for 
protection of 

local traditions, 
arts, crafts etc

Nurturing sense 
of identity; 
memory; 
nostalgia; 

empowerment

Personal WB: Connect to the 
User’s Identity-Related Needs: 
Physical WB: improved mental 

health

Social cohesion; 
Recognize and Promote 
Choice & Control; jobs 

creation

Cultural services define 
the cultural ecosystem and 

help its enjoyment and 
understanding.  They refer 
to non-material, normally 

non-rival and non-
consumptive, outputs of 
ecosystems that affect 

physical and mental states 

Aesthetic 
Appreciation

Developing an 
appreciation of the 
aesthetic qualities 

of the asset;

Beauty 
appreciation; 
Experiential

Personal 
development; 
self-esteem; 

sense of 
identity; sense 
of attachment

Personal WB: Connect to the 
User’s Identity-Related Needs; 

Allow Users to “Own” (Co-
Create) their Experiences; 

Surprise and Delight; Physical 
WB: mental health; Intellectual 

WB: Develop  
User’s Knowledge and 

Interests;

Social cohesion/sense of 
community identity;
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Asset  Function Group 
Simple descriptor 
of services in this 
group 

Example 
Service 

Example Benefit 
Example of Impacts on 
Subjective Wellbeing (SWB) 

Example of impacts on 
Community wellbeing 
(CWB) 

of people.  They are 
developed by interaction of 
social capital with cultural 
assets. These services 
provide spiritual and 

aesthetic appreciation, 
inspiration, the 

appreciation of diversity, 
etc.

Spiritual 
enhancement

Encouraging 
spiritual reflection 
and development

Reflection; 
intellectual 
exploration

Personal 
development; 
self-esteem; 

sense of identity

Personal WB: Connect to the 
User’s Identity-Related Needs; 

Intellectual WB: Freedom of 
choice and action; 

opportunity to be able to 
achieve what individuals value 

doing and being;

Access to goods and 
resources; Creating a 

long-lasting benefit 
through increased self-
awareness and social 

networks

Inspiration 
Inspiring new 

artistic 
productions

Development of 
new forms of 

arts/architecture/
crafts; improved 

public realm

Inspiration for 
new forms of 

arts; new design 
solutions; new 
architectural 

styles;

Intellectual WB: Inspiration 
and artistic development; 

Freedom of choice and action;  
opportunity to be able to 

achieve what an individual 
values doing and being;

Social cohesion; Access to 
goods and resources; 

Providing social interaction 
and creativity that relates 

to links with the past

Educational 
services

Developing new 
skills and 

knowledge

Scientific 
understanding; 

historic 
understanding; 

new investments 
in R&D

New knowledge, 
technologies, 
processes, 

skills; Utilising 
and developing 

skills, feeling 
meaningful 

through 
contributing 
productively

Personal WB: Forming a new 
relationship with the past that 

creates new perspectives

Jobs creation; access to 
adequate livelihood; 

Providing social interaction 
and creativity that relates 

to links with the past

Appreciation 
of diverse 
cultures

Understanding of 
cultural 

expressions from 
diverse cultures/ 

background/nation
alities

Tolerance 
towards other 

cultures; cultural 
interpretation 

services; 
curating 

exhibitions, 
experiential; 

peace making

Personal 
development; 

developing new 
knowledge

Personal WB: Access to 
cultural resources and goods; 

Intellectual WB: Develop 
User’s Knowledge and 

Interests; Freedom of choice 
and action;

Social cohesion; 
Developing wider sense of 
community, belonging and 

equality of inclusion 
through 

place-based initiatives; 
Creating long-lasting 

benefit through increased 
self-awareness and social 

networks

C
H

C
 

(t
a

n
g

ib
le

)

Regulating services 
contribute to CHC 

ecosystem relations with 
environment and society. 

Climate 
regulation 

Mitigating climate 
adverse effects

Carbon capture; 
emissions 
reduction

Improved 
environment; 
heath positive 

impacts; reduce 

Physical WB: Feeling well, 
access to clean air/water

Access to clean 
air/water/environment
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Asset  Function Group 
Simple descriptor 
of services in this 
group 

Example 
Service 

Example Benefit 
Example of Impacts on 
Subjective Wellbeing (SWB) 

Example of impacts on 
Community wellbeing 
(CWB) 

They represent the ways in 
which CHC can mediate or 

moderate ambient 
environment affecting human 

health, safety or comfort, 
including shelter and refuge. 
These services often affect 
climate. They are inherent 
to tangible assets. These 
services include climate 

regulation via carbon 
capture, creation of 

specific microclimates, 
protection of biodiversity, 

provision of water etc.

climate disaster 
risks

Habitat 
creation

Fostering 
biodiversity; 
creating new 
microclimates

Protecting flora 
and fauna 
species; 

development of 
new habitats; 

maintenance of 
soil quality

Improved 
environment; 
heath positive 

impacts

Physical WB: Feeling well, 
access to clean air/water; 

access to goods

Access to clean 
air/water/environment

Provision of 
shelter, 

water, food 
etc

Procuring people 
secure refuge and 

access to basic 
goods

Providing places 
fit for living; real 

estate; 
infrastructure

Sense of 
security

Physical WB: Feeling well; 
feeling secure; access to clean 

air/water; access to goods

Access to goods and 
resources
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Proto-typology Approach 2: Cultural value starting point 

Proto-typology 2 takes as its starting point the importance of CHC assets within socio-cultural systems. It 
is motivated by Delphi session feedback that a CHC typology should appreciate how the value of arts, 
culture and heritage have been articulated in the culturalist discourses. The starting point for Proto-
typology 2 is how the arts and humanities, cultural studies and other disciplines have comprehended the 
value of culture and heritage in terms of its role, effects and significance. Our proposal is to use the 
terminology developed in the context of natural capital but adapting it to capture the key dimensions of 
value in CHC from the point of view of the culturalist discourses. To this end, we use the categories of 
outcomes from the cultural sector and map them against the function types. In this sense, the approach 
set out in Proto-typology 2 is an attempt to appreciate what is distinctive, if not unique, about cultural 
capital from the perspective of non-economic disciplines, and how this can provide better economic 
articulation within Proto-typology 2. 

Proto-typology 2 also builds on the language of ecosystem services functions and key services. It differs 
from Proto-typology 1 by being based on three categories of regulating, supporting and provisioning 
functions (unlike Proto-typology 1, we follow the functions set out in the Millenium Ecosystem 
Assessment and include Supporting services in Proto-typology 2). Crucially, in Proto-typology 2 cultural 
services are the services flowing from CHC. In this model, cultural services no longer are categorised as 
their own ‘black box’ of services (as, arguably is the case in the natural capital definition), rather, they 
provide the focus for the Proto-typology. 

The adapted definitions of functions are the following: 

a) Regulating services which re-calibrate human society and adjust the functioning of socio-cultural 
systems. e.g., by maintaining civic order and enhancing trust, etc.  

b) Supporting services combine with other capitals to produce outcomes which would not come about 
in separation, e.g., enhancing educational outcomes and driving innovation, etc. 

c) Provisioning services which represent the contributions generated by CHC to economic and 
human activities, for example, creative outputs produced for final consumption by households or 
outcomes from arts participation. 

Proto-typology 2 presents a preliminary mapping of the function types (first column on the left) onto the 
categories of outcome indicators (first column on the right). 

The approach can be said to be novel and driving methodological innovation in the following ways: 

• The table reflects the ‘bottom up’ understanding of value from CHC - one derived from the 
culturalist literature and the practices of evaluation in the cultural sector, rather than imposing an 
existing economic framework.  

• The table is sensitive to the issues of scales, namely that cultural services will translate into 
welfare gains (and losses) to individuals but also will have effects on the level of social systems 
(e.g., education and economy) that the individuals may not be necessarily impacted by or aware 
of. 

• Whereas the provisioning services (at the bottom of the table) can - arguably - be currently 
valued using economic methods, the supporting and regulating functions are much more difficult 
to account for in economic analysis (even though they are seen as the key source of value in the 
culturalist discourse). A crucial area for future research, alongside the articulation of services, will 
be to propose and test quantitative and qualitative indicators to address this measurement 
challenge, and where possible, apply monetary values to these services. 
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Proto-typology 2: Cultural value starting point: Mapping between the function categories and welfare outcomes 
clusters 

Function Function type description (on an 
individual level) 

Function type description (on a 
collective/societal level) 

Mapping onto the welfare 
outcomes from cluster 
analysis (Appendix 2)  

Regulating 

General characterisation: 

Regulate Individual behaviour, 
collective action in socio-cultural 
systems (impacts on the functioning 
and maintenance of society) 

Promoting self-reflection (the 
understanding of the self), 
reflectiveness (understanding of other 
people), reflexiveness (understanding 
of social structures and how history 
informs the present and the future) 

Enabling people to see their place in 
society; appreciation of diversity of 
cultural expressions (and contingency 
of cultural tradition); critical 
understanding of the inherited cultural 
norms 

Belonging and stewardship 

Societal fabric/civil society  

Supporting 

General characterisation: Combine 
with the key capitals to support the 
production of other effects 

Triggering curiosity, stimulating 
creativity and imagination; enhancing 
subjective wellbeing and health  

Enhancing educational outcomes; 
improving workforce resilience; 
stimulating collective imagination and 
creativity; setting up new forms of 
knowledge and practice; technical 
innovation and novel ideas  

Emotional development and 
health 

Ideas and innovation (including 
education) 

Provisioning  

General characterisation: Produce 
creative outputs and outcomes for 
final consumption by households or 
intermediate consumption. 

Providing enjoyment, entertainment, 
fun, aesthetic and artistic experiences, 
recreation  

Forms of artistic expression produced; 
cultural/creative products; 
communicating and symbolic 
representation; experiences of 
‘togetherness’ and sharing 

Creativity and recreation 

Economy and prosperity 
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Proto-typology 3: Heritage starting point 

The Culture and Heritage Capital framework has emerged in direct response to the need to better 
articulate and value culture and heritage on an economic platform. As such, Proto-typology 3 is driven by 
the need for a bespoke framework for culture and heritage capital. This is in response to the fact that 
existing frameworks, including the natural capital ecosystem services framework, do not adequately 
capture the flows of services and benefits from culture and heritage. 

A key difference is that Proto-typology 3 does not attempt to embed CHC within an ecosystem’s 
framework and the ecosystems discourse. Instead, Proto-typology 3 aims to distinguish the unique 
contribution culture and heritage provide to human wellbeing even though culture and heritage systems 
interconnect with ecosystems and human systems in complex and diverse ways. The ability of a cultural 
or heritage asset to provide goods and services is determined by its characteristics which could include 
its condition, its history or its design, as well, how they are subjectively perceived and experienced by 
individuals and communities. 

Proto-typology 3 is driven by economic theory, with a focus on the renewability of culture and heritage 
stocks within a sustainable management model and conceptualised through culture and heritage 
literature and practice. Proto-typology 3 considers that much of the evidence and research about CHC 
stocks and flows exists within cultural and heritage literature and practice. A key role of the CHC 
programme is therefore to communicate across disciplines, ensuring the integrity of existing evidence is 
accurately portrayed on this economic platform. 

Proto-typology 3 starts from an acknowledgement that increasing, decreasing and transforming capitals 
that is at the heart systems of economic organisation.10 Increasingly, the active preservation and 
conservation of capitals is also seen to be an important driver of a sustainable socioeconomic system. In 
such a system, flows of desirable goods and services are generated by using its renewable capital 
stocks without depleting them. 

10 Coulson, A.B., Adams, C.A., Nugent, M.N. and Haynes, K. (2015). Exploring metaphors of capitals and the framing of multiple capitals. 
Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 6(3), pp.290–314. doi:https://doi.org/10.1108/sampj-05-2015-0032. 

It is through these activities that the stocks of culture and heritage are increased, replenished, 
conserved, enhanced, adapted and maintained over time. 

Proto-typology 3: Categorisation of the flows of services from CHC 

Service Flows 
from CHC (Broad 
categories)

Description 

Aesthetic services “Aesthetic value derives from the ways in which people draw sensory and intellectual 
stimulation from a place. Aesthetic values can be the result of the conscious design of a 
place, including artistic endeavour. Equally, they can be the seemingly fortuitous outcome 
of the way in which a place has evolved and been used over time. Many places combine 
these two aspects.”11

11 Historic England (2008). Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance. [online] Available at: https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/conservation-principles-sustainable-management-historic-
environment/conservationprinciplespoliciesandguidanceapril08web/. 

Includes descriptions of distinctiveness; attractiveness; architectural character; beauty; 
congruence; image/brand. Descriptions can also include negative flows such as 
unattractiveness; antiquated.

Authenticity 
services 

Relate to the intrinsic values of CHC linked to their meaning, existence and history, and 
reflect a unique and authentic, irreproducible character, meaning identity, symbolism and 
significance .12

12 Xia, M., Jia, K., Wang, X., Bai, X., Li, C., Zhao, W., Hu, X. and Cherubini, F. (2021). A framework for regional ecosystem authenticity 
evaluation–a case study on the Qinghai-Tibet Plateau of China. Global Ecology and Conservation, [online] 31, pp.e01849–e01849. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2021.e01849. 

 “A culturally contingent quality associated with a heritage place, practice, 
or object that conveys cultural value; is recognized as a meaningful expression of an 
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Service Flows 
from CHC (Broad 
categories) 

Description 

evolving cultural tradition; and/or evokes among individuals the social and emotional 
resonance of group identity.”13

13 Murray, C. (2016). " Why do we conserve special places? ". [online] Academia.edu. Available at: 
https://www.academia.edu/29908260/_Why_do_we_conserve_special_places_ [Accessed 28 Jul. 2023]. 

Includes descriptions of identity; historical significance; iconic; traditions; inheritance; 
rooting; grounding; remembering; nostalgia; feeling/atmosphere. These flows can also be 
reported and experienced as positive or negative flows.

Inspirational 
Services

Inspirational services are generally noted for “providing intellectual motivation and 
humanity”; “cultural and artistic information”; “spiritual values”; “heritage, spirit, and 
emotion”; “philosophical satisfaction”.14

14 Dai, P., Zhang, S., Gong, Y., Yang, Y. and Hou, H. (2022). Assessing the inspirational value of cultural ecosystem services based on the 
Chinese poetry. [online] Usda.gov. Available at: https://pubag.nal.usda.gov/catalog/7527921 [Accessed 28 Jul. 2023]. 

Communal 
services

Reflect the qualities of the relationships between humans and culture and heritage, such 
as care, social bonding, place attachment and spiritual meanings. 

Ecosystem 
services

Many cultural heritage assets contribute to, underpin and shape the physical environment 
and are therefore part of the 'natural capital’ of a place rather than simply services that 
flow from it. Ecosystem services include provisioning, supporting, regulating and cultural 
services. Within ecosystem services it is generally agreed that cultural services are the 
least studied and understood element of ecosystems.15In contrast, these services are the 
focus of decades if not centuries of research in the culture and heritage sectors, however 
not within an accounting or economic platform. In Proto typology 3 it is assumed that 
cultural services in the ecosystem services model significantly overlap with aesthetic, 
institutional, authenticity and inspirational services described above.

15 Hernández-Morcillo, Mónica & Plieninger, Tobias & Bieling, Claudia. (2013). An empirical review of cultural ecosystem service indicators. 
Ecological Indicators. 29. 434–444. 10.1016/j.ecolind.2013.01.013. 

Capital services A flow of productive services from an asset that is the appropriate measure of capital input 
for production and productivity analysis. Conceptually, capital services reflect a quantity, 
or physical concept, not to be confused with the value, or price concept of capital. For 
example, service flows from a building include floorspace accommodating recreation 
activities or employment space. In the UK assets covered in this release include 
dwellings, other buildings, other structures, land improvements, transfer costs of 
ownership of non-produced assets, other machinery and equipment and weapons 
systems, intellectual property products and cultivated biological assets. (Schreyer 2004) 

Educational 
service

Services provided through formal and informal learning from CHC that supports the 
personal development, creativity and the development of new technologies, techniques 
and approaches.

Recommendations for future research 

As the wider DCMS-AHRC programme cited is developed over the next few years, this paper sets out 
proposals for further in-depth research that will fit into Strand A of the DCMS-AHRC research call which 
focuses on ‘developing a taxonomy of cultural and heritage capital services (associated stocks and 
flows)’. 

Parallels between CHC and natural capital 

• A proto-typology based on a natural capital classification system as set out in Proto-typologies 1 
and 2 is premised on the assumption of continuity between the typology developed for ecosystem 
services and CHC. The close alignment with the natural capital approach provides theoretical 
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consistency within the language and definitions, as well as providing a parallel to green 
accounting approach for GDP accounting for natural capital. This may help ongoing research 
ambitions from DCMS to develop a future index for CHC accounting. 

• However, this raises an important question: where does the parallel between natural and cultural 
capital break and what are the implications of such divergence. CHC and natural capital share 
many features, and both can be categorised as exhaustible/non-renewable resources (e.g., 
tangible assets like monuments etc) and renewable resources (intangible assets). 

• That being said, the function categories for ecosystem services identified in Millennium 
Ecosystem Assessment (MEA) do not present a perfect match for CHC, e.g., it is not clear what 
the provisioning function may amount to, and the supporting and habitat functions, for instance, 
apply only to a limited group of assets.  

• As economic goods, CHC tangible assets show some important anomalies: there is no clear 
production function (at least not in the short run), and their demand curve is often latent. The 
usual market conditions for such goods do not hold. To this extent, cultural goods share many 
features with environmental goods. It is to be explored whether CHC assets can be categorised 
as exhaustible/non-renewable resources (e.g., tangible assets like monuments etc) and 
renewable resources (intangible assets). 

• This opens up the route for future research to exploit the parallel between natural capital and 
CHC and try to see where it breaks. This will help researchers to understand the extent to which 
an overlapping of the two languages is a useful analytical approach going forward, and the extent 
to which a typology for CHC must diverge and be developed on its own terms. 

Overlap between capitals 

• Proto-typologies 1-3 require future research is needed to unpack the extent to which CHC as a 
system overlaps with and is accounted for in other capital systems, and thus what the marginal 
values of culture and heritage are and the extent to which double counting may occur at valuation 
and capital accounting stages of CHC. 

• This is however not an issue that is unique to CHC. The UK Office for National Statistics “Beyond 
GDP” programme aims to capture flows of benefits from the wider range of capitals currently 
outside the production boundary of the national accounts in their inclusive capital stock and 
inclusive wealth accounting. While significant progress has been made incorporating human and 
additional natural capitals, it is acknowledged that further work is needed to understand any 
areas of double counting between human capital and the other capitals, particularly uncapitalised 
intangible assets such as training and organisational capital.16 The approach and outcomes of 
this research will be relevant to the CHC programme. 

16 Office for National Statistics (2022). Inclusive Income methodology - Office for National Statistics. [online] Ons.gov.uk. Available at: 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/economicoutputandproductivity/output/methodologies/inclusiveincomemethodology [Accessed 31 Jul. 2023]. 

Benefits and disbenefits 

• More research is needed to explore and articulate the unproductive flows of services that can 
emerge from CHC. For example, a heritage building in poor condition can be perceived to be 
unattractive (negative aesthetic services); can be perceived to be an uncomfortable or even 
hostile atmosphere (negative authenticity services) and may be underused/unused (unproductive 
capital services). These unproductive flows of services will emerge as disbenefits to people and 
local communities e.g. reducing footfall around the asset as a result of negative aesthetic 
services; reducing perceptions of safety and increasing anti-social behaviours around the asset 
(negative authenticity services) and loss of or opportunity costs of lost employment/residential/ 
community floorspace (unproductive capital services) which in turn negatively impact wellbeing. 
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Individual and community benefits 

• There is a large body of evidence demonstrating how the benefits of CHC emerge for individuals, 
communities and places. The evidence is vast, and a full literature review is outside the scope of 
this report. More evidence is needed on the causal links between stocks, flows of services and 
benefits. The evidence and narrative around the disbenefits of culture and heritage are an 
important area of future research.  A better understanding of the disbenefits of CHC can support 
strategies to mitigate the emergence of such disbenefits. 

Synthesis of proto-typologies not attempted at this stage 

• It remains an open question whether the proposed approaches should be combined, but what is 
already clear is the need for any proto-typology to be broad enough to be fit for purpose to 
multiple stakeholders, and to be able to evolve and expand with future use. This is implicit in the 
framing of the task, which is designed to both provide DCMS with policy-relevant outputs in the 
short-term, whilst in the long-term providing options and considerations that will inform the full 
AHRC- funded project in an academic-driven way.  
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1 Introduction 
Discussions around the value of culture and heritage have evolved considerably over the past decade. 
Through the work of the Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC)17, to the recent Department for 
Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) Culture and Heritage Capital (CHC) Framework18, there is a growing 
body of theoretical and empirical work on the economic and cultural value of cultural and heritage 
‘assets’. It is now a timely moment to take stock of conceptual models which are emerging for 
understanding the value of cultural and heritage assets in terms of stocks and flows, and how this 
approach could be adopted to better define and measure the benefits that CHC assets produce for 
individuals and society.  

17 G Crossick and P Kaszynska, ‘Understanding the Value of Arts & Culture. The AHRC Cultural Value Project’ (London, UK: AHRC, 2016). 
18 Sagger, Philips, and Haque, ‘Valuing Culture and Heritage Capital: A Framework towards Informing Decision Making’. 

DCMS commissioned the research team to do preliminary work for the construction of future typologies 
of CHC services by sketching a proto-typology for the services and benefits created by culture and 
heritage.19 This work builds on the 2021 Sagger et al. CHC Framework20 and the 2022 AHRC CHC 
Scoping Study.21

19 Although taxonomy and typology are often used synonymously in lay discussions, it is important to distinguish between the two definitions, 

where, in research, “conceptually developed configurations are defined as typologies”, while “empirically derived configurations are defined as 
taxonomies”.  The focus of the proto-typology for Strand A of the DCMS-AHRC research is on conceptually developed configurations. While the 
proto-typology will be based on evidence from extensive interviews, focus groups, and literature reviews, these are focused on conceptual 
discussion rather than on the empirical evidence and individual case studies that might have been produced within these conceptual 
configurations. A typology should aim to provide conceptual links and enable a mapping exercise to take place but does not necessarily infer 
causality. It can provide principles for mapping, defining, and conceptualising. It can be designed from scratch or developed from another field to 
facilitate compatibility with existing systems. 
20 Sagger, Philips, and Haque, ‘Valuing Culture and Heritage Capital: A Framework towards Informing Decision Making’. 
21 P. Kaszynska et al., ‘Scoping Culture and Heritage Capital Report’ (London, UK: Department for Digital Culture Media and Sport, 2022), 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/scoping-culture-and-heritage-capital-report. 

To ensure that the CHC framework continues to benefit from multi- inter- and trans-disciplinary insights, 
three different ‘Proto-typology’ approaches are developed with direct reference to comparable 
developments in the environmental sector (through natural capital), as well as theories of value which 
already exist in heritage science and cultural studies.  

This report presents a number of key outputs which should inform the development of a full CHC 
typology going forward: 

• A theoretical framework building on the DCMS CHC Framework22 which brings across additional 
theoretical contributions from natural capital and cultural studies, to provide further insights on the 
types of cultural and heritage services which should be captured in a CHC typology. 

22 Sagger, Philips, and Haque, ‘Valuing Culture and Heritage Capital: A Framework towards Informing Decision Making’. 

• Definitions of key terms for a CHC typology, developed through literature review and qualitative 
evidence provided through interviews with 13 leading academics across multiple disciplines. 

• Three alternative models of proto-typologies: one based on the approach from natural capital; 
one bespoke reflecting the understanding of value from the arts and humanities, cultural studies 
and cultural sector; and one based on a strategic practice perspective. These are developed in 
parallel, to develop lists of ‘services’ and ‘benefits’ produced by CHC assets from different 
disciplinary perspectives. 

• We provide recommendations for future research alongside each of the three Proto-typology 
options. This should encourage future researchers to consider the implications for existing 
measurement and valuation methodologies. It aims to inform efforts of the UK Government and 
research community to conceptualise cultural value in terms of stocks and flows of cultural and 
heritage assets and set out different routes to developing a fuller CHC typology in the future. 

1.1 Context and background 

This research is part of a wider programme of work called Culture and Heritage Capital (CHC). DCMS is 
leading the CHC programme, which aims to develop a formal approach to valuing culture and heritage 
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assets with the ultimate aim to create publicly available statistics and guidance on the value of culture 
and heritage assets consistent with HMT’s Green Book23, for use in social cost benefit analysis (SCBA). 

23 HM Treasury (2022). The Green Book (2022). [online] GOV.UK. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book-
appraisal-and-evaluation-in-central-governent/the-green-book-2020 [Accessed 31 Jul. 2023]. 

The DCMS CHC Framework24 defines culture and heritage ‘capital’ as the stock of an asset, or set of 
assets, that embody cultural or heritage value. Cultural and heritage assets, such as an art collection or 
historic building, are the “stock”, while the services that create benefits to society are regarded as “flows” 
(for instance, the flow of aesthetic experience of daily visitors, or the inspiration provided through 
educational tours and outreach activities).  

24 Sagger, Philips, and Haque, ‘Valuing Culture and Heritage Capital: A Framework towards Informing Decision Making’. 

As outlined in the AHRC CHC scoping study25, the CHC programme is seeking a more precise definition 
of cultural services, stocks, and flows, to better understand what needs to be valued and measured 
consistently across sectors. To support this aim, the 2022 UKRI-AHRC Culture and Heritage Capital call 
for research has the development of a comprehensive typology of cultural and heritage capital services 
to understand the associated stocks and flows as a core focus.  

25 Kaszynska et al., ‘Scoping Culture and Heritage Capital Report’. 

As a first stage, the scope of this proto-typology report is necessarily more constrained. We aim to set 
out potential options for a CHC typology, through an analysis of existing texts, informed by interviews 
with academics, and tested through Delphi-style focus groups. The proto-typology is informed by 
academic and grey literature, which has been used to consider different economic models of capital 
stocks, defining what is a service, what is a flow, and what is a function, taking into account the 
differences in terminology coming from different disciplines and sources. 

One of the key findings from the Delphi focus groups with leading academics was that any attempt to 
present concrete or final-versions of typologies will be open to critique from multiple disciplinary 
perspectives; such is the nature of proposals where different priorities coalesce. There are many trade-
offs, including ensuring immediate applicability with social cost-benefit analysis approaches on the one 
hand, and accounting for some central but less-conventionally measured aspects of cultural/heritage 
value such as aesthetic value or pride in place on the other.  

This was anticipated in the research design, and academics from across multiple disciplines (economics, 
heritage science, cultural sociology, and cultural policy) have been brought together to play out these 
tensions. This is also reflected in the adopted research methodology to contrast and compare three 
different proposals (Table 1, Table 2, and Table 3).   

Our task in this study is to open doors and set out options, rather than to posit a single finalised proto-
typology. The aim of this report is to provide alternative paths to be explored in future projects. In this 
sense, it could be suggested that this contribution follows the principles set out in the AHRC Scoping 
Cultural Value Project to focus on the areas of disagreement and controversy for multiple stakeholders -  
that which suggests, ‘instead of trying to side-step or diffuse these problems, our key recommendation is 
to tackle these nodes head-on’ through working together’.26

26 Kaszynska et al. 

At this stage, it remains an open question whether the proposed approaches should be combined, but 
what is already clear is the need for any proto-typology to be broad enough to be fit for purpose to 
multiple stakeholders, and to be able to evolve and expand with future use. This is implicit in the framing 
of the task, which is designed to both provide DCMS with policy-relevant outputs in the short-term, whilst 
in the long-term providing options and considerations that will inform the full AHRC- funded project in an 
academic-driven way. 

The wider DCMS-AHRC programme cited above will develop over the next few years.  Accordingly, each 
proto-typology section sets out proposals for further in-depth research that will fit into Strand A of the 
DCMS-AHRC research call which focuses on ‘developing a taxonomy of cultural and heritage capital 
services (associated stocks and flows)’.
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2 Theoretical foundation 

2.1 Core frameworks and definitions 

The core framework of the current project begins from first-order definitions of CHC in terms of stocks 
and flows, as defined in the DCMS CHC Framework (2021).  

CHC, as with natural capital before it, is based on the inclusive wealth framework, with a theoretical 
basis as set out in Dasgupta & Maler.27 In the inclusive wealth framework, the nation’s wealth comprises 
a great number of assets, which can be classified as ‘capitals’ in a number of different ways.  

27 Partha Dasgupta and Karl-Göran Mäler, ‘Net National Product, Wealth, and Social Well-Being’, Environment and Development Economics 5, 
no. 1 (2000): 69–93. 

The proto-typologies which follow are conceived within a welfarist economics perspective on the value of 
cultural and heritage capital, which is consistent with the HM Treasury Green Book principles (2022).28

This account of value is concerned with how cultural and heritage assets impact on people’s wellbeing 
through their engagement with the asset, as well as their knowledge that the asset exists in a good 
condition and to the bequest of future generations (individual wellbeing is generally seen as synonymous 
in welfare economics with quality of life, or utility, with the aggregate of group wellbeing referred to as 
social welfare).29

28 H. M. Treasury, ‘Green Book: Appraisal and Evaluation in Central Government’ (London, UK: H. M. Treasury, 2022), 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book-appraisal-and-evaluation-in-central-governent/the-green-book-2020. 
29 Nicholas Kaldor, ‘Welfare Propositions of Economics and Interpersonal Comparisons of Utility’, The Economic Journal 49, no. 195 (1939): 
549–52, https://doi.org/10.2307/2224835; John Richard Hicks, Value and Capital, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1939). 

2.2 Cultural capital and cultural value 

Throsby first introduced the idea of cultural capital in economics30 (which we define here as Culture and 
Heritage Capital (CHC) to align with the DCMS definition), and distinguish it from sociological cultural 
capital with its own extensive body of literature.31 This conception of capital is based on the theoretical 
and empirical work undertaken in the natural capital field over the past decades32 but ‘re-purposed’ for 
the cultural and heritage domain.  

30 Throsby, ‘Cultural Capital’, 1 March 1999. 
31 Pierre Bourdieu, Firing Back: Against the Tyranny of the Market 2 (New York, NY: Verso, 2003). 
32 TEEB, ‘The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity: Mainstreaming the Economics of Nature: A Synthesis of the Approach, Conclusions 
and Recommendations of TEEB.’; M. E. Assessment, ‘Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Ecosystems and Human Well-Being’, Synthesis, 
2005; UK National Ecosystem Assessment, ‘The UK National Ecosystem Assessment Technical Report’, Technical Report: Introduction to the 
UK National Ecosystem Assessment, UK National Ecosystem Assessment (Cambridge, UK: UNEP-WCMC, 2011), http://uknea.unep-
wcmc.org/Resources/tabid/82/Default.aspx. 

Throsby defines cultural capital on the basis of its cultural value The meaning of ‘cultural value’ is 
specified through a non-comprehensive list of sub-components as detailed by the Burra Charter.33 
Throsby writes: ‘The characteristics of cultural goods which give rise to their cultural value might include 
their aesthetic properties, their spiritual significance, their role as purveyors of symbolic meaning, their 
historic importance, their significance in influencing artistic trends, their authenticity, their integrity, their 
uniqueness, and so on’.34

33 ICOMOS Australia, ‘The Australia ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance (the Burra Charter): Guidelines to 
the Burra Charter : Cultural Significance and Conservation Policy.’ (Sydney, New South Wales, Australia: ICOMOS, 1987). 
34 David Throsby, ‘Determining the Value of Cultural Goods: How Much (or How Little) Does Contingent Valuation Tell Us?’, Journal of Cultural 
Economics 27, no. 3–4 (1 November 2003): 275–85, https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1026353905772. 

This leads Throsby to refer to some key ‘dimensions’ of cultural value which are reflected in the DCMS 
CHC framework: aesthetic value, spiritual value, social value, historical value, symbolic value and 
authenticity value. While these build upon the Burra Charter35, these dimensions are not comprehensive, 
nor fixed.36

35 ICOMOS Australia, ‘The Australia ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance (the Burra Charter): Guidelines to 
the Burra Charter : Cultural Significance and Conservation Policy.’ 
36 David Throsby, Anita Zednik, and Jorge E. Araña, ‘Public Preferences for Heritage Conservation Strategies: A Choice Modelling Approach’, 
Journal of Cultural Economics 45, no. 3 (1 September 2021): 333–58, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-021-09406-7. 

It is important to note that in state-of-the-art literature the definition of cultural heritage is evolutionary 
and in continuous transformation (Ahmad, 2006). Throughout the last century and the beginning of the 
new millennium, the definition of heritage has shifted also in the “doctrine” defined by the ICOMOS 
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Charters and the various UNESCO and/or the Council of Europe Declarations and Conventions.37 The 
definition has developed from the consideration of tangible assets such as isolated monuments, to urban 
ensemble, historic towns, to cultural landscapes and intangible assets. The introduction of the definition 
of cultural landscapes (UNESCO, 1992) and of the importance of their conservation (Council of Europe, 
2000) reinforces the nexus between natural and cultural capital and the relevance of the services that 
these assets can provide for the wellbeing of society.  

37 Marilena Vecco, ‘A Definition of Cultural Heritage: From the Tangible to the Intangible’, Journal of Cultural Heritage 11, no. 3 (2010): 321–24. 

As discussed in the Charter of Rome on Natural and Cultural Capital38, this link between the two capitals 
calls for integrated conservation and management strategies as well as a shared approach in the 
definition and valuation of the services and benefits provided by these resources to individuals and 
society at large. What may justify further the adoption of a similar language for natural and cultural 
capitals services, is the acknowledgment that cultural landscapes (such as archaeological sites, terraced 
landscapes, farming fields, or even more complex urban and non-urban ecosystems such as the 
Venetian Lagoon) provide cultural and natural services that are key for well-being, which are strongly 
interrelated and difficult to disentangle. 

38 https://www.mase.gov.it/sites/default/files/archivio/allegati/biodiversita/conference_ncc_charter_of_rome_final.pdf 

2.3 Tangible and intangible cultural and heritage assets 

The distinction between tangible and intangible cultural heritage assets and the interactions between 
them, is complex, but necessary for the development of a proto-typology.  

As defined in the 2003 UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage: 

• Tangible Cultural Heritage refers to physical artefacts produced, maintained and transmitted
intergenerationally in a society. It includes artistic creations, built heritage (such as buildings
and monuments), and other physical or tangible products of human creativity that hold cultural
significance in a society.

• Intangible Cultural Heritage refers to ‘the practices, representations, expressions, knowledge,
skills – as well as the instruments, objects, artefacts and cultural spaces associated therewith
– that communities, groups and, in some cases, individuals recognize as part of their Cultural
Heritage’.

It is important to note that in practice, cultural and heritage assets will hold both tangible and intangible 
characteristics.39 As such, the distinction between tangible and intangible assets is to some degrees a 
simplification. For the purposes of constructing a proto-typology, it may be necessary to distinguish 
between tangible assets, which are more physical in nature, and intangible assets as defined above. 
However, even within this definition, there may be a further distinction between intangible cultural 
phenomena, such as languages and traditions, and intangible activities like performing arts, skills and 
crafts which do not have a physical ‘site’. 

39 There is extensive discussion in the literature showing that in the move from tangible to intangible, consideration of habitats must be included. 
See: Yahaya Ahmad, ‘The Scope and Definitions of Heritage: From Tangible to Intangible’, International Journal of Heritage Studies 12, no. 3 
(2006): 292–300; Saul Lazaro Ortiz and Celeste Jimenez de Madariaga, ‘The UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible 
Cultural Heritage: A Critical Analysis’, International Journal of Cultural Policy 28, no. 3 (2022): 327–41. 

A useful summary is provided in the DCMS Mapping Toolkit.40

40 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/71127/DCMS_Mapping_Toolkit.pdf 

 According to this approach, a CHC asset 
is a place where people go to experience and take part in cultural activity (which can be as an audience 
member or a participant). Physical assets may be “buildings specifically constructed for an art form (a 
theatre or an art gallery) or a library or museum, heritage building or landscape, where people actively 
engage in culture”. These are physical CHC assets but their significance or role in the regional or local 
cultural infrastructure is primarily to enable community participation.41

41  Taylor et al (2010) note that physical cultural assets do not include organisations, clubs and groups, cultural/heritage agencies, the cultural 

and creative industries. Nor does it include the informal performance spaces often used in arts or community based productions or exhibitions 
(streets and squares, beaches, building exteriors and rooftops) or landmark architecture and public art installations. These provide spaces for 
public engagement with culture but are not ‘facilities with public access’.” 

 However, in a CHC setting, the 
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experiences of tangible and intangible assets often coincide and interact: ‘the tangible fabric of a place 
and the intangible aspects that give it meaning are inseparable’ (Getty Centre42).43

42 https://www.getty.edu/publications/heritagemanagement/part-

two/12/#:~:text=The%20tangible%20fabric%20of%20a,based%20approaches%20to%20their%20conservation. 
43  However, intangible outcomes are only partly captured in the ‘non-use’ values that are conceptualised in the Total Economic Value 

framework underlying non-market valuation, which talks about altruistic, bequest and existence values but is currently unable to distinguish how 
these factors drive non-use values among users and non-users. These elements will nonetheless affect the distribution of values, in that some 
groups will hold greater value in an asset due to these intangible connections. There is also a major distinction however between tangible and 
intangible cultural resources, since the sustainability principle would consider intangible assets as renewable resources, whose level of 
substitution is actually greater, the concept of loss is also different. 

A key question for defining scope is whether a proto-typology can be developed which is applicable to 
both tangible and intangible CHC stocks and flows, or if the challenges of mapping services and benefits 
onto both tangible and intangible assets would be too great.  

2.4 Stocks and flows 

As defined in the DCMS CHC framework, at its simplest, the CHC approach is about thinking of an 
asset, or set of assets, that embody cultural/heritage value.  

• Cultural and heritage assets, such as an art collection or historic building, are the “stock”, while
the services that create benefits to society are regarded as “flows”. Assets can be tangible and
intangible.

• The ability of a cultural and heritage asset to provide benefits to individuals and communities
through the goods and services that flow from them depends on its characteristics which could
include its condition, its history or its design.

There are two concepts essential to understanding the notions of capital, are stocks and 
flows.   

• The stock is the available amount of the asset at each moment in time, reflecting
the accumulation of past investment and maintenance spend. In a CHC setting, the
assets, for example an art collection or historic building, are the “stock”.

• Flows refer to services over time derived from the stock of an asset. In a CHC
setting, the museum provides recreation and educational services which flow to the
users who pass through every day. In alignment with the welfare economics principles
of the HM Treasury Green Book (2022), these comprise the benefits to human
wellbeing and social welfare.

In the AHRC/DCMS CHC Scoping report, capital is defined as having two characteristics: 

• Unlike a pure consumption good, a stock of capital delivers a stream of returns over time.
Those returns can be financial and non-financial.

• Further, capital can depreciate, given inadequate maintenance, and that depreciation can
reduce the present value of expected future returns; or alternatively appreciate.

Following Thorsby’s definition of cultural capital (1999, 2007), the value of capital can be spelled out in 
the following way:  

“The economic value of the stock would coincide with the sale price of the asset (now) plus its 
non-market valuation, and the flow value (per an identified time period) is the value of its use plus 
non-use benefits”.44

44 Patrizia Riganti, ‘Embedding Effects in Contingent Valuation Applications to Cultural Capital: Does the Nature of the Goods Matter?’, 
Sustainability 14, no. 9 (2022): 5685. 
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Figure 1 The Culture and Heritage Capital Framework (Source Sagger et al., 
2021, developed from D. Throsby and Natural Capital Logic Model, Natural 
England, 2018) 

As with many of the definitions used in this report, there are competing definitions and classifications of 
the different capitals. One classification – the World Bank’s Comprehensive Wealth framework is 
commonly adopted in the sustainable development literature. This includes produced, natural, human 
and social capital45, alongside intangible and organisational capital.46 From a UK government 
perspective, the six capitals recognised in the Levelling Up White paper are: physical, human, intangible, 
financial, social and institutional. The DCMS CHC Framework distinguishes culture and heritage capital 
as a further classification.  

45 World Bank, The Changing Wealth of Nations 2021: Managing Assets for the Future (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2021), 
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-1-4648-1590-4. 
46 Susana Ferreira and Kirk Hamilton, Comprehensive Wealth, Intangible Capital, and Development, Policy Research Working Papers (The 
World Bank, 2010), https://doi.org/10.1596/1813-9450-5452. 

This highlights the continuum between categorisations of stocks. CHC can often be described as both 
CHC as well as other forms of capital. For example, most of what we would describe as natural 
landscapes (natural capital) have been shaped by human activity for millennia, with even Britain’s most 
untouched places often the result of a complex history of interaction between people and the natural 
environment.47 Similarly, a listed building is both CHC and physical capital.  

47 UK National Ecosystem Assessment, ‘The UK National Ecosystem Assessment Technical Report’. 

The more expanded the collection of capitals, the more risk of overlap between them, which can be a 
challenge from an accounting perspective. However, from a policy perspective, the fact that cultural 
heritage is only partially captured through different parts of physical, human, intangible and social capital 
can be seen as a considerable limitation to efforts to secure their future. This is because it is often 
difficult to measure and monetise the stocks of cultural and heritage capital and the benefits that flow 
from them.  

Furthermore, as discussed in the proto-typology sections, CHC can be seen in many cases to be an 
interaction between multiple capitals, including human capital (education and training in arts, history and 
heritage), social capital (forms of social organisation) and built capital (cultural venues, heritage 
buildings, historic areas). 
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Figure 2 Constituent elements of Culture and Heritage Capital stock 

This continuum across stocks is important to acknowledge, as this will have significant implications in 
terms of CHC accounting and particularly double counting, as discussed in detail in Section 4.2.48

48 For example, the ORVAL travel cost tool used to value natural capital estimates values for sites such as a National Trust site, which 

comprises both natural capital and culture and heritage capital: https://leep.exeter.ac.uk/orval/  

The continuum also applies across the definitions of stock with intangible stocks of CHC sometimes 
embedded within more tangible forms of CHC.  

2.5 Framework for natural capital and ecosystem services 

Natural capital has conceptualised environmental goods and services in terms of stocks and flows for a 
number of decades. This provides a useful starting point for a CHC proto-typology. In natural capital, 
ecosystem services are the benefits provided by ecosystems that contribute to making human life both 
possible and worthwhile.49

49 The term ‘services’ is usually used to encompass the tangible and intangible benefits that humans obtain from ecosystems, which are 
sometimes separated into ‘goods’ and ‘services’: UK National Ecosystem Assessment, ‘The UK National Ecosystem Assessment Technical 

Report’, Technical Report: Introduction to the UK National Ecosystem Assessment, UK National Ecosystem Assessment (Cambridge, UK: 

UNEP-WCMC, 2011), http://uknea.unep-wcmc.org/Resources/tabid/82/Default.aspx. 

CHC, as developed by Throsby, builds on a conceptual framework for measuring the externalities 
associated with non-market goods and services in economic terms, as first developed in the natural 
capital literature. In this study, we continue to build on the learnings from the natural capital perspective, 
and thinking in particular in terms of ‘ecosystem services’ (Proto-typology 1). This allows us to start from 
pre-existing work around ‘cultural services’ as well as an understanding of various ‘functions’, set within 
systems of human-nature interaction. The ecosystems approach also encourages us to think of cultural 
services as part of dynamic systems and interactions between capitals. 

Extensive work has been taking place in the past decade to systematise ecosystem service categories, 
and to ensure that double counting between the different service categories is avoided. This is one of the 
advantages of building a proto-typology from the service categories which already exist in the natural 
capital field.50

50 Note that disagreements remain about the difference between ecosystem processes, functions, services, and benefits (Small et al., 2017) 
and the differences between the benefit that people actually ‘enjoy’ and the mechanisms that give rise to that service (Haines-Young et al 2010). 

There are several meta-reviews that focus on cultural services which predominantly draw on the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. 

One possible starting point for a CHC typology would be to explore the work on cultural ecosystem 
services (CES). As set out in the recent ONS Escoe report on Issues in Valuing Cultural and Heritage 
Capital in the National Accounts.51 52

51  D. Coyle, H. Bakhshi, and R. Lawton, ‘Cultural Capital as an Intangible Asset’ (London, UK: Economics and Statistics Centre of Excellence, 

12 December 2022), https://www.escoe.ac.uk/projects/cultural-capital-as-an-intangible-asset/. 

52  https://escoe-website.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/17110152/ESCoE-DP-2023-04-1.pdf 

 Many of the capital services provided by CHC assets naturally fall 
under the heading of cultural services, when there is direct benefit e.g., from tourism and recreation or 
aesthetic appreciation. Others might be considered regulating or supporting services.  

The most comprehensive review of CES was published in 2013 by Ecology and Society and reviewed 
papers on cultural services from 2005 through 2011.53

53 Andra Ioana Milcu et al., ‘Cultural Ecosystem Services: A Literature Review and Prospects for Future Research’, Ecology and Society 18, no. 
3 (2013). 

 More recently, Guruge et al. performed a meta-



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Report 24 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for Market 
Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

review of CES papers from 2009 and 2016.54

54 TPSR Guruge, U. K. Jayasinghe-Mudalige, and D. Weerakoon, ‘Insight into Cultural Ecosystem Services: Comprehensive Review through 
Cluster Analysis’, Economic Research 4 (2017): 2. 

  Overviews on previous meta-reviews are an important 
source of information, see Appendix 4. 

Cultural services are defined in this framework as the non-material benefits people obtain from 
ecosystems, for example, through: 

• Spiritual or religious enrichment

• Cultural heritage

• Recreation and tourism

• Aesthetic experience

As explored in Proto-typology 1, defining CHC as an (eco)system implies acknowledging the complex 
and dynamic relationships that tangible and intangible cultural heritage establish with the living and not 
living environments, whilst working as one functional unit, and the benefits these interactions have on 
human wellbeing and social welfare. It also involves a recognition that in many cases, cultural services 
will exist within complex human societal systems which may have less direct connection to the natural 
environment, contributing to an important divergence from the natural capital framing (as explored in 
Proto-typology 2). 

2.6 Flows of services and benefits 

The CHC framework has many similarities with natural capital, both in terms of its theoretical foundations 
in stocks and flows, and in terms of its practical application in providing monetizable values for non-
market tangible and intangible assets which do not have standard economic values in traditional 
markets. 

Taking the capital accounting starting point, a stocks and flow model for CHC can see flows defined in 
terms of ‘services’. In the economics literature, in contrast to goods which can be treated as ‘stocks’, 
services are typically viewed as “flows” from the provider to the consumer and are measured over time.55 
The value of the stock can be measured as the discounted sum of all future flows of benefits.  

55 Tammy Newcomer-Johnson et al., ‘National Ecosystem Services Classification System (NESCS) Plus’, Federal Government Series, National 
Ecosystem Services Classification System (NESCS) Plus, vol. EPA/600/R-20/267, Research (Environmental Protection Agency, 2020), 
http://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/70217630. 

From an accounting perspective, in the UN System of Ecosystem Accounting, a service is defined as the 
asset’s contribution to the benefit.56 In the inclusive growth framework characterised by the SEEA EA, 
services are defined as “the contributions of ecosystems to benefits used in economic and other human 
activity.”  

56 https://seea.un.org/Introduction-to-Ecosystem-Accounting 

An alternative conception of CHC stocks and flows has been put forward, which argues that an asset 
that can be valued independently from its flows of services. Rather than assuming that the value of the 
stock is the sum of all future flows of benefits, this approach sees the value of the flow of services is 
independent of the value of the stock. For instance, the value of a church as a historic building ‘stock’ 
could be seen as independent from the value of its flows of services such as arts or crafts inspired by the 
church. However, this approach, while aligning with conceptions of heritage value, may not align with 
national accounting approach, since it would mean that the flow of services generated by that an asset 
could be greater than its stock value.  

A further perspective must be considered, which takes the position that “an ecosystem…delivers 
important services that produce benefits to identifiable populations.” This is a more context-specific 
approach, which argues that benefits arise through the services produced from CHC assets. This aligns 
with the literature on heritage values, whereby the value of a heritage asset (and therefore the services 
flowing from it) will be constructed differently by different groups in different contexts.57 Nonetheless, 
despite this context-specificity, it will be necessary to simplify to some extent the range of services to 
produce a useable typology. Such a typology could then be used to identify the context-specific 

57 Marta De la Torre, ‘Values and Heritage Conservation’, Heritage & Society 6, no. 2 (2013): 155–66. 

https://seea.un.org/Introduction-to-Ecosystem-Accounting
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differences in constructed values, by classifying them according to how strongly they align with different 
parts of the typology for different groups.

2.7 Culturalist perspective 

This proto-typology work includes a review of the literature in the arts and humanities and the more 
recent interdisciplinary areas concerned with understanding the value of culture such as cultural 
studies.58 This includes building on outcomes from the evaluations of cultural organisations and funding 
bodies.  

58 Cultural studies here understood as an interdisciplinary field which, at least in the U.K, has been focused on understanding the relationship 
between cultural practices – as socially and politically situated – and social phenomena including, social structure, identity, ethnicity, gender, 
etc. The perspectives from cultural studies could be said thus to overlap and converge with some concerns of other interdisciplinary fields, such 
as audience research and participation studies.See: Richard Hoggart, The Uses of Literacy (Routledge, 2017); Stuart Hall, Representation: 
Cultural Representations and Signifying Practices, vol. 2 (Sage, 1997); Angela McRobbie, The Uses of Cultural Studies: A Textbook (Sage, 
2005). 

This is to identify ‘bottom up’ types of welfare gains (and losses) claimed by the cultural sector (and 
bearing in mind the issue well discussed in cultural policy that the types of impacts claimed by the 
cultural sector are likely to reflect the language of expectations set by the funders)59 (see section 5). 
Collectively, these sources are what is referred to in this report as the ‘culturalist’ discourses in order 
to mark the origin of these considerations as distinctive from the economic literature. 

59 Steven Hadley and Clive Gray, ‘Hyperinstrumentalism and Cultural Policy: Means to an End or an End to Meaning?’, Cultural Trends 26, no. 2 
(2017): 95–106. 

Although the value of arts, culture and heritage is a well-established topic in the arts and humanities and 
cultural studies more broadly, the term ‘cultural value’ is used more commonly in cultural economics, and 
does not have an agreed definition in the culturalist discourse.60

60 Eleonora Belfiore and Oliver Bennett, ‘The Social Impact of the Arts’, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008; Simon Stewart, A Sociology of 
Culture, Taste and Value (Springer, 2013). 

Some have proposed to give an ostensive definition, that is, defining through examples, with cultural 
value said to be inherent in things we refer to as culture. This may include: theatre and dance; film; 
visual arts; photography; literature; storytelling; music; monuments and murals, as well as museums, 
archives, tangible and intangible heritage, and more.61

61 Crossick and Kaszynska, ‘Understanding the Value of Arts & Culture. The AHRC Cultural Value Project’. 

It is important to stress that the arts and humanities and related disciplines do not look at cultural value in 
aggregative terms - as a sum of individual preferences. Rather, the idea of ‘irreducibly’ collective value is 
well supported in those discourses.62 However, there has been growing appreciation between the 
disciplines of taking economics as one lens for understanding cultural value, and this is reflected in the 
way in which the cultural sector has engaged with the CHC framework.63

62 In this respect, there is an agreement between the culturalists and some prominent cultural economists - notably, Throsby argues that  
cultural value cannot be reduced to economic value; a suggestion amplified by Klamer who argues that cultural value is the ‘residual’ that 
remains after subtracting the economic and social values from the total value of a good. See: Arjo Klamer, ‘Cultural Goods Are Good for More 
than Their Economic Value’, Culture and Public Action, 2004, 138–62; C. David Throsby, ‘Paying for the Past: Economics, Cultural Heritage, 
and Public Policy’, Australia’s Economy in Its International Context, 2006, 527. 
63 Sagger, Philips, and Haque, ‘Valuing Culture and Heritage Capital: A Framework towards Informing Decision Making’. 

2.8 The Capital in the room: Cultural Capital in sociology 

It should be acknowledged early in the report, given the interdisciplinary character of the interviewees, 
authors, and likely readers of this report, that the term Cultural Capital already has a long lineage in 
sociology, in a way which does not clearly align with the economic definition of Cultural and Heritage 
Capital as defined by Throsby and set out in the DCMS CHC Framework.64 This is an important 
consideration, given that this report will in part be addressing a sector which uses sociological 
perspective of cultural capital as defined by Bourdieu to refer to the symbols, ideas, tastes, and 
preferences that can be strategically used as resources in social action.  

64 Sagger, Philips, and Haque. 

This is distinct from the stocks and flows model developed by economists and applied to the World 
Bank’s Comprehensive Wealth framework, wherein the nation’s wealth comprises a great number of 
assets defined in terms of produced, natural, human and social capital. To avoid confusion, we apply the 
term Cultural and Heritage Capital (CHC) throughout, to distinguish from cultural capital in a sociological 
framing. 



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Report 26 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for Market 
Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

3 Alternative Proto-typology 

Approaches 
Typologies can be developed from a ‘blank page’, from the bottom up, to ensure that they are relevant to 
the subject matter. Alternatively, typologies can be developed by importing already existing categories 
from an already established area. These different approaches are considered in our proposed three-
options of proto-typologies. Proto-typology table 1 adopts the first top-down approach, while Proto-
typology 2 and 3 adopt the second bottom-up approach. This aligns with previous efforts by the UK’s 
Natural Capital Committee (NCC) which undertook an exercise of classifying environmental goods and 
services in 2015.65

65 The NCC set out two possible approaches to constructing a classification of services, which involve either identifying a set of benefits and 

then determining which ecosystem services contribute to these benefits or, alternatively, starting with a list of ecosystem services and grouping 
them in some manner: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/517027/ncc-research-
improving-cost-benefit-guidance-final-report.pdf 

Approach 1: Proto-typology starting from consistent theoretical and ontological foundation of 
natural capital research. 

Approach 2: Proto-typology CHC capital and flows of services, as framed through the culturalist 
discourse. 

Approach 3: Proto-typology CHC capital and flows of services, as framed through a strategic 
practice perspective. 

The three different versions of proto-typologies for CHC proposed by the research team are set out 
below. Tables 1-3 present the final iteration of the three Proto-typologies, informed by the various Delphi 
meetings and the policy-maker session held during the project. At the proto stage, it is important for the 
typology to have a simple structure which can be developed through further research. As with any 
classification system, it is debatable and stems from the identified assumptions and definitions.  

As a health warning, we note that any typology requires a necessary simplification to produce something 
which is usable in practice. In this case, to develop a proto-typology requires a further simplification to 
categorise complex flows of cultural service into analytical boxes for presentational purposes. 
Nonetheless, we acknowledge that these are in reality complex systems, and that this needs to be 
acknowledged behind the relative simplification of each proto-typology table. 
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4 Proto-typology Approach 1: Natural 

Capital starting point 

4.1 Proto-typology Option 1 – Introduction and rationale 

The first Proto-typology is developed from a close parallel between natural and cultural capital. It is 
informed by the natural capital ecosystem services classification and the recent debate on cultural 
services, adapting them to the main characteristics of CHC. A key advantage of Proto-typology 1 is that 
it uses with some modifications a well-known language and follows a consolidated classification 
approach. A key limitation is that at such an initial stage, it might appear to rely too much on the work 
done in environmental and ecological economics, though the extensive literature in these fields might 
also represent a fruitful source for the future development of this Proto-typology into a proper CHC 
typology. 

The rationale of this approach is based on the definition of cultural capital in economic terms given by 
Throsby66, which stems from a close parallel between natural and cultural capital also in its sustainability 
aspects.67 From a theoretical point of view, the parallel between the two capitals has been successfully 
used in recent decades to interpret in economic terms the key characteristics of cultural heritage.68

66 Throsby, ‘Cultural Capital’, 1 March 1999. 
67 Rizzo and Throsby, ‘Cultural Heritage: Economic Analysis and Public Policy’. 
68 Nijkamp and Riganti, ‘Valuing Urban Cultural Heritage’. 

Proto-typology table 1 is closest in structure to the natural capital approach to ecosystems services 
evaluation.  

Riganti makes a parallel between tangible cultural heritage and non-renewable resources, extending the 
parallel to renewable resources and intangible cultural heritage. 69 These parallels are in line with the 
ongoing debate at European level70, arguing the continuum between natural and cultural capitals.71

69 Riganti, ‘Embedding Effects in Contingent Valuation Applications to Cultural Capital: Does the Nature of the Goods Matter?’ 
70 Maria Luisa Paracchini, Pier Carlo Zingari, and Carlo Blasi, ‘Reconnecting Natural and Cultural Capital’, Publication Office of the European 
Union: Luxembourg, 2018, 253; Ken Taylor and Jane Lennon, ‘Cultural Landscapes: A Bridge between Culture and Nature?’, International 
Journal of Heritage Studies 17, no. 6 (2011): 537–54. 
71 Appendix 1 Figure 6 identifies the key macro categories of cultural assets, distinguishing between tangible, intangible assets and cultural 
landscapes, built from UNESCO 2003. 

4.2 Towards an ecosystem services approach for CHC: key assumptions  

Proto-typology Option 1 presents a first attempt to adapt the ecosystem services approach developed 
in environmental economics to CHC. The table suggests key functions provided by the CHC ecosystem, 
examples of services, benefits individuals may associate to such services, examples of their impacts on 
subjective wellbeing (SWB) and community wellbeing (CWB).72

72 The table assumes public property rights and does not distinguish between beneficiaries, and that individuals benefiting from a specific 

service, will assign to it a value, which can be estimated by means of economic valuation techniques. Such benefits will impact on specific 
dimensions of individual wellbeing that could be assessed by identifying appropriate indicators.  

The presented option must be considered a preliminary attempt and will need to be tested, validated, 
and further developed through the classification of services, benefits and impacts on SWB and CWB, 
linked to specific typologies of tangible and intangible CHC assets. 

Proto-typology 1 is based on the following key assumptions: 

• CHC is defined as an ecosystem/living system. 

Defining CHC as a living system/ ecosystem implies acknowledging the complex and dynamic 
relationships that tangible and intangible heritage establish with the living and not living 
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environments, whilst working as one functional unit, and the benefits these interactions have on 
human well-being.73

73 This definition stems from a debate that has started in the 1980s on cities as living organisms  where both natural and cultural elements would 
contribute to human life. This debate has continued in the following decades with an attention to the “ecological footprint of cities”, the 
interpretation of heritage as a living system and the city as an ecosystem and more recently with the clear acknowledgement of the continuum 
between nature and culture: Ian Douglas, ‘The Analysis of Cities as Ecosystems’, in The Routledge Handbook of Urban Ecology (Routledge, 
2010), 41–49; Peter Newman and Isabella Jennings, Cities as Sustainable Ecosystems: Principles and Practices (Island press, 2012); Antonia 
Gravagnuolo, Mariarosaria Angrisano, and Luigi Fusco Girard, ‘Circular Economy Strategies in Eight Historic Port Cities: Criteria and Indicators 
towards a Circular City Assessment Framework’, Sustainability 11, no. 13 (2019): 3512; Paracchini, Zingari, and Blasi, ‘Reconnecting Natural 
and Cultural Capital’. 

• Stock, flows, functions, services, benefits, and values: an anthropocentric perspective. 

Proto-typology 1 takes an anthropocentric perspective on the living system’s value. As for natural capital 
field, ‘ecosystem’ services are those which directly benefit people and impact on their wellbeing. 
However, we acknowledge the possibility of disbenefits, though these are not described in the current 
table, and should be considered case by case when developing further classifications. 

As for natural capital, the CHC Ecosystem delivers some key functions, which have associated 
services. The role of functions appears crucial, since it helps focus on services to people, more than on 
the potentially contentious values debate. How we then value such services will depend on what is more 
appropriate in different context (monetary versus qualitative valuation approaches). A parallel with the 
ES services framework developed for the natural capital, would identify four key functions: Provisioning, 
Regulating, Supporting, Cultural (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005). However, in the adaptation 
of the natural capital ES framework to CHC in Proto-typology 1 we have considered the development of 
the framework through the TEEB classification74 and the most recent version 5.1 of the Common 
International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES).75 Therefore, we have identified three 
functions: Provisioning, Cultural and Regulating. We have also accounted for the recent debate 
around cultural services76 and impacts of cultural services on wellbeing.77 These aspects are 
summarised in Table 1.  

74 TEEB, ‘The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity: Mainstreaming the Economics of Nature: A Synthesis of the Approach, Conclusions 
and Recommendations of TEEB.’ 
75 Haines-Young and Potschin, ‘Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES): Consultation on Version 4, August-
December 2012. EEA Framework Contract No EEA’. 
76 Chan, Satterfield, and Goldstein, ‘Rethinking Ecosystem Services to Better Address and Navigate Cultural Values’; Hirons, Comberti, and 
Dunford, ‘Valuing Cultural Ecosystem Services’; Costanza et al., ‘Twenty Years of Ecosystem Services’. 
77 Thomas Falk et al., ‘Citizens’ Preferences for Development Outcomes and Governance Implications’, Land Degradation & Development 32, 
no. 17 (2021): 5129–39, https://doi.org/10.1002/ldr.4099; Sarah Reilly, Claire Nolan, and Linda Monckton, ‘Wellbeing and the Historic 
Environment’, Threads, Issues and Opportunities for the Historic Environment. Historic England, 2018. 

Figure 3 summarises how, as an ecosystem/living system, CHC interrelates with various other capitals, 

most importantly the natural capital and the social/human capitals. CHC provides functions, which deliver 

goods and flows of services to people. We mostly believe such services form benefits that individuals 

value, though they might also represent disbenefits, which would consequently be valued in a negative 

manner. People value benefits (or disbenefits) according to their set of needs and held values (Brown, 

1984).78 This means that they can assign a value to them, which can be expressed in monetary terms 

via the use of non-market valuation techniques based on stated preferences (CVM, DCE). Such 

valuation methods can only capture values from an anthropocentric perspective (use and non-use) 

leaving aside other important economic values discussed in literature, such as intrinsic and glue values, 

that might express what has been debated as the genius loci of a place.79 Nonetheless, such economic 

measures, though partial, might feed decision making and support investments decision, which will be 

influenced by social norms and values, as well as political priorities. 

78 Thomas C. Brown, ‘The Concept of Value in Resource Allocation’, Land Economics, 1984, 231–46. 
79 Marilena Vecco, ‘Genius Loci as a Meta-Concept’, Journal of Cultural Heritage 41 (2020): 225–31. 
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Figure 3 Theoretical framework for Proto-Typology Option 1: CHC as an 
ecosystem80

80 Figure notes: •The capital stock is that (tangible or intangible) part of CHC which delivers a flow of goods or services which benefit people. 
•The flows of goods or services yield by a given stock of capital can be both tangible and intangible and can be valued separately from the stock 
itself. •People’s benefits depend on their individual held values, their needs and circumstances (Brown, 1984). They can be valued since people 
do assign values to them. Such assigned values are context specific and have an economic dimension which can be elicited in monetary terms 
by means of specific economic valuation methods, such as CVM and DCE. •Economic values encompass both use and non-use values. 
•Note that it is important to acknowledge the intrinsic value of CHC as independent from human consumption and beyond our valuation efforts, 
as discussed in both cultural capital (Fusco Girard & Vecco, 2021; Riganti, 2022) and natural capital literature (Dasgupta, 2021). We also 
recognise the concept of glue value (Turner, 1992; Riganti, 2022) and its potential relevance for interpreting estimates (the total value of a 
complex CHC asset is higher than the sum of its parts, because of the glue and intrinsic value associated to the asset, which also describes the 
sense of place, also known as genius loci (Vecco, 2020)).

4.3 Elements of Proto-typology 1  

Table 1 presents the elements of Proto-typology 1. We identify three main functions articulated into 
twelve groups of services. Following CICES 5.1, per each group we provide a short descriptor of the 
services and a few examples of possible services and impacts on Subjective Wellbeing (SWB) and 
Community Well-being (CWB).81 The impacts on wellbeing have been elaborated and adapted from 
literature.82 83

81 Haines-Young and Potschin, ‘Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES): Consultation on Version 4, August-
December 2012. EEA Framework Contract No EEA’. 
82 Reilly, Nolan, and Monckton, ‘Wellbeing and the Historic Environment’; Falk et al., ‘Citizens’ Preferences for Development Outcomes and 
Governance Implications’; Assessment, ‘Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Ecosystems and Human Well-Being’. 
83 In terms of wellbeing, we follow Taçon’s definition in relation to its intersection with heritage: “Well-being can be defined in many ways, 
including social, personal, economic, cultural, environmental, psychological, spiritual, physical. Most importantly, it can be viewed as a positive 
sense of personal and cultural wellness that results from strong cultural identity. Strong cultural identity is underpinned by connection to places, 
landscapes, tradition, heritage, shared stories and communal histories. Thus, well-being is here defined as a positive sense of psychological, 
physical, emotional and spiritual satisfaction that results from being part of a culture and community that actively engages with its environment, 
heritage and traditions. Consequently, when heritage … is damaged, destroyed or threatened the well-being of individuals and communities is 
negatively impacted.” Paul SC Tacon, ‘Connecting to the Ancestors: Why Rock Art Is Important for Indigenous Australians and Their Well-
Being’, Rock Art Research: The Journal of the Australian Rock Art Research Association (AURA) 36, no. 1 (2019): 5–14. 

Table 1 presents the final iteration of Proto-typology 1. It considers the distinction between tangible and 
intangible CHC assets and what key services are provided by each main functions. As any classification, 
it is debatable and stems from the identified assumptions and definitions.  

The three main functions and the associated groups of services of the CHC ecosystem are defined as 
follows: 

• Provisioning services contribute to the CHC ecosystem growth/development. They are formed 
by the interaction of social and economic capital with CHC. Such services are linked to both 
tangible and intangible assets. They provide the key elements that will help the system to 
develop and innovate. We identify four groups of services: Recreation; Pride and Identity; 
Investment in CHC maintenance; Investment in creative industries. In this classification we 
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have moved recreation from the traditional allocation to cultural services to provisioning 
services. This is due to the relevance played by cultural tourism in economic and social terms. 
Despite the potential of disbenefits associated with over-tourism, the recent literature shows the 
importance of recreational activities for mental health and developing a cultural identify and 
sense of pride. The economic benefits in terms of jobs creation are also well known. Services 
include recreation, the development of pride and sense of identity, generation of new ideas, new 
forms of artistic expression/practices and artistic/cultural innovation. They include 
investments/financial services in culture and creative industries, investment in management and 
repair of cultural assets, the development of cultural districts etc. 

• Cultural services define the cultural ecosystem and help its enjoyment and understanding.  
They refer to non-material, and normally non-rival and non-consumptive outputs of ecosystems 
that affect physical and mental states of people. They are developed through the interaction with 
social capital with CHC assets. These are services that provide spiritual and aesthetic 
appreciation, inspiration, the appreciation of diversity, etc. They are associated to both tangible 
and intangible assets. We have articulated them into five groups: Aesthetic Appreciation; 
Spiritual enhancement; Inspiration; Educational services; Appreciation of diverse 
cultures. Services in these groups are related to the essence of heritage as traditionally 
perceived, they inspire, help explore the aesthetic qualities of our heritage and educate people, 
enhancing social cohesion. 

• Regulating services contribute to the CHC ecosystem relations with the environment and 
society. They represent all the ways in which CHC can mediate or moderate the ambient 
environment that affects human health, safety or comfort, including shelter and refuge. These 
services often affect climate. They are inherent to tangible assets. These services include climate 
regulation via carbon capture, the creation of specific microclimates, habitats, the protection of 
biodiversity, the provision of water etc. This is often the case with archaeological sites, cultural 
landscapes, such as Roman aqueducts, terraced landscapes etc. We have identified three 
groups of services: Climate regulation; Habitat creation; Provision of shelter, water, food etc. 
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Table 1 Proto-typology 1: Natural Capital starting point 

Asset Function Group 

Simple 
descriptor of 

services in this 
group 

Example 
Service 

Example 
Benefit 

Example of Impacts on 
Subjective Wellbeing (SWB) 

Example of impacts on 
Community wellbeing 

(CWB) 

C
H

C
 (

ta
n

g
ib

le
 &

 i
n

ta
n

g
ib

le
) 

Provisioning services 
contribute to CHC 

ecosystem 
growth/development. 

Formed by the interaction 
of social and economic 

capital with CHC. Provide 
the key elements that will 

help the system to develop 
and innovate. Services 

include recreation, 
development of pride and 

sense of identity, 
generation of new ideas, 

new forms of artistic 
expression/practices and 

artistic/cultural 
innovation.  Include 

investments in culture 
and creative industries, 

investment in 
management and repair 
of cultural assets, the 

development of cultural 
districts etc. 

Recreation 
Procuring people 
enjoyment, leisure 
time 

Accessing a 
heritage site; 
escapism; 
solace 

Consumption; 
leisure; 
enjoyment 

Personal WB: e.g., allowing 
the person to own/co-create 
their experiences; Surprise 
and Delight; Physical WB, e.g., 
Combining physical activity 
with outdoors and cultural 
heritage; Improved mental 
health through exposition to 
arts and culture 

Jobs creation; access to 
adequate livelihood; 
Creating a long-lasting 
benefit through increased 
self-awareness and social 
networks; Make it Easy to 
Do Together with Others; 
Support Sharing (After the 
Experience) 

Pride and 
Identity 

Developing a 
shared sense of 
identity 

Participation to 
heritage 
networks/events
/ representations  

Sense of 
belonging to a 
community; civic 
engagement; 
place 
attachment 

Personal WB: Forming new 
relationship with the past 
creating new perspectives; 
self-esteem; Physical WB: 
improved mental health 
through exposure to arts and 
culture 

Social cohesion/social 
bonding; Creating a long-
lasting benefit through 
increased self-awareness 
and social networks 

Investment in 
CHC 

maintenance 

Financial services 
to preserve CHC 

Public/private 
partnerships 
schemes 

Cultural 
stewardship; 
improved public 
realm; inclusion; 
perception of 
safety 

Personal WB: Cultural 
resource access; Physical WB: 
personal safety; improved 
mental health 

 Safety; disaster security; 
Developing wider sense of 
community, belonging and 
equality of inclusion 
through 
place-based initiatives; 
jobs creation 

Investment in 
creative 

industries 

Financial services 
to promote 
cultural 
expressions 

Financial 
incentives for 
protection of 
local traditions, 
arts, crafts etc 

Nurturing sense 
of identity; 
memory; 
nostalgia; 
empowerment 

Personal WB: Connect to the 
User’s Identity-Related Needs: 
Physical WB: improved mental 
health 

Social cohesion; 
Recognize and Promote 
Choice & Control; jobs 
creation 

Cultural services define the 
cultural ecosystem and 
help its enjoyment and 

understanding.  They refer 
to non-material, normally 

non-rival and non-
consumptive, outputs of 

Aesthetic 
Appreciation 

Developing an 
appreciation of the 
aesthetic qualities 

of the asset; 

Beauty 
appreciation; 
Experiential 

Personal 
development; 
self-esteem; 

sense of 
identity; sense 
of attachment 

Personal WB: Connect to the 
User’s Identity-Related Needs; 

Allow Users to “Own” (Co-
Create) their Experiences; 

Surprise and Delight; Physical 
WB: mental health; Intellectual 

WB: Develop  

Social cohesion/sense of 
community identity; 
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Asset Function Group 

Simple 
descriptor of 

services in this 
group 

Example 
Service 

Example 
Benefit 

Example of Impacts on 
Subjective Wellbeing (SWB) 

Example of impacts on 
Community wellbeing 

(CWB) 

ecosystems that affect 
physical and mental states 

of people.  They are 
developed by interaction of 
social capital with cultural 

assets. These services 
provide spiritual and 

aesthetic appreciation, 
inspiration, the 

appreciation of diversity, 
etc. 

User’s Knowledge and 
Interests; 

Spiritual 
enhancement 

Encouraging 
spiritual reflection 
and development 

Reflection; 
intellectual 
exploration 

Personal 
development; 
self-esteem; 

sense of identity 

Personal WB: Connect to the 
User’s Identity-Related Needs; 

Intellectual WB: Freedom of 
choice and action; 

opportunity to be able to 
achieve what individuals value 

doing and being; 

Access to goods and 
resources; Creating a 

long-lasting benefit 
through increased self-
awareness and social 

networks 

Inspiration 
Inspiring new 

artistic 
productions 

Development of 
new forms of 

arts/architecture/
crafts; improved 

public realm 

Inspiration for 
new forms of 

arts; new design 
solutions; new 
architectural 

styles; 

Intellectual WB: Inspiration 
and artistic development; 

Freedom of choice and action;  
opportunity to be able to 

achieve what an individual 
values doing and being; 

Social cohesion; Access to 
goods and resources; 

Providing social interaction 
and creativity that relates 

to links with the past 

Educational 
services 

Developing new 
skills and 

knowledge 

Scientific 
understanding; 

historic 
understanding; 

new investments 
in R&D 

New knowledge, 
technologies, 
processes, 

skills; Utilising 
and developing 

skills, feeling 
meaningful 

through 
contributing 
productively  

Personal WB: Forming a new 
relationship with the past that 

creates new perspectives 

Jobs creation; access to 
adequate livelihood; 

Providing social interaction 
and creativity that relates 

to links with the past 

Appreciation 
of diverse 
cultures 

Understanding of 
cultural 

expressions from 
diverse cultures/ 

background/nation
alities 

Tolerance 
towards other 

cultures; cultural 
interpretation 

services; 
curating 

exhibitions, 
experiential; 

peace making 

Personal 
development; 

developing new 
knowledge 

Personal WB: Access to 
cultural resources and goods; 

Intellectual WB: Develop 
User’s Knowledge and 

Interests; Freedom of choice 
and action; 

Social cohesion; 
Developing wider sense of 
community, belonging and 

equality of inclusion 
through 

place-based initiatives; 
Creating long-lasting 

benefit through increased 
self-awareness and social 

networks 
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Asset Function Group 

Simple 
descriptor of 

services in this 
group 

Example 
Service 

Example 
Benefit 

Example of Impacts on 
Subjective Wellbeing (SWB) 

Example of impacts on 
Community wellbeing 

(CWB) 

C
H

C
 (

ta
n

g
ib

le
) 

Regulating services 
contribute to CHC 
ecosystem relations with 
environment and society. 
They represent the ways in 
which CHC can mediate or 
moderate ambient 
environment affecting 
human health, safety or 
comfort, including shelter 
and refuge. These services 
often affect climate. They 
are inherent to tangible 
assets. These services 
include climate 
regulation via carbon 
capture, creation of 
specific microclimates, 
protection of 
biodiversity, provision of 
water etc. 

Climate 
regulation 

Mitigating climate 
adverse effects 

Carbon capture; 
emissions 
reduction 

Improved 
environment; 
heath positive 

impacts; reduce 
climate disaster 

risks 

Physical WB: Feeling well, 
access to clean air/water 

Access to clean 
air/water/environment 

Habitat 
creation 

Fostering 
biodiversity; 
creating new 
microclimates 

Protecting flora 
and fauna 
species; 

development of 
new habitats; 

maintenance of 
soil quality 

Improved 
environment; 
heath positive 

impacts 

Physical WB: Feeling well, 
access to clean air/water; 

access to goods 

Access to clean 
air/water/environment 

Provision of 
shelter, 

water, food 
etc 

Procuring people 
secure refuge and 

access to basic 
goods 

Providing places 
fit for living; real 

estate; 
infrastructure 

Sense of 
security 

Physical WB: Feeling well; 
feeling secure; access to clean 

air/water; access to goods 

Access to goods and 
resources 



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Report 34 
 

 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for 
Market Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

 

4.4 Proto-typology 1: Implications and Future Research  

Parallels between CHC and natural capital 

A proto-typology based on a natural capital classification system is premised on the assumption of 
continuity between the typology developed for ecosystem services and CHC.84 The close alignment 
with the natural capital approach provides theoretical consistency within the language and 
definitions. It also represents a familiar tool and is strongly rooted within the cultural economics 
debate. There are various advantages given the vast literature on ecosystem services that has been 
produced in environmental economics. This provides a useful parallel to the GDP green accounting 
approach developed for natural capital. This may help ongoing research ambitions from DCMS to 
develop a future index for CHC accounting. 

84 The proto-typology work undertaken in this report builds on the “close parallels between the concepts of natural capital and cultural 
capital” as identified previously by Throsby. This takes CHC to be composed of cultural assets (both tangible and intangible), cultural 
“ecosystems” or networks, and cultural diversity’ David Throsby, ‘Regional Aspects of Heritage Economics: Analytical and Policy Issues’, 
Australasian Journal of Regional Studies, The 13, no. 1 (2007): 21–30. 

However, this raises also an important question on where the parallel between natural and cultural 
capital breaks and the implications of such divergence. As economic goods, CHC tangible assets 
show some important anomalies: there is no clear production function (at least not in the short run) 
and their demand curve is often latent. The usual market conditions for such goods do not hold. To 
this extent, cultural goods share many features with environmental goods. CHC and natural capital 
share many features, and both can be categorised as exhaustible/non-renewable resources (e.g., 
tangible assets like monuments etc) and renewable resources (intangible assets). 

That being said, the function categories for ecosystem services identified in Millennium Ecosystem 
Assessment (MEA) do not present a perfect match for CHC. 

This opens up the route for future research to exploit the parallel between natural capital and CHC 
and try to see where it breaks. This will help researchers to understand the extent to which an 
overlapping of the two languages is a useful analytical approach going forward, and the extent to 
which a typology for CHC must diverge and be developed on its own terms (as explored further in 
Proto-typology 2, below). 

Living systems of tangible and intangible benefits 

Just as natural capital assets provide multiple ecosystem ‘functions’, so CHC can be seen as a 
system of tangible and intangible assets which provide multiple functions and give multiple flows of 
services and benefits to society. The benefits (and the associated values) will depend on the 
beneficiaries and the type of property rights (whether the CHC asset is a public, private or club 
good).  

These benefits will be realised at the individual-level, ultimately in terms of welfare gains or losses, 
aggregated across a social welfare function.85 Individual preferences are linked to a shared sense of 
what cultural heritage is for the social cultural context of reference, although they can also diverge. 
In this way they are communal in their construction, and informed by societal value systems which 
are constructed in dynamic socio-cultural systems. 

85 Anthony B. Atkinson, ‘On the Measurement of Inequality’, Journal of Economic Theory 2, no. 3 (1970): 244–63. 

Taken from a systems perspective, human society, creativity, and productivity are all based on 
natural systems which regulate, support and provision social systems in a holistic way.86 However 
these social systems are also self-organised and constructed in ways that can be more or less 
supportive of the flow of cultural value. Thus, there is a feedback loop between the quality of 
services which flow from CHC stocks, and the health of those CHC stocks. 

86 C. S. Holling, ‘Understanding the Complexity of Economic, Ecological, and Social Systems’, Ecosystems 4, no. 5 (2001): 390–405, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-001-0101-5. 
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• The flows of services from CHC stocks can result in benefits to individuals, communities and
places (for instance; identity benefits can have impact effects on an individual’s identity, the
identity of a place and the identity of a community).

• The flows of services can be classified and potentially be measured using appropriate
outcome indicators or in monetary terms.

• The benefits to people can be valued using market and non-market valuation techniques.

• The benefits emerging build and reinforce capitals including CHC in a feedback loop (e.g.,
maintenance of historic buildings can reinforce natural capital through habitat management
of the surrounding landscape, educational services and skills development that contribute to
human capital, which then feedback into the value of the heritage site).

The feedback from stakeholders in the cultural sector (gathered through three Delphi sessions with 
academics) indicated that the ecosystems approach is a useful heuristic for understanding the flows 
of benefits from CHC assets.  It could also be potentially problematic as some in the sector may 
think of ecosystems as something which is innately connected to the natural environment.  

However, while some sites, such as stately homes set within human-sculptured landscapes can 
clearly be seen within an environmental perspective, other cultural/heritage assets (such as opera, 
urban literary festivals, performing arts groups) may not have as strong a link to the natural world, 
and this could introduce confusion in the sector.  

The term 'Living System' might better encounter the favour of same stakeholders in the cultural 
sector, because living system acknowledges the complex and dynamic relationship. More should be 
done in terms of a stakeholder analysis and how certain categories of functions and related groups 
of services might be defined and developed. 

Disbenefits 

Feedback from Delphi sessions stressed the need to acknowledge that there are disbenefits flowing 
from CHC services, such as contested heritage, exclusionary art (nationalistic or xenophobic). 
Instances of these will have to be factored into economic valuation.  

Indeed, this is one of the interesting distinctions between natural and cultural/heritage capital. 
According to Costanza87 natural capital provide by definition only benefits, and no disbenefits to 
humans. However, cultural and heritage capital, as a societally constructed artefact, can be 
exclusionary, othering, contested.  

A comprehensive exploration of the disbenefits of CHC assets is outside of the scope of the current 
proto-typology, but we strongly recommended that the range of potential disbenefits be considered 
in the full typology research. 

CHC services can generate multiple benefits (and disbenefits) and these benefits are co-dependent 
and reinforcing. People, communities and places derive benefits from CHC via CHC services. The 
benefits re-generate CHC but also generate social, institutional, health, financial, physical, human 
and environmental benefits which relate to one or more dimensions of individual wellbeing and 
social welfare.  

In order for these benefits to be realised, cultural and heritage capital must interact with other forms 
of capital that do require human agency to build and maintain. These include: (1) built or 
manufactured capital; (2) human capital; and (3) social capital (See Figure 3).  

Future research into a full typology of CHC services must refer to the relative contribution of cultural 
and heritage capital to the production of various human benefits, in interaction with the other forms 

87 Robert Costanza et al., ‘The Value of the World’s Ecosystem Services and Natural Capital’, Nature 387, no. 6630 (15 May 1997): 253–
60, https://doi.org/10.1038/387253a0. 
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of capital. These services do not simply flow to human wellbeing without these crucial interactions. 
As a consequence, understanding, modelling, measuring, and managing the services which flow 
from CHC assets requires a transdisciplinary approach.

As noted in Delphi discussions there is potential for overlap with the cultural services listed in Proto-
typology 1. As this is a proto-typology, there is further work to understand whether some services 
are better grouped elsewhere in the table, and whether it is possible to categorise the services in 
such a way as to avoid overlap.  

There are some notable differences, particularly because regulating and supporting services are 
also linked to the intrinsic aspects of the living system of the CHC asset that we are considering. At 
this stage in the proto-typology work, we recommend that the categories are kept open and broad 
enough for future research to be able to explore into more details. 
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5 Proto-typology Approach 2: 

Cultural value starting point 

5.1 Proto-typology Option 2 – Introduction and rationale 

There are many possible typologies of CHC services, and the choice of one will reflect a number of 
factors, such as - fundamentally - the purpose for creating a typology. Proto-typology 1 is in part 
underpinned by the need to value CHC in a way that is consistent with government decision-making 
where the objective is to achieve a high level of compatibility with the accounting and valuation 
approaches in use. This dictates the need to adopt the categories created for physical-biological 
ecosystems in environmental economics. 

Proto-typology 2, on the other hand, starts with socio-cultural systems. It is motivated by Delphi 
session feedback that a CHC typology should appreciate how the value of arts, culture and heritage 
have been articulated in the culturalist discourses (recall Section 2.7). The starting point for Proto-
typology 2 is how the arts and humanities, cultural studies and other disciplines have 
comprehended the value of culture and heritage in terms of its role, effects and significance. In this 
sense, the approach set out in Proto-typology 2 is an attempt to appreciate what is distinctive, if not 
unique, about cultural capital from the perspective of non-economic disciplines, and how this can 
provide better economic articulation within Proto-typology 2. 

5.2 Background considerations: value from the point of view of the arts and 
humanities and the ‘systemic’ view of CHC

There is a large body of literature and research, originating in the arts and humanities and crossing 
over into cultural studies, cultural sociology, and cultural policy where the effects and value of the 
arts, culture and heritage have been discussed.88 Many non-economic discourses have been 
developed to understand the mechanisms of value formation and the effects of the arts, culture and 
heritage on individuals and societies.89 The perceptions of practitioners working in the cultural 
sector - as channelled through their evaluation practices90 -  provide another lens (See Appendix 2).

88 For overviews see: Belfiore and Bennett, ‘The Social Impact of the Arts’; Crossick and Kaszynska, ‘Understanding the Value of Arts & 
Culture. The AHRC Cultural Value Project’. 
89 In other words, aesthetics, art history, archaeology, cultural studies, audience research, etc. have their ways of articulating value, with 
the priorities and categories not overlapping with those used in economic assessment (see Kaszynska et al., 2022). 
90 J.D. Carnwith and A.S. Brown, ‘Arts Council England Understanding the Value and Impacts of Cultural Experiences: A Literature 
Review’ (Manchester, UK: Arts Council England, 2014), https://www.artscouncil.org.uk/sites/default/files/download-
file/Understanding_the_Value_and_Impacts_of_Cultural_Experiences.pdf; Bev Hong, ‘National Cultural Indicators in New Zealand’, 
Cultural Trends 23, no. 2 (3 April 2014): 93–108, https://doi.org/10.1080/09548963.2014.897450; P. Taylor et al., ‘A Review of the Social 
Impacts of Culture and Sport’ (London, UK: Culture and Sport Evidence Program, 2015), 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/416279/A_review_of_the_Social_Impa
cts_of_Culture_and_Sport.pdf; Kim Dunphy et al., ‘Positing a Schema of Measurable Outcomes of Cultural Engagement’, Evaluation 26, 
no. 4 (1 October 2020): 474–98, https://doi.org/10.1177/1356389020952460; ‘Mapping Research on the Social Impact of the Arts: What 
...’, Open Research Europe | Open Access Publishing Platform, 18 October 2021, https://doi.org/10.12688/openreseurope.14147.2. 

This is challenging from the point of view of empirical cultural economics research, where clear 
classificatory definitions are needed. Arguably, there is a need for a bottom-up ‘representation’ that 
can be aligned to economic valuations, and a need to contribute to the cultural sector where there 
are currently few existing typologies or functional groupings of taxonomies of cultural services in this 
literature (although some fragmented categorisations for outcomes and effects have been 
proposed91). To this end, an alternative way of building a proto-typology is proposed. 

91 Alan Brown, ‘An Architecture of Value’, Grantmakers in the Arts Reader 17, no. 1 (2006): 18–25; Catherine Bunting and John Knell, 
Measuring Quality in the Cultural Sector: The Manchester Metrics Pilot: Findings and Lessons Learned (Arts Council England, 2014); UK 
National Ecosystem Assessment, ‘The UK National Ecosystem Assessment Technical Report’. 
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5.3 Elements of Proto-typology 2 

Proto-typology 2 starts with the notions of value in culture derived from the arts and humanities, 
cultural studies, participation studies, audience research, etc, and the work of funders and cultural 
organisations to articulate cultural outcomes in the cultural sector. For the detailed explanation of 
the methodology and results of clustering of outcomes based on the indicators mapping exercise) - 
see Appendix 2. However, with the stated intention to catalyse the ‘fusing’ of the culturalist 
discourses and economic analysis, Proto-typology 2 uses the following concepts that are adapted 
from the discourse of economics. 

• Welfare gains and losses/(dis)benefits are the grounds for the attribution of value and
reflect growth/decline in welfare//wellbeing (when applied on the individual level, the
economic notion of (dis)benefits can be used, when applied on the collective level,
aggregate welfare is used).

• Services are the processes underpinning the production of the (dis)benefits and welfare
changes. Crucially, their articulation depends on a successful ‘fusion’ of the culturalist
discourses with economic analysis. This should be a priority for future work.

• Functions are ways of organising services that outline general modes of delivering value
from cultural capital: how (dis)benefits/welfare changes are produced through the interaction
of cultural capital in relationships with the other forms of capital.

Proto-typology 2 builds on the classification system ecosystem services grouped in the ‘PRCS’ 
framework of functions: provisioning, regulating, cultural, supporting of supporting, regulating, 
provisioning, and cultural services (note that unlike Proto-typology 1, we follow the functions set out 
in the Millenium Ecosystem Assessment and include Supporting services in Proto-typology 2).92

92 Provisioning services provide products such as food or water.• Cultural services provide non-material benefits to human health and 
wellbeing such as a sense of identity, recreation and aesthetic quality.• Regulating services regulate a natural process in beneficial ways 
such as wetlands reducing flooding or trees improving air quality.• Supporting services provide services to help ecosystems function, such 
as photosynthesis and soil formation. Assessment, ‘Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Ecosystems and Human Well-Being’. 

It is important to note that what is meant by ‘cultural services’ in the context of Proto-typology 2 is 
not coextensive with what natural capital refers to as ‘cultural services’, although there will be some 
overlap. Whereas in the context of natural capital, aesthetic and spiritual services are examples of 
cultural services obtained from the natural environment. In Proto-typology 2 cultural services are the 
services flowing from CHC (what makes them ‘cultural’ is that - unlike in environmental economics - 
they are delivered from cultural assets). In this model, cultural services no longer are categorised as 
their own ‘black box’ of services (as, arguably is the case in the natural capital definition), rather, 
they provide the focus. 

Proto-typology 2 adapts the categories of regulating, supporting and provisioning functions. This is 
fundamentally to aid the ‘fusion’ work between economic analysis and the articulation of value in the 
culturalist discourses. Our proposal is to use the terminology developed in the context of natural 
capital but adapting it to capture the key dimensions of value in CHC from the point of view of the 
culturalist discourses. To this end, we use the categories of outcomes from the cultural sector and 
map them against the function types (Figure Table 2 Proto-typology 2). The adapted definitions of 
functions are the following: 

• Regulating services which re-calibrate human society and adjust the functioning of socio-
cultural systems. e.g., by maintaining civic order and enhancing trust, etc.

• Supporting services combine with other capitals to produce outcomes which would not
come about in separation, e.g., enhancing educational outcomes and driving innovation, etc.

• Provisioning services which represent the contributions generated by CHC to economic
and human activities, for example, creative outputs produced for final consumption by
households or outcomes from arts participation.



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Report 39 
 

 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for Market Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which 
can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

 

Proto-typology 2: Cultural value starting point: Mapping between the function categories and welfare outcomes clusters 

Table 2 Proto-typology 2: Cultural value starting point: Mapping between the function categories and welfare 
outcomes clusters 

Function Function type description (on an 
individual level)

Function type description (on a 
collective/societal level)

Mapping onto the welfare 
outcomes from cluster analysis 
(Appendix 2)

Regulating 

General characterisation: 

Regulate Individual behaviour, 
collective action in socio-cultural 
systems (impacts on the functioning 
and maintenance of society)

Promoting self-reflection (the 
understanding of the self), 
reflectiveness (understanding of other 
people), reflexiveness (understanding 
of social structures and how history 
informs the present and the future)

Enabling people to see their place in 
society; appreciation of diversity of 
cultural expressions (and contingency 
of cultural tradition); critical 
understanding of the inherited cultural 
norms

Belonging and stewardship 

Societal fabric/civil society 

Supporting 

General characterisation: Combine 
with the key capitals to support the 
production of other effects

Triggering curiosity, stimulating 
creativity and imagination; enhancing 
subjective wellbeing and health  

Enhancing educational outcomes; 
improving workforce resilience; 
stimulating collective imagination and 
creativity; setting up new forms of 
knowledge and practice; technical 
innovation and novel ideas  

Emotional development and 
health 

Ideas and innovation (including 
education) 

Provisioning  

General characterisation: Produce 
creative outputs and outcomes for 
final consumption by households or 
intermediate consumption.

Providing enjoyment, entertainment, 
fun, aesthetic and artistic experiences, 
recreation 

Forms of artistic expression produced; 
cultural/creative products; 
communicating and symbolic 
representation; experiences of 
‘togetherness’ and sharing

Creativity and recreation

Economy and prosperity
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Proto-typology 2 presents a preliminary mapping of the function types (first column on the left) onto the categories of outcome indicators (first 
column on the right). 

The approach can be said to be novel and driving methodological innovation in the following ways: 

- The table reflects the ‘bottom up’ understanding of value from CHC - one derived from the culturalist literature and the practices of
evaluation in the cultural sector, rather than imposing an existing economic framework. 

- The table is sensitive to the issues of scales, namely that cultural services will translate into welfare gains (and losses) to individuals but also
will have effects on the level of social systems (e.g., education and economy) that the individuals may not be necessarily impacted by or 
aware of. 

- Whereas the provisioning services (at the bottom of the table) can - arguably - be currently valued using economic methods, the supporting
and regulating functions are much more difficult to account for in economic analysis (even though they are seen as the key source of value 
in the culturalist discourse). A crucial area for future research, alongside the articulation of services, will be to propose and test quantitative 
and qualitative indicators to address this measurement challenge, and where possible, apply monetary values to these services. 

- Relatedly, the application of Proto-typology 2 requires a counterfactual thought experiment and thus goes beyond the application of
standard welfare valuation techniques. A CHC typology can provide an important tool for the cultural and heritage sectors to enable them to 
articulate in a defensible way what services a particular CHC asset provides, what a counterfactual would look like, and what value added 
the CHC asset in question provides over and above that counterfactual, in terms of its regulating, supporting, and provisioning services. This 
focus on the counterfactual can be applied both in the business and strategic case and would help to improve the robustness of these 
analytical approaches by aligning them with the principle of counterfactual analysis which sits at the heart of the government’s guidance for 
evaluating policy in government.93  

93 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/guidance-and-resources-for-evaluating-policy-in-government 
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5.4 Proto-typology 2: Worked example: The case of Glastonbury Festival  

Worked Example 2 applies the CHC Proto-typology 2 as a tool for articulating and mapping the 
services from Glastonbury Festival of Contemporary Performing Arts in terms of three functional 
service grouping: provisioning, regulating, and supporting services.  

In the text below we attempt an initial consideration of the benefits and disbenefits associated with 
the festival. The application of the Proto-typology 2 requires a counterfactual thought experiment. 
Proto-typology 2 is not used to categorise the services flowing from Glastonbury festival in isolation, 
but in consideration of substitutes existing elsewhere in the market.  

This helps focus analysis on what would be lost (or gained) if the CHC asset under study ceased to 
exist. In the case of Glastonbury festival, the counterfactual is that Glastonbury does not exist, but in 
its place the market is well supplied with more commercial alternatives. This comparison highlights 
additional regulating, supporting and provisioning services which could not be obtained through 
alternative festivals on the market. 

The services listed in the worked examples are defined in line with both the provisioning, regulating, 
and supporting function groupings defined in Proto-typology Table 2, and the service types defined 
in Appendix Table 4. In this way, the application of the typology is not just about describing the 
cultural or heritage value of a good, it is about defining what will be valued using economic methods. 

Economy and prosperity: Glastonbury festival provides provisioning services as a venue for a 
range of performing arts which can be measured using standard economic valuation techniques to 
capture the provisioning of monetary income for artists, as well as income for festival organisers, 
and for ancillary food drink and leisure services.  

There are also likely to be benefits to the wider regional economy, to land values, and to the 
Exchequer.  

In a non-monetary sense, the festival can also be seen to provide provisioning from an artistic 
perspective in terms of innovation, creativity, collaboration, design, and intellectual property. In a 
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cultural setting, the opportunity to perform for an audience could be seen as a form of provisioning 
for artists.  

Creativity / Recreation and fun: The festival is a collection of performing arts, which aims to be 
more than the sum of its parts, and this curation service may be a key aspect of the cumulative 
cultural value of the festival. However, we note the challenge of valuing the festival in terms of 
provisioning of performing arts in isolation, and the cumulative benefit of their curation, and these 
issues of double-counting will require further consideration as the full typology is developed.  

The festival may also provide provisioning services in terms of its aesthetic quality, through the 
visual design elements and enjoyment of its amenity value, through the attractiveness of the festival 
site set within the natural setting. This aligns with what may be termed a ‘cascade model’ of value, 
whereby cultural events first provide value to artists and creators, by providing them with the 
opportunity to display their works publicly. The value of this performance or display then flows down 
to the audience. The presence of the audience in the location then cascades benefits to the 
surrounding community. 

Emotional Development: Glastonbury provides supporting services to cultural ‘living systems’ at 
the individual and collective level. Individually, the festival is a site which can trigger curiosity,  

Collectively, cultural festivals provide services which may enhance educational outcomes for 
productivity, stimulating collective imagination and so on.  

Other supporting services include the spiritual element of the festival, which provides a site of 
education and spiritual experience for various different belief systems.  

Education services: Enabling learning about different philosophical and political worldviews. 

Ideas and Innovation: Both the individual and collective inspiration can lead to future creative and 
artistic development, which is an important long-term contribution to provisioning services.  

In the shorter term, the depth and breadth of performing arts collaborations and the number of 
different types of performances from comedy and cabaret through to politics and popular music can 
result in a cross fertilisation of ideas from different genres, different backgrounds, and different 
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disciplines, although at this point, there is an overlap between supporting and provisioning services 
which may require more in-depth consideration of double counting.  

Social Fabric / Civil Society: The counterfactual comparison highlights that additional regulating 
services, which enable people to see their place in society, and responsibilities towards others, 
appreciation of the diversity of cultural expression and a better understanding of tradition, norms 
and values. Glastonbury festival has the historic connection to the summer solstice and to 
Glastonbury Tor, which provide a link back to neolithic people gathering in the same landscape at 
the same time of year. This socio-cultural connection exists in the land, creating a cultural 
landscape. To paraphrase George Orwell:  

“What can [site] of [now] have in common with the [site] of [1970]? But then, what can you 
have in common with the child of five whose photograph your mother keeps on the mantlepiece? 
Nothing except that you happen to be the same person”.94

94 Original quote: “What can England of 1940 have in common with the England of 1840? But then, what can you have in common with 

the child of five whose photograph your mother keeps on the mantlepiece? Nothing except that you happen to be the same person”. 
George Orwell, Lion and the Unicorn (1941). 

Belonging and Stewardship: There is also a connection to more recent history, with Glastonbury 
festival representing one of the original counterculture festivals of the 1960s and 1970s. This 
provides further regulating services through the accumulated history and identity around the festival, 
which provides a lineage of festivals, music festivals, the counter cultural movement of the 1960s 
and 1970s.  

These intangible elements of the festival, while they are still present in the much larger and more 
commercial entity that Glastonbury has become, still emerge as a route back to the social history of 
the hippy counter-culture, the punk ethos, the rave scene, traveller communities, ecological 
consciousness. 

As with any outdoor festival, Glastonbury provides the opportunity to experience performing arts in 
connection to nature. This is accentuated in parts of the Glastonbury festival (such as the Green 
Fields, Healing Fields, Greenpeace area etc.) to empathise both meditative peaceful experience 
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and the communal atmospheric of shared enlightening experience (both of which can either be 
short-term experiences, or a longer-term influence on people’s lifestyle decisions).  

Both these aspects could potentially be defined and measured through social outcome measures 
(as identified in the clustering analysis) in terms of supporting socialisation and reduced isolation, 
encouraging education around custodianship of nature (such as through ‘Nudge’ messaging 
slogans like ‘Leave No Trace’) and the ethos of pro-social behaviour in terms of more inclusive 
attitudes to other groups in society.  

Regulating services for civic society services are an important subset of the regulating services of 
Glastonbury festival as a CHC stock, which flow into societal systems. This can include political 
services provided by giving a stage to political and spiritual leaders like the Dalai lama and 
members of parliament (with the potential disbenefit in balance, given that there may be a bias 
against some of the more centrist or right-wing political parties). However, political services are also 
provided at the smaller/less formal level, through comedians providing reflectivity on society and 
questioning whether norms and standards are fixed, in a way that can lead to changes in mindsets 
and mentalities.  

Glastonbury festival provides a short ‘holiday’ from conventional societal rules and norms, with 
minimal oversight by police and CCTV cameras. This can provide an opportunity to experiment with 
different lifestyles, activities, and potentially illegal substances which can have both benefits and 
disbenefits.  

This idea of turning society on its head for a short period has antecedents back into medieval 
celebrations of carnival. Carnival has been studied extensively in cultural history as a ‘pressure 
valve’ for hierarchical societies which allows for freedom, innovation, and cultural relativism which 
can spillover into positive longer-term outcomes for civil society. In this way, Glastonbury festival 
provides regulating services for society and civil society, in an analogous way to how natural 
environments provide regulating services to natural ecosystems and habitats. 

Thus, while performing arts is an example of a CHC asset which is often set within a socio-cultural 
Living System which is somewhat removed from natural systems, in the case of Glastonbury 
festival, the link between the natural setting, historical connections, human knowledge, interactions, 
recreation and enjoyment is an important source of its cultural value. 

A note on disbenefits, although we have detailed some of the potential disbenefits of a large festival 
like Glastonbury, it is worth noting that every benefit can be a disbenefit to another group. Music can 
be beneficial to some, and noise to others. Carnival-esque fun to some, anti-social behaviour to 
others. Communality can be a collective experience for some, a strain on resources to others.  

However, in principle these are matters of scale, which could potentially be resolved through a 
balancing of interests, using the potential pareto principle to compensate those who experience 
disbenefits at an individual level, while ensuring that the festival can continue to provide benefits to 
individuals and society at the collective level. 

A first attempt to provide a counterfactual comparison of the services provided by Glastonbury 
festival, and a comparison to a counterfactual standard commercial festival is shown below in 
Appendix 2 Table 5. This would need to be strengthened through more in-depth analysis of the 
services provided by a relevant counterfactual festival, rather than being based on assumptions 
about the differences between Glastonbury and commercial festivals, as currently provided. 
However, this provides an example of the kind of comparative analysis which could be developed 
using the CHC typology. 
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5.5 Proto-typology 2: Implications and Future Research 

Future research: Interdisciplinary CHC research 

Proto-typology 2 should therefore be seen as a preliminary approach, compared to Proto-typology 
1. This introduces additional risk and uncertainty (through concepts untested in the academic or
policy literature). Notwithstanding, this crucially also opens up new avenues for future research by
considering alternatives to the natural capital-based approach in Proto-typology 1. Proto-typology 2
should therefore be considered a longer-term effort which attempts to bridge in an interdisciplinary
way the economic conceptions of stocks and flows which underlie economic analysis with the
conceptions of value in the humanities and the accounts of impact already developed in the cultural
sector.

On some levels Proto-typology 2 can be seen as an intellectual exercise, which acts as a 
provocation to the cultural economics sector to instigate more advanced serious cultural economic 
modelling to unpack how CHC flows can be understood in systemic terms in a way which relates to 
human wellbeing. In this way, it is hoped that Proto-typology 2 will enable continued development of 
a more bespoke CHC typology. 

Taking this forward into future research, more work is needed to see how economic analysis and 
the culturalist discourses ‘fuse’ together in the articulation of services. Furthermore, knowing what 
specific services apply will be context specific, and so articulating services in abstraction from the 
individual cases is difficult (although, arguably, a master list can be proposed once a sufficient 
number of case studies has been analysed).   

Importantly, this alternative proto-typology approach is an attempt to open future conversations 
about defining cultural services at the juncture of the arts and humanities, cultural studies and other 
related fields, (e.g., participation and audience studies, the actual practices in the arts, culture and 
heritage sectors) on the one hand, and economic analysis on the other.  

This approach recognises that the culturalist discourses have all developed their own ways of 
talking about value. These categories do not overlap with the categories used in economic 
assessment. This however does not preclude that, in the future, these discourses might provide a 
basis for building an ‘architecture’ which is very specific, if not unique, to CHC (and so departing 
from the approach developed in natural capital).  

The advantage of this approach is that it is built starting with what is perceived as the distinctive 
sources of value in CHC (according to the culturalist discourses). These value dimensions are 
currently at risk of being ‘left out’, not because they are not important but because of the 
methodological valuation challenges they entail.  

Risks in adopting and diverging from natural capital functions 

It is noted that using this terminology developed in the context of natural capital, e.g., ‘cultural 
services’, ‘regulating’, ‘supporting’, and ‘provisioning’ - raises concerns, as discussed in the Delphi 
sessions, of confusion between a CHC typology and natural capital taxonomies. However, we would 
argue that these terms are foundations, and can apply to all capitals, not just natural capital.  

It is interesting to note that the future integration work across the culturalist discourses and 
economics might be to articulate services sitting in the three function types in a way that links up 
with the  constituents of wellbeing: basic material for good life, security, health, good social 
relations, freedom of choice and action95, thereby ensuring consistency with the categories of 
wellbeing accepted for other forms of capital.  

95 Assessment, ‘Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Ecosystems and Human Well-Being’. 

Generalising across this rich and diverse field is difficult but it is fair to say that the culturalist 
discourses do not have any readily accepted typologies or taxonomies.  Classificatory schemes - 
such as proposed in the cultural sector for the evaluation purposes and speaking to different 
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‘impact’ registers from the funders - are contested. It is uncommon for value to be conceptualised 
through classification (where classification predicts a discrete label) in the arts and humanities 
literature. In addition, from the point of view of the culturalist discourses, the understanding of where 
CHC gets its significance from and what makes cultural capital valuable - can be understood using 
a continuous and circular model (Appendix 2 Figure 5).  

Future research: Non-market valuation 

Proto-typology table 2 can also inform and help to improve on existing methodologies for non-
market valuation. For instance, contingent valuation surveys, rely on a clear but unbiased 
description of the good/service being valued. Up to now, there is very little formal guidance or 
codification on how this description should be provided. 

If, instead, the CHC asset is described in terms of its supporting, regulating, and provisioning 
services, this would provide a greater degree of consistency and standardisation, which would allow 
for better comparability between willingness to pay figures for different sites. For instance, an 
operationalised CHC typology would allow the analyst to describe Glastonbury festival according to 
the services listed below, and then describe a counterfactual festival (i.e., a standard commercial 
festival) by the same services (defined side by side as being higher or lower in their provision at 
each site).  

This would ensure that the respondent is fully considering the existence of substitute sites, and 
internalising the welfare gain or loss that they would experience in the absence of the site being 
valued (i.e. how much welfare loss or gain they would experience if Glastonbury were to cease to 
exist and they had to go to a commercial festival as a counterfactual). This would improve the 
cognitive burden and realism of hypothetical valuation surveys and provide closer theoretical 
alignment with the way that people make economic decisions in real life (comparing the market for 
different alternatives, using available information provided through product labelling and the 
specifications of each item, before making the decision that maximises their utility subject to their 
personal budget constraint). 

Arguably, innovation in economic approaches is needed to account for a number of key dimensions 
of value in CHC. This includes considerations around the irreducibly collective elements in cultural 
value. For example, the ability of CHC to support collective meaning-making and to ‘regulate’ 
societies in terms of re-calibrating individual attitudes and inspiring collective action.  

CHC assets also have the capacity to stimulate imagination and to ‘support’ the generation and 
implementation of novel ideas. This alongside the more traditional ‘provision’ of aesthetic 
experiences and recreation. The need to account for these - currently ‘invisible’ dimensions - is 
foregrounded in the proposal to consider three main categories of functions as a way of organising 
services from CHC, with the regulating and supporting functions, alongside provisioning. 
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6 Proto-typology 3: Heritage starting 

point 

6.1 Proto-typology Option 3 – Introduction and rationale 

The Culture and Heritage Capital framework has emerged in direct response to the need to better 
articulate and value culture and heritage on an economic platform. As such Proto-typology 3 is 
driven by the need for a bespoke framework for culture and heritage capital. This is in response to 
the fact that existing frameworks, including the natural capital ecosystem services framework, do not 
adequately capture the flows of services and benefits from culture and heritage. 

The principles and concepts of the natural capital approach apply to CHC as detailed in Section 2 of 
this document. A key difference is that Proto-typology 3 does not attempt to embed CHC within an 
ecosystem’s framework and the ecosystems discourse. Instead, Proto-typology 3 aims to 
distinguish the unique contribution culture and heritage provide to human wellbeing even though 
culture and heritage systems interconnect with ecosystems and human systems in complex and 
diverse ways. The ability of a cultural or heritage asset to provide goods and services is determined 
by its characteristics which could include its condition, its history or its design, as well, how they are 
subjectively perceived and experienced by individuals and communities. 

This proto-typology is driven by economic theory, with a focus on the renewability of culture and 
heritage stocks within a sustainable management model and conceptualised through culture and 
heritage literature and practice. Proto-typology 3 considers that much of the evidence and research 
about CHC stocks and flows exists within cultural and heritage literature and practice. A key role of 
the CHC programme is therefore to communicate across disciplines, ensuring the integrity of 
existing evidence is accurately portrayed on this economic platform.  

6.2 Elements of Proto-typology 3: Categorisation of stocks 

The stock of CHC can be defined as a culture and heritage asset (tangible and intangible) which 
embodies, stores or gives rise to cultural value in addition to whatever economic value it may 
possess.96 By extension here, the cultural values are in addition to any economic, social and 
environmental values the stocks possess.97

96 Throsby, ‘Cultural Capital’, 2003. 
97 One of the known and legitimate critiques of the concept of nature as capital which will also apply to culture and heritage, is that this 
approach is seen to be reductionist in its approach: “The fear is that when we speak of natural capital or human capital, we might imply 
that nature, and human beings, are important only as productive resources. It is, of course, important to make the point – and to make it 
as often as necessary – that the term "human capital" is not intended to be a synonym for human beings, any more than "natural capital" 
is imagined to summarize everything we care about in nature. These terms refer to much more limited subsets of the broader concepts 
with which they are linked”. By design, the stock-flow-benefit model can enable such a holistic conceptualisation of the connections 
between people and culture and heritage in a way that is considerate to the literature and practice of culture and heritage by focusing on 
the interconnections via the flows of services from these assets. Goodwin, ‘Five Kinds of Capital: Useful Concepts for Sustainable 
Development’. 
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Example: Historic church building as CHC 

A historic church building “may have a potential sale price as real estate, and a non-market value 
measured, for example, by the willingness of people to pay to see it preserved. But these measures of 
its ‘economic value’ may be incapable of representing the full range and complexity of the cultural 
worth of the building: it may have religious significance unable to be expressed in monetary terms, it 
may have had an influence over time on architectural styles, it may act as a symbol of identity or 
place, and so on.  

All these things and many more are elements of what might be termed the building’s ‘cultural value’, a 
multidimensional representation of the building’s cultural worth assessed in quantitative and/or 
qualitative terms against a variety of attributes such as its aesthetic quality, its spiritual meaning, its 
social function, its symbolic significance, its historical importance, its uniqueness, and so on. Many of 
these characteristics will influence the economic value of the building, but there is no reason to 
suppose a perfect correlation between economic and cultural value as defined. If this concept of 
cultural value is accepted (notwithstanding the formidable problems of identifying and measuring it in 
practice), it can be used in the formulation of a definition of cultural capital.”98

98 Throsby, ‘Cultural Capital’, 2003. 

Proto-typology 3 starts from an acknowledgement that increasing, decreasing and transforming 
capitals that is at the heart systems of economic organisation.99 Increasingly, the active preservation 
and conservation of capitals is also seen to be an important driver of a sustainable socioeconomic 
system. In such a system, flows of desirable goods and services are generated by using its 
renewable capital stocks without depleting them.100

99 Andrea B. Coulson et al., ‘Exploring Metaphors of Capitals and the Framing of Multiple Capitals: Challenges and Opportunities For< 
IR>’, Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal 6, no. 3 (2015): 290–314. 
100 Neva Goodwin et al., ‘Economics in Context: Goals, Issues, and Behavior’, GDAE Teaching Modules on Social and Environmental 
Issues in Economics, 2008. 

Within the culture and heritage sectors there is a vast existing body of literature and practice that 
defines, categorises and measures culture and heritage stocks (see Appendix 3, Table 6). This 
diverse and rich existing landscape ranges from capturing performance as a discipline, to 
performance venues, digital collections, traditional craftsmanship, listed buildings or world heritage 
sites. This forms the basis for sectoral activities which can summarised under 6 domains: advocacy, 
research, conservation, education, engagement and management of culture and heritage).101 It is 
through these activities that the stocks of culture and heritage are increased, replenished, 
conserved, enhanced, adapted and maintained over time. 

101 The Audience Agency. (2022). Historic England – Knowing the Heritage Sector. [online] Available at: 
https://www.theaudienceagency.org/news/historic-england-knowing-the-heritage-sector-comms [Accessed 28 Jul. 2023]. 

6.3 Elements of Proto-typology 3: Categorisation of the flows of services from CHC 

For any given type of asset, there is a flow of productive services from the cumulative stock of past 
investments.102 In contrast to stocks, flows of services are not fixed at a particular point in time but flow from 
the asset(s) over a period of time. The language of service flows is not common practice within the culture and 
heritage sphere. However arguably the concept of service flows is well established and forms the bedrock of 
culture and heritage literature and practice as the focus is firmly on exploring, researching, advocating and 
communicating the complex characteristics and emerging values and outcomes from culture and heritage. 

102 Schreyer, P. (2004). Capital Stocks, Capital Services and Multi-Factor Productivity Measures. OECD Economic Studies, 2003(2), 
pp.163–184. doi:https://doi.org/10.1787/eco_studies-v2003-art11-en. 

This is particularly discernible in the formal guidance used in the heritage sector to identify ‘cultural 
significance’ (See Appendix 3). The Burra Charter suggests “The term cultural significance is synonymous 
with cultural heritage significance and cultural heritage value”.103

103 ICOMOS Australia, ‘The Australia ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance (the Burra Charter): 
Guidelines to the Burra Charter : Cultural Significance and Conservation Policy.’ 

  Observations and the discourse on cultural 
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significance describes the flow of productive services unique to and embedded within the culture and heritage 
assets.

Table 3 Proto-typology 3: Categorisation of the flows of services from 
CHC 

Service Flows 
from CHC (Broad 
categories)

Description 

Aesthetic 
services 

“Aesthetic value derives from the ways in which people draw sensory and intellectual 
stimulation from a place. Aesthetic values can be the result of the conscious design of 
a place, including artistic endeavour. Equally, they can be the seemingly fortuitous 
outcome of the way in which a place has evolved and been used over time. Many 
places combine these two aspects.”104

104 Historic England (2008). Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance. [online] Available at: https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/conservation-principles-sustainable-management-historic-
environment/conservationprinciplespoliciesandguidanceapril08web/. 

Includes descriptions of distinctiveness; attractiveness; architectural character; 
beauty; congruence; image/brand. Descriptions can also include negative flows 
such as unattractiveness; antiquated.

Authenticity 
services

Relate to the intrinsic values of CHC linked to their meaning, existence and history, 
and reflect a unique and authentic, irreproducible character, meaning identity, 
symbolism and significance .105 “A culturally contingent quality associated with a 
heritage place, practice, or object that conveys cultural value; is recognized as a 
meaningful expression of an evolving cultural tradition; and/or evokes among 
individuals the social and emotional resonance of group identity.”106

105 Xia, M., Jia, K., Wang, X., Bai, X., Li, C., Zhao, W., Hu, X. and Cherubini, F. (2021). A framework for regional ecosystem authenticity 
evaluation–a case study on the Qinghai-Tibet Plateau of China. Global Ecology and Conservation, [online] 31, pp.e01849–e01849. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2021.e01849. 
106 Murray, C. (2016). " Why do we conserve special places? ". [online] Academia.edu. Available at: 
https://www.academia.edu/29908260/_Why_do_we_conserve_special_places_ [Accessed 28 Jul. 2023]. 

Includes descriptions of identity; historical significance; iconic; traditions; 
inheritance; rooting; grounding; remembering; nostalgia; feeling/atmosphere. 
These flows can also be reported and experienced as positive or negative flows.

Inspirational 
Services

Inspirational services are generally noted for “providing intellectual motivation and 
humanity”; “cultural and artistic information”; “spiritual values”; “heritage, spirit, and 
emotion”; “philosophical satisfaction”.107

107 Dai, P., Zhang, S., Gong, Y., Yang, Y. and Hou, H. (2022). Assessing the inspirational value of cultural ecosystem services based on 
the Chinese poetry. [online] Usda.gov. Available at: https://pubag.nal.usda.gov/catalog/7527921 [Accessed 28 Jul. 2023]. 

Communal 
services 

Reflect the qualities of the relationships between humans and culture and heritage, 
such as care, social bonding, place attachment and spiritual meanings.  

Ecosystem 
services

Many cultural heritage assets contribute to, underpin and shape the physical 
environment and are therefore part of the 'natural capital’ of a place rather than simply 
services that flow from it. Ecosystem services include provisioning, supporting, 
regulating and cultural services. Within ecosystem services it is generally agreed that 
cultural services are the least studied and understood element of ecosystems.108In 
contrast, these services are the focus of decades if not centuries of research in the 
culture and heritage sectors, however not within an accounting or economic platform. 
In Proto typology 3 it is assumed that cultural services in the ecosystem services 
model significantly overlap with aesthetic, institutional, authenticity and inspirational 
services described above. 

108 Hernández-Morcillo, Mónica & Plieninger, Tobias & Bieling, Claudia. (2013). An empirical review of cultural ecosystem service 
indicators. Ecological Indicators. 29. 434–444. 10.1016/j.ecolind.2013.01.013. 
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Service Flows 
from CHC (Broad 
categories)

Description 

Capital services A flow of productive services from an asset that is the appropriate measure of capital 
input for production and productivity analysis. Conceptually, capital services reflect a 
quantity, or physical concept, not to be confused with the value, or price concept of 
capital. For example, service flows from a building include floorspace accommodating 
recreation activities or employment space. In the UK assets covered in this release 
include dwellings, other buildings, other structures, land improvements, transfer costs 
of ownership of non-produced assets, other machinery and equipment and weapons 
systems, intellectual property products and cultivated biological assets. (Schreyer 
2004) 

Educational 
service

Services provided through formal and informal learning from CHC that supports the 
personal development, creativity and the development of new technologies, 
techniques and approaches.

Sources: Adapted from Conservation principles 2007; Burra Charter 2013; Murray 2016 

6.4 Elements of Proto-typology 3: Categorisation of benefits 

Productive (unproductive) flows from CHC produce benefits (disbenefits) through dynamic 
processes and complex interactions and trade-offs, between CHC and other capitals (social, 
institutional, human, physical, financial and natural). These benefits are multi-dimensional and 
contribute to human wellbeing.  

There is a large body of evidence demonstrating how the benefits of CHC emerge for individuals, 
communities and places. Some examples are shared in Appendix 3 for demonstrative purposes 
only, noting that the evidence is vast, and a full literature review is outside the scope of this report. 
More evidence is needed on the causal links between stocks, flows of services and benefits. The 
evidence and narrative around the disbenefits of culture and heritage are an important area of future 
research.  A better understanding of the disbenefits of CHC can support strategies to mitigate the 
emergence of such disbenefits. 
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Figure 4 Proto-typology 3: Categorisation of the flows of services from CHC 

6.5 Proto-typology 3: Worked Example: The case of Shrewsbury Flaxmill Maltings 

Shrewsbury Flaxmills Maltings, previously Ditherington Flax Mill, is a large, previously industrial site 
located in Shrewsbury Town Centre Conservation Area in Shropshire, West Midlands. The site is 
located in Ditherington suburb, within two wards - Castlefields and Ditherington wards - which are 
identified as some of the most deprived areas in Shropshire according to the Index of multiple 
deprivation, in the second and fourth most deprived deciles nationally (with one being the most 
deprived). (IMD, 2019) (more background information provided in Appendix 3). 
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Figure 5 Productive flows of service can be seen to emerge from the 
tangible and intangible stocks of SFM. 

© Steve Baker, Historic England, November 2022  

Aesthetic services 

The distinctive character and appearance of the buildings on site generate aesthetic services 
including attractiveness, architectural character, and distinctiveness. Some text from the official 
designation of the tangible stock suggests cultural significance linked to these services: 

• “The series of transverse roof gables, one to each bay, gives a distinctive sawtooth profile to 
the west and east elevations.  

• At the north end of the building, the roof is surmounted by a square, three-storey wooden-
clad hoist tower of 1897 which is topped by a crown of ornamental cast iron supplied by 
MacFarlanes of Glasgow. 

• The roadside (west) frontage carries painted lettering: ‘Albrew Maltsters Limited Shropshire 
Maltings’. 

• A two-storey building fronting onto a yard with a dentilled eaves cornice to the west and east 
elevation. 

• The building retains its two, back-to-back hearths which are built of ‘great’ bricks and have 
large cast-iron lintels. 

• Well-proportioned and classical exterior”.109

109 Historic England, National Heritage List for England 

Similarly, qualitative evidence from surveys with local residents demonstrates that the restoration 
works have significantly influenced the productive flow of aesthetic services from the site: 

“Some of the ways people describe Shrewsbury Flaxmill Maltings… 

• Beautiful building. 
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• Stunning. 

• Amazing structure. 

• It looks impressive. 

• Because it looks brilliant!!!!” 

Some negative perceptions also exist but found to be the minority: 

• “Ugly building”110

110 Source: MHM 2020.   

Authenticity services 

According to the official designation, authenticity services play an important role in the cultural 
significance including the historic nature, the uniqueness, the reflection of past practice, the identity 
of the site:

• “For its association with Charles Bage who went on to design further fireproof buildings and 
experiment with the structural properties of cast iron.

• Despite later alterations, its original function remains legible due to the retention of its two 
hearths.

• its construction reflects significant legislative changes made in 1802 concerning the 
provision of education and separate accommodation for male and female child apprentices 
(commonly known as the first Factories Act)

• one of the country’s earliest, probably the third oldest, surviving iron-framed buildings

• a very well-preserved building which employs high-quality ironwork”.111

111 Historic England, National Heritage List for England 

Survey evidence from local residents and visitors confirms the perceived importance of the 
authenticity services from the SFM stocks.  

“Some of the ways people describe Shrewsbury Flaxmill Maltings… 

• Iconic. 

• First iron framed building in the world. 

• Seriously historically important building! 

• A completely unique historical building. 

• Because of its history and raison d'être.  

• We must protect our history. 

• If you hide all of that and make it look modern, it's taken away some of that character of the 
building. And it’s such a shame when people hide everything away.  

• It is good to have the modern beats, [but] they did strike me as being a little bit too modern in 
places. I think needs to be very careful about how it deals with giving that atmosphere.” 

A marketing study of SFM concluded that “the need for the experience to feel authentic was 
paramount for several groups but particularly for the more historically engaged audiences. They 
don’t want to see the final result look too polished - they want to see the cracks, the development 
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itself (what it was, and what it is now) to really feel that weight of the historical significance of the 
building”.112

112 MHM 2020; Historic England, Visitor Survey 2022 

Inspirational services 

The reasons for designation of the buildings on site are linked to the inspirational services including 
the innovation and pioneering design of the buildings:

• “Pioneering and experimental use of structural iron to construct a mill of incombustible materials 
which is of outstanding importance in the development of fully-framed, multi-storeyed buildings.

• Lightweight, wide-span roof of the Dyehouse represents one of the most up-to-date and 
sophisticated metal roof designs of the mid-C19, while the Stove House illustrates further 
developments in structural ironwork during that period.

• Exceptionally early survival from the first generation of steam-powered textile mills which 
illustrates the wider trends in the history of steam power”.113

113 Source: Historic England, National Heritage List for England 

The qualitative evidence also demonstrates the importance of inspirational services amongst 
members of the public including the current exhibition about the site: 

• “Come on, it’s the original skyscraper, that says it all.

• Lovely site and fascinating to understand how it was developed and changed over time.

• I would certainly have liked to see more of those iconic interiors with their cast iron columns 
and brick vaults. It was for me one of the main reasons for visiting the building.

• Tells a story in reality not virtually.

• It is very interesting, but I feel it needs more exhibits

• Think a lot of friends would be surprised how important Shrewsbury was during industrial 
times.

• I love finding out more about the Shropshire history and traditions, the pictures make it look 
very interesting.”114

114 MHM 2020; Historic England, Visitor Survey 2022 

The market research of SFM concludes, “Locals feel proud of their region’s heritage and want to 
see a very real legacy from the Flaxmill Maltings development in inspiring the next generation of 
young engineers.” (MHM, 2020) 

Communal services 

The official designations of SFM point to the importance of the strong spatial and visual relationship 
between all the listed buildings on site. In addition, the story of the Flaxmill is presented considering 
the historical significance of the site within the local economy and local community. 

Amongst members of the public the communal services are described as an important feature of the 
site in relation to collective memories, pride, and benefits to the local community: 

• “Very proud to have such an historic building in the town I live in.

• Heritage buildings should be preserved and used to benefit the community.

• This area has been sort of undervalued recently. So, it's good for just the whole community 
to have something that they can call their own.

 



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Draft Report 55 
 
 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for 
Market Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

 

• It needs to be integrated more into the town because it's sort of on the edge. And I think 
traffic's an issue in that area… so you need to make it easy for people to access it.”115

115 MHM 2020; Historic England, Visitor Survey 2022 

Educational services 

The educational services of the site and its physical structures are further reasons for official 
designation. “Its pioneering and experimental use of structural iron to construct a mill of 
incombustible materials which is of outstanding importance in the development of fully-framed, 
multi-storeyed building”. 

Amongst members of the public the educational services are an important part of how the site is 
experienced and perceived: 

• “It looks very interesting, and an ideal place to learn more about the heritage of the local 
area, how the flaxmill was used and discover some interesting history. 

• [I’d like to see the Flaxmill Maltings] linking in with the University …and [businesses locally], 
you know, any of the local engineering businesses, large and small… but very much with an 
education focus. We need to empower children to go and be astronauts, top engineers. And 
these kinds of historical sites, I think that's an opportunity to embed that. 

• Our young son …was shocked to find out that children were sent out to work in the mill. 

• Interested in structure of building. 

• It would be nice if the video in the exhibition had more information, either by sound or written 
word.”116

116 MHM 2020; Historic England, Visitor Survey 2022 

Capital services 

The designation of the heritage assets at SFM focus heavily on the tangible characteristics of the 
stock, through very detailed descriptions of the buildings and their functions. These are crucial 
aspects of the cultural significance of the site, for example:  

• “The walls are built with external (and internal) setbacks, a functional rather than aesthetic 
feature, and they progressively reduce in thickness in the upper storeys. 

• At mid-height there are sandstone mountings for the engine’s entablature beam.  

• The brick-vaulted ceilings are later insertions, added when a new Corliss engine was 
installed in 1874. 

• The northern room was the principal dining room, serviced by a kitchen to the west. The 
ground floor to the rest of the building probably contained a refectory, served by a kitchen in 
the basement, and perhaps a schoolroom. The upper floors provided dormitory 
accommodation. Each floor was divided longitudinally into two halves by a central spine wall 
and there is a corridor running on the long axis.”117

117 Historic England, National Heritage List for England 

The return of the site into functional uses is a crucial part of the regeneration programme and one 
that is particularly important to local residents: 

• “It was just this old shell on the on the landscape. So, it was terrific to see it starting get back 
opening. And there's been a lot of excitement as that's been going on. 

• It's nice for that part of town to have a little bit of something special and it will be a great 
asset to the people that live in that area, in the future depending on how it becomes used. 
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• Very special building and iconic in an area currently underused. 

• It could be amazing if it's done correctly [or] it could just be a bit of a money pit. My worst 
fear is that those office floors are rented out to like a consultancy or some sort of faceless 
corporate.” 

The way in which the capital service flows from the site are productively used and embedded into 
the local community are one of the largest areas of concern amongst local residents according to 
market research: 

• Concerns about over-gentrification of the site, rather than it being embedded in the needs of 
the local community.  

• Concerns that the opportunity to develop this local asset might be misused and the resulting 
development becomes a ‘white elephant’. 

• Concerns over a lack of authenticity if the site is developed to be too polished or modern, 
with not enough care taken to demonstrate the changes the Flaxmill Maltings has been 
through during its varied history.118

118 Source: MHM 2020 

Ecosystem services 

In the current designation of the assets at SFM, no direct reference is made to the ecosystem 
services, however the principles of designation to conserve historic assets contributes directly or 
indirectly to environmental outcomes. Reusing our buildings is one of the most effective ways to 
reduce carbon emissions and eliminate unnecessary waste in the built environment (Historic 
England, 2019).  

Similarly, the qualitative evidence from visitors and residents makes no direct reference to the 
ecosystem services from the regeneration of the site.  

On the other hand, the restoration activities on site have a strong focus on the ecosystem services: 

• Ongoing habitat and ecological surveys of the site have been produced since the 
redevelopment of the SFM site has been planned to include the Extended Phase 1 Habitat 
Survey and Preliminary Protected Species Surveys 2009 (WYG 2009a). (This identified the 
requirement for further reptile and bat surveys); Reptile Surveys 2010(Worsfold and Bowen 
2010a). Various bat surveys 2007-2019; Various badger surveys 2017-2019; Various Swift 
Surveys 2015-2018; Middlemarch Environmental report; Ecology report 2012. 

• In April 2020, agreement on a ground source heat pump and for the installation of larger 
radiators required to support the new heating scheme was agreed. The new ground source 
heat pump demonstrates that centuries-old buildings can also adapt to use sustainable 
energy sources and play their part in efforts to tackle climate change. 

• Development of embodied carbon assessment tools for the site. 

Benefits 

The productive flow of services from SFM as the result of the current Phase of restoration and 
redevelopment is currently being evaluated by Historic England. Work is still ongoing and while the 
phased impacts of the capital investment can be captured and measured in terms of benefits (and 
disbenefits) there is still some way to go in terms of long-term social outcomes. To date the 
following benefits have been captured from the capital works: 

• Enjoyment and recreation: large numbers of community members supported Flaxmill 
Maltings events and enjoyed learning about the history their local built heritage. Initiatives 
such as behind the scenes tours, volunteering opportunities, and webinars has engaged a 
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wide range of visitors. Visitor numbers to the site are monitored including visitors to ticketed 
events and exhibitions. 

o It is possible to value the recreational benefits of the SFM restoration using visitor 
numbers and estimates of expenditure on site and in the local economy. This 
supports jobs and Gross Value Added (GVA). 

o So called stated preference methods can also be used to elicit the value added of 
returning a heritage asset back into productive use and contributing to people’s 
recreation. 

o Revealed preference methods such as travel cost methods can be used to estimate 
the value of the SFM site for visitors considering distance and cost of a trip to visit 
SFM. 

• Civic engagement and empowerment: there have been a large number of volunteers 
engaged in different aspects of the restoration project. Volunteering has not only supported 
the development of the project, but it also provides private benefits to those who volunteer in 
terms of personal development and confidence, better networks and reduced social 
isolation, wellbeing, health and, in some cases, specific skills and employability (Economics, 
2020). 

o Volunteering is an important element of human capital accumulation which can be 
valued using a wage replacement methodology considering volunteering hours and 
wages.  

o It is also possible to estimate the wellbeing benefits of volunteering considering the 
subjective wellbeing of volunteers collected via surveys and using benefits transfer to 
estimate the wellbeing value of volunteering. 

• Pride: Qualitative evidence from resident and visitor surveys demonstrates that the 
restorations project has invoked a sense of pride amongst the local population. A market 
research study of SFM concluded: “The local pride in the Flaxmill Maltings was reiterated in 
our focus groups…There are powerful emotions at play here. There is a huge sense of civic 
pride that seems to connect people with past generations of the people of Shrewsbury.” 
(MHM 2020) 

• Knowledge and skills: there have been a number of learning opportunities around the 
importance of the heritage of the Flaxmill Maltings and heritage more broadly – this has 
been possible through exhibitions, Heritage Open Days, articles published and the 
Construction Training Activity Programme.  

• Education and qualifications: Throughout the construction phase Continuing Professional 
Development (CPD) opportunities have been delivered, training opportunities and work 
placements ensured that a wide range of people have developed their qualifications as a 
result of the project.  

o Typically, the returns to training are measured with respect to increases in wages 
and the probability of remaining in employment, though there are a range of other 
benefits typically listed under the category of the ‘wider benefits of training’ which 
relate to factors such as the individual’s well-being, the intrinsic rewards of learning, 
reduction in benefit uptake/dependency etc (Cambridge Econometrics et al 2013). 

• Creativity and Innovation: The scale and complexity of the site pushed HE and project 
partners to be innovative in terms of best practice conservation and sustainability which can 
be applied to future heritage projects.  

• Economic activity: Returning vacant floorspace into productive use has created new 
commercial floorspace able to accommodate employment in various use classes including 
offices, retail, and hospitality. The construction phase has generated construction jobs.  
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o Economic activity is valued using well established economic valuation methods 
including estimating employment and GVA based on floorspace estimates applied to 
employment densities for each use class and estimates of GVA per job by industry or 
occupation. 

• Incomes and expenditure: The redevelopment of the site has created incomes from the 
new construction jobs with indirect and induced impacts estimated in the local economy. 
Additionally, the new employment floorspace including the offices and visitor attraction will 
generate new incomes and expenditure in the local economy. 

o Incomes are typically measured in relation to jobs created. The indirect and induced 
impacts are estimated using local multipliers and expenditure data. 

• Competitive advantages: research demonstrates that distinctive places generate 
competitive advantages for local businesses. It is still too early to assess these in the case of 
SFM, but such outcomes are expected. 

• Assets and infrastructure: The deterioration of important historical buildings has been 
successfully halted. High-quality and award-winning conservation work (Diasphorus Prize, 
Georgian Society Awards 2022) has been delivered and as a result the Main Mill will be 
removed from the Heritage At Risk Register. 

• Wealth and financial premiums: Evidence demonstrates that the redevelopment of 
industrial heritage can result in property premiums.119 “There are housing developments 
happening now between the Flaxmill and Shrewsbury Town Centre, which are probably 
about 25 grand above the…. house price in the area.” (SFM Stakeholder interviews 2022).  

119 Mark van Duijn, Jan Rouwendal, and Richard Boersema, ‘Redevelopment of Industrial Heritage: Insights into External Effects on 
House Prices’, Regional Science and Urban Economics 57, no. C (2016): 91–107. 

o Using a benefits transfer method within an SFM catchment it is possible to use 
evidence from hedonic techniques to estimate a property price uplift as a result of the 
SFM restoration. 

• Adaptation: New public transport routes and cycle lanes have been introduced increasing 
connectivity to the Flaxmill Maltings site sustainably. 

• Mitigation: It is estimated that carbon was saved over the course of the restoration project, 
as a result of, implementing energy efficiency measures such as natural ventilation, ground 
source heat pump. In addition, the restoration of this building, as opposed to new 
construction, has resulted in a carbon emissions reductions including reduced waste, 
reduced use of materials and reduced transport emissions. 

o It is possible to value the carbon savings from the operational carbon and embodied 
carbon savings using estimates of the social cost of carbon applied to the SFM 
carbon models. 

6.6 Proto-typology 3: Implications and Future Research 

Tangible and intangible stocks or flows 

Three important issues arise that require further research outside the scope of this proto-typology: 

Intangible heritage -stocks or flows: Throsby suggests ‘intangible cultural capital comprises 
artworks which exist in their pure form as public goods, such as music and literature, and the stock 
of inherited traditions, values, beliefs and so on which constitute the ‘culture’ of a group…”.120 In this 
case intangible culture and heritage are defined as stocks. Elsewhere it has been suggested that 
‘the tangible can only be understood and interpreted through the intangible’.121

120 Throsby, ‘Cultural Capital’, 2003. 
121 Laurajane Smith and Emma Waterton, ‘The Envy of the World?’, Intangible Heritage, 2008, 289. 

 In an alternative 
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approach it is possible to argue that the intangible culture and heritage are flows of services from 
tangible assets. For example, oral traditions and expressions (intangible) are “used to pass on 
knowledge, cultural and social values and collective memory” (UNESCO) indicating a flow of 
services. Goodwin122 suggests that in fact intangible flows may be embodied or disembodied in 
tangible assets, indicating a definition that is diffuse and dynamic and context specific. From a 
valuation and accounting perspective it is important to clarify these distinctions within the CHC 
typology going forward. 

122 Goodwin, ‘Five Kinds of Capital: Useful Concepts for Sustainable Development’. 

The interdependence and interconnectivity of asset categories: A key limitation of stock 
categorisation and indeed of any typology or taxonomy– is, by assigning stocks to a specified 
category we underestimate the interdependence and interconnection between the assets. Arguably 
assets can fall into several broad categories, tangible and intangible e.g., a historic palace, may be 
a designated listed building as well as a visitor attraction, a local performance venue and can 
embody interpretations of oral traditions and traditional craftsmanship. Within the ambition of the 
CHC programme it will be necessary for future research to consider how to manage these 
interdependencies and interconnection in order to avoid double counting. 

Connectivity between capitals. Cultural capital assets give rise to multiple values. For example, a 
historic church building “may have a potential sale price as real estate, and a non-market value”.123 
In this case the historic church building, the value is generated from CHC but also from the physical 
capital. Similarly recent research regarding the connectivity between natural capital and CHC found: 
“Natural capital sites such as ancient woodland or mountain areas may have heritage value, and 
heritage sites will often be ‘bundled’ with natural capital such as parkland that is also valuable for 
ecosystem services such as cooling, pollination, or recreation. For some indigenous people, nature 
is in itself an inseparable part of culture. Ultimately, the classification of these assets as natural or 
cultural at the boundaries will be arbitrary, and perhaps does not matter as long as consistent 
criteria are applied to avoid double counting” 124. Capitals are in fact complex, dynamic, 
interconnected systems rather than static, single categories of asset. 

123 Throsby, ‘Cultural Capital’, 2003. 
124 Bakhshi, H., Coyle, D. and Lawton, R. (2023). Issues in Valuing Cultural and Heritage Capital in the National Accounts. [online] 
Available at: https://escoe-website.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/17110152/ESCoE-DP-2023-04-1.pdf [Accessed 31 
Jul. 2023]. 

Future research is needed to unpack the extent to which CHC as a system overlaps with and is 
accounted for in other capital systems, and thus what the marginal values of culture and heritage 
are and the extent to which double counting may occur at valuation and capital accounting stages of 
CHC. 

This is however not an issue that is unique to CHC. The UK Office for National Statistics “Beyond 
GDP” programme aims to capture flows of benefits from the wider range of capitals currently outside 
the production boundary of the national accounts in their inclusive capital stock and inclusive wealth 
accounting. While significant progress has been made incorporating human and additional natural 
capitals, it is acknowledged that further work is needed to understand any areas of double counting 
between human capital and the other capitals, particularly uncapitalised intangible assets such as 
training and organisational capital.125 The approach and outcomes of this research will be relevant 
to the CHC programme. 

125 Office for National Statistics (2022). Inclusive Income methodology - Office for National Statistics. [online] Ons.gov.uk. Available at: 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/economicoutputandproductivity/output/methodologies/inclusiveincomemethodology [Accessed 31 Jul. 
2023]. 

Best practice from ecosystem services literature demonstrates the complexity but also the viability 
of developing a classification system with a common architecture that can define categories that are 
mutually exclusive (i.e., non-overlapping) in order to avoid double counting (see National Ecosystem 
Services Classification System (NESCS))126. 

126 https://www.epa.gov/eco-research/national-ecosystem-services-classification-system-framework-design-and-policy 
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To address these issues transparency is likely to be crucial (what is included and what is not) as too 
is pragmatism. Determining where to draw the boundaries around assets will also depend on the 
context and require user judgement. … “transparency is needed on the challenges and 
opportunities recognised when managing and accounting for multiple capitals and potential tensions 
between capitals”.127

127 Coulson et al., ‘Exploring Metaphors of Capitals and the Framing of Multiple Capitals: Challenges and Opportunities For< IR>’. 

Future Research 

The flows of services from CHC are not automatic nor are they constant – they evolve. They are 
contingent upon the condition of the capital and how assets are managed. Resource management 
and maintenance is necessary to ensure that productive flows can be extracted from CHC and that 
can be sustained over time.128

128 Goodwin, ‘Five Kinds of Capital: Useful Concepts for Sustainable Development’. 

More research is needed to explore and articulate the unproductive flows of services that can 
emerge from CHC. For example, a heritage building in poor condition can be perceived to be 
unattractive (negative aesthetic services); can be perceived to be an uncomfortable or even hostile 
atmosphere (negative authenticity services) and may be underused/unused (unproductive capital 
services). These unproductive flows of services will emerge as disbenefits to people and local 
communities e.g. reducing footfall around the asset as a result of negative aesthetic services; 
reducing perceptions of safety and increasing anti-social behaviours around the asset (negative 
authenticity services) and loss of or opportunity costs of lost employment/residential/ community 
floorspace (unproductive capital services) which in turn negatively impact wellbeing. 
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7 Supporting Information - Mapping 

of cultural indicators 

7.1 Cultural services: Mapping of cultural indicators and instrumental outcomes 

Extensive research has been funded by DCMS and Arts Council England over the past two decades 
to propose outcome indicators of relevance to the evaluation of cultural investments. 

We developed this pre-existing research by extracting the cultural indicators and outcomes 
proposed in the literature and compiling into a single database. This database was then analysed 
using both qualitative researcher coding, and advanced analytical thematic techniques. The 
objective was to produce a synthesis list of cultural outcomes and indicators which could form the 
basis of the cultural services developed within the proto-typology. 

The sources from which cultural outcomes and indicators were extracted were129

129 Other studies were reviewed, but did not provide relevant outcome indicators, such as Cultural Vitality in Communities :Interpretation 

and Indicators Culture, Creativity, and Communities Program The Urban Institute, 2006 

: 

1. Mapping research on the social impact of the arts: what characterises the field? Lindstrom et al. 
(2021)130

130 S Lindstrom Sol et al., ‘Mapping Research on the Social Impact of the Arts: What Characterises the Field?’, Open Research Europe, 
2021, https://doi.org/10.12688/openreseurope.14147.2. 

2. Arts Council England Understanding the Value and Impacts of Cultural Experiences Carnwith 
and Brown. (2014)131

131 Carnwith and Brown, ‘Arts Council England Understanding the Value and Impacts of Cultural Experiences: A Literature Review’. 

3. Culture and Sport Evidence Program (CASE) A review of the Social Impacts of Culture and 
Sport, Taylor et al. (2015)132

132 Taylor et al., ‘A Review of the Social Impacts of Culture and Sport’. 

4. Cultural Development Network: Schema for measurable outcomes of cultural engagement, 
Dunphy et al. (2020)133

133 Dunphy et al., ‘Positing a Schema of Measurable Outcomes of Cultural Engagement’. 

5. National cultural indicators in New Zealand, Hong. (2014)134

134 Hong, ‘National Cultural Indicators in New Zealand’. 

6. The development of cultural indicators for Australia – policy-making in a federal system of 
government Tabrett. (2014)135

135 Leigh Tabrett, ‘The Development of Cultural Indicators for Australia – Policy-Making in a Federal System of Government’, Cultural 
Trends 23, no. 2 (3 April 2014): 82–92, https://doi.org/10.1080/09548963.2014.897449. 

7. ACE Value of Arts and Culture to People and Society Evidence Review.136

136 https://www.artscouncil.org.uk/sites/default/files/download-

file/The_value_of_arts_and_culture_to_people_and_society_an_evidence_review.pdf 

8. ACE Quality Metrics Final Report Quality Metrics National Test, Knell and Whitaker. (2016)137

137 https://www.artscouncil.org.uk/sites/default/files/download-file/QualityMetricsNationalTest_Report_Knell_Whitaker_2016_0.pdf 

9. National Endowment for the Arts Measuring Creative Placemaking Measuring Livability in the 
Station North Arts & Entertainment District, Treskon. (2015)138

138 https://www.arts.gov/sites/default/files/Research-Art-Works-Urban.pdf 

10. Measuring the Outcomes of Creative Placemaking, Stern. (2014)139

139 https://repository.upenn.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1000&context=siap_placemaking 
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11. Place-based Interventions: A Realist Informed Literature Review: Crimeen et al. (2017)140

140 A Crimeen et al., ‘Place-Based Interventions: A Realist Informed Literature Review’ (South Western Sydney Local Health District and 
UNSW Australia: Liverpool: Centre for Health Equity Training, Research and Evaluation (CHETRE), 2017), https://chetre.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/06/Place-based-Interventions-Literature-Review.pdf. 

12. Continuum: Animating Democracy Continuum of Impact: How do Arts & Culture make a 
difference? A guide to defining Social & Civic Outcomes & Indicators. (2017)141

141 https://www.americansforthearts.org/sites/default/files/Continuum%20Final_09.05.17_0.pdf 

Many of these studies had already undertaken mapping and grouping exercises applying qualitative 
research analysis, and this informed the initial set of services presented in the CHC proto-typologies 
at the first set of Delphi focus groups. We review some of the key findings below. 

Carnwith and Brown142 provide an overview by grouping individual impacts used by different 
researchers, especially Throsby143, Bakhshi and Throsby144, New Economics Foundation145, Brown 
and Novak-Leonard146, and Bunting and Knell.147

142 Carnwith and Brown, ‘Arts Council England Understanding the Value and Impacts of Cultural Experiences: A Literature Review’. 
143 David Throsby, Economics and Culture (Cambridge UK: Cambridge University Press, 2001). 
144 Hasan Bakhshi and David Throsby, ‘Culture of Innovation: An Economic Analysis of Innovation in Arts and Cultural Organisations’ 
(London, UK: Nesta, 2010), https://www.nesta.org.uk/sites/default/files/culture_of_innovation.pdf. 
145 New Economics Foundation, Measuring Value: A Guide to Social Return on Investment, 2nd ed. (London, UK: New Economics 
Foundation, 2008). 
146 Alan S. Brown and Jennifer L. Novak-Leonard, ‘Measuring the Intrinsic Impacts of Arts Attendance’, Cultural Trends 22, no. 3–4 
(2013): 223–33. 
147 Bunting and Knell, Measuring Quality in the Cultural Sector: The Manchester Metrics Pilot: Findings and Lessons Learned. 

 They provide useful mapping by demonstrating 
that indicators tend to align as follows: 

1. A grouping of indicators around engagement, energy and tension, concentration, captivation and 
absorption level. 

2. A grouping of indicators around personal resonance, emotional connection, empathy and 
inspiration. 

3. A grouping of indicators around learning and thinking, provocation, challenge and intellectual 
stimulation. 

4. A grouping of indicators around aesthetic growth, discovery, aesthetic validation and creative 
stimulation. 

5. A grouping of indicators around social connectedness, sense of belonging, shared experience, 
social bridging and social bonding. 

Carnwith and Brown also summarise the work of Everett and Barrett who identified several recurring 
themes in participants’ narrative reflections.148

148 Michele C. Everett and Margaret S. Barrett, ‘Benefits Visitors Derive from Sustained Engagement with a Single Museum’, Curator: The 
Museum Journal 54, no. 4 (2011): 431–46. 

 These themes reinforce the constructs used in the 
quantitative studies relying on the notions of cognitive, emotional, social, aesthetic and, moreover, 
add several important dimensions to the understanding of the impacts of cultural experiences, 
including: 

6. Themes related to self-awareness and gaining an expanded worldview. 

7. Themes related to well-being, aspects of which are fulfilment, respite, catharsis, restoration, and 
escapism. 

8. Benefits arising from self-expression (which may be subsumed in other constructs/themes). 

In a similar vein, Dunphy and colleagues, propose a ‘schema of measurable cultural outcomes of 
cultural engagement developed through literature analysis and an iterative Delphi-style stakeholder 
consultation.149

149 Dunphy et al., ‘Positing a Schema of Measurable Outcomes of Cultural Engagement’. 

 These include: 

• Creativity stimulated. 
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• Aesthetic enrichment experienced. 

• Knowledge, ideas or insight gained. 

• Diversity of cultural expression appreciated. 

• Sense of belonging to cultural heritage deepened. 

These are just selective examples but what should be apparent is that these accounts emphasise 
cultural outcomes, rather than social or economic impacts. This is indicative of the fact that, as 
noted by Crossick and Kaszynska150 ‘research on the effects and impacts of the arts is fragmented 
and fractured, something reflected in the dichotomies that underpin the debate and often distort it’.  

150 Crossick and Kaszynska, ‘Understanding the Value of Arts & Culture. The AHRC Cultural Value Project’. 

This includes the dichotomy of intrinsic and instrumental. The prominence of culture-focus outcomes 
reflected above may indicate a reaction against a period when many arts organisations (in particular 
in the UK and Australia) attempted to demonstrate their effects using the language of other policy 
areas. This includes economic and social impacts.151

151 Belfiore and Bennett, ‘The Social Impact of the Arts’. 

The polarisation is not helpful. While it is important that the sort of outcomes that are appreciated 
from within the arts and culture practice are reflected in the articulations of value, these effects are 
increasingly seen as overlapping with other agendas, e.g., climate justice (see for instance the 
Investment Principles from ACE). It is also important to appreciate that the sector has a wide range 
of social, economic and environmental impacts, even though creating those may not be the key 
motivation for creative practitioners – see for instance ‘A review of the Social Impacts of Culture and 
Sport’ prepared for DCMS by Taylor et al.152

152 Taylor et al., ‘A Review of the Social Impacts of Culture and Sport’. 

In a cultural heritage place-based perspective, Crimeen at al.153 perform an extensive literature 
review and find that the social determinants of health addressed by the place-based interventions 
reviewed were grouped into five broad classifications of: Economic Stability; Education; Social and 
Community Context; Health and Health Care. 

153 Crimeen et al., ‘Place-Based Interventions: A Realist Informed Literature Review’. 

This classification system provides a helpful grouping 
system for multiple social determinants of health, based on the social determinants of health and 
sub-categories addressed most frequently in the literature:

1. Social and Community Context - Social Cohesion. 

2. Education - Early Childhood Education and Development. 

3. Neighbourhood and Built Environment - Access to Foods that Support Healthy Eating Patterns. 

4. Neighbourhood and Built Environment - Environmental Conditions. 

5. Economic Stability – Employment. 

There have also been prior work mapping taxonomies of cultural and heritage assets (as distinct 
from typologies, taxonomies relate to the specific assets that make up CHC stocks154). While this is 
outside of the scope of the current proto-typology work, it does provide a useful resource for our 
selection of examples and case studies. Appendix 4 provides detailed tables of pre-existing 
taxonomies of cultural and heritage assets.  

154 In this literature review we present taxonomies of culture and heritage already exist. However, this is at a level of detail beyond what 
can be usefully covered in a proto-typology, which needs to set out a consistent theoretical approach and typological structure, before 
defining the taxonomy of individual assets. 

7.2 Manual coding of cultural indicators 

We produced the initial mapping done through our own manual coding. This pulls together cultural 
outcomes and indicators from a range of sources (see below) and groups them into categories 

 



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Draft Report 64 
 
 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for 
Market Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

 

(constructed by the research team). The lists below each are full, but duplicates removed. The input 
data is based on the list of paper above.

Further research is ongoing to apply thematic analysis to this list, to produce a condensed synthesis 
for the final proto-typology.
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Table 4 Cultural outcome indicators gathered from the literature: Grouped by qualitative researchers 

Aesthetic 
Experience/ 

Recreation 

Civic 
Engagement/
Pride of Place 

Community 
cohesion 

Creativity 
Outcomes 

Economic/Fin
ancial 

Outcomes 

Educational 
Outcomes 

Environment
al Awareness 

Health/Wellbe
ing 

Personal 
Emotional 

Development 

Research & 
Development 

Social 
interactions/n

etworks 

Absorption level Citizenship Access Aesthetic 
enrichment and 

creative 
activation 

Employment 
outcomes 

Challenge Environment Ageing 
population 

‘soft outcomes’ 
and socio 
cognitive  

development 

Analysis Access to 
beneficial 

networks and 
other resources 

increased. 

Aesthetic 
enrichment 

experienced. 

Civic 
engagement 

Cohesion Artists Individual 
economic 
wellbeing 
increased 

Concentration Motivation for 
environmental 
stewardship 
increased 

Health benefits Agency and 
voice enabled. 

Assessment Bonding and 
bridging social 

capital 

Aesthetic growth Civic 
participation 

Community spirit Creative and 
cultural 

industries 

Investment, 
assets, and 
resources 

Educational 
attainment 

Natural world 
valued 

Mental health Attitudes Evidence Bonding social 
capital 

Aesthetic 
validation 

Civic trust 
inspired. 

Crime Creative 
stimulation 

Local economy 
supported 

Educational 
benefits such as 

better 
attendance & 

attainment 

Understanding 
of ecological 

issues increased 

Quality of life Concept Measurement Bridging social 
capital 

Captivation Civil renewal Deters anti-
social behaviour 

Increased 
cultural capacity 

National 
economy 

Employment-
enhancing skill 
development 

facilitated. 

 Subjective well-
being 

Confidence and 
enhanced self 

esteem 

 Enhanced social 
capital/complian

ce with social 
norms and 

expectations 

Captivation Democratic 
development 

Development of 
pro-social 
behaviour 

  Expanded 
worldview 

  Development  Enhanced social 
ties and 
networks 

Captivation 
(flow, awe, 
absorption, 

concentration) 

Distinctiveness Displacement 
and diversion 

  Human Capital   Discovery  Enhances social 
networks 

Challenge Engagement Diversity   Improved 
attitudes toward 

school 

  Empathy  Increased social 
interaction 

Emotional affect 
and meaning 

Equity Diversity of 
cultural 

expression 
appreciated. 

  Improved skills 
development – 

listening, 
communication 

  Empowerment  Shared 
experience 
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Aesthetic 
Experience/ 

Recreation 

Civic 
Engagement/
Pride of Place 

Community 
cohesion 

Creativity 
Outcomes 

Economic/Fin
ancial 

Outcomes 

Educational 
Outcomes 

Environment
al Awareness 

Health/Wellbe
ing 

Personal 
Emotional 

Development 

Research & 
Development 

Social 
interactions/n

etworks 

and team 
working 

Emotional 
connection 

Local impact Greater trust 
and reciprocity 

  Increased social 
interaction 
between 
parents, 

teachers and 
pupils 

  Energy and 
tension 

 Social bonding 

Energy and 
tension 

Participation Increased level 
of volunteering 

  Intellectual 
stimulation 

  Engagement  Social change 

Memory of event Positive sense 
of place (built 
and/or natural 
environment) 

enhanced 

Inclusion   Knowledge, 
ideas and 

insights gained. 

  Enhanced self-
esteem, self-

efficacy, 
confidence 

 Social 
connectedness 

Personal 
resonance 

Sense of 
belonging to a 
shared cultural 

heritage 
deepened. 

Positive effects 
– brings people 

of different 
backgrounds 

together 

  Learning and 
critical reflection 

  Enhancement  Social effects 

Physiological 
response (heart 

rate, skin 
conductance) 

Sense of civic 
pride enhanced. 

Reduced 
antisocial 

behaviour and 
increased pro-

social behaviour 

  Learning and 
thinking 

  Enthusiasm  Social outcomes 

Pre-cognitive 
response 
(arousal) 

Social equality Reductions in 
crime 

  Professional 
practice 

capability 
enhanced. 

  Excellence   

Spiritual uplift Social inclusion 
and 

citizenship 

Sense of safety 
and security 
supported. 

  School 
curriculum 

  Feeling valued 
experienced 

  

  Sense of social 
belonging 

  Skill 
enhancement 

  Greater 
attentiveness, 
motivation and 
engagement 

  

  Social 
connectedness 

enhanced 

     Identity   
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Aesthetic 
Experience/ 

Recreation 

Civic 
Engagement/
Pride of Place 

Community 
cohesion 

Creativity 
Outcomes 

Economic/Fin
ancial 

Outcomes 

Educational 
Outcomes 

Environment
al Awareness 

Health/Wellbe
ing 

Personal 
Emotional 

Development 

Research & 
Development 

Social 
interactions/n

etworks 

  Social 
differences 

bridged. 

     Improved mood, 
affect & feelings 

of happiness 

  

        Increased 
capacity for 

empathy 

  

        Inspiration   

        Personal 
Development 
skills sense of 
Achievement 

  

        Presentation   

        Provocation   

        Resilience   

        Skills 
development, 
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7.3 Thematic analysis of cultural indicators 

We used a Python pipeline and Natural Language Processing libraries to automatically group the 
values into related subsets by meaning. 

The first step was to use a pre-trained deep learning model called Universal Sentence Encoder that 
encodes short pieces of text into fixed-length vector representations called embeddings. These 
embeddings capture the semantic meaning of the values, considering both the word-level and 
sentence-level context, so that similar values sit near each other in the resulting multidimensional 
space. From here we were able to use hierarchical clustering, which iteratively merges the most 
similar values into groups based on a defined distance metric, until a hierarchy of clusters is formed. 

In this instance we produced three tiers of clustering so that we had insight into the smaller more 
specific clusters (civic participation or engagement for example) as well as the broader themes in 
which those groups sit (in that case values around civic engagement or social cohesion or 
community spirit). 

There are a couple of key limitations with a fully automated approach, primarily that it lacks context, 
so given a value Development for instance it does not know if this refers to personal development, 
civic development or political development, all of which also occurred within the dataset. Secondly 
and similarly, the embeddings are more accurate with longer values than single word ones, where 
there is more context that can be inferred.  

This is particularly visible when we can see multiple values from a single project all sitting within a 
single group (such as Discovery, Challenge and Provocation from Carnwith and Brown155). We can 
see they are distinct values but evidently the themes highlighted in this project, and the lack of 
explanatory context to them, mean the algorithm sees them as more similar to each other than to 
any of the values from other projects. 

155 Carnwith and Brown, ‘Arts Council England Understanding the Value and Impacts of Cultural Experiences: A Literature Review’. 

For these reasons it’s important to follow up the automatic analysis with a manual stage, where we 
can apply human insight to revise and also name the clusters.  
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8 Supporting Information - Results: 

Interviews with academics 
In-depth hour-long interviews were run with 14 academic experts throughout February and March 
2023 to understand how they consider the CHC framework. This drew on the audiences identified 
during the Inception Phase, refined with DCMS to finalise a list of contacts to approach.  

This reflected the existing connections of the DCMS team, our research team, and wider networks 
as well as desk research to identify key academics,  

• Including Professor Doug Noonan (O'Neill School at IUPUI) who is Editor in Chief of the 
Journal of Cultural Economics.  

• Professor Trine Bille (Copenhagen Business School) who is President, Association for 
Cultural Economics International.

• Professor May Cassar (UCL Institute for Sustainable Heritage) who is a leading expert in 
heritage science and heritage value.  

• Professor Hugh Brown (University of Leeds) who is Lecturer in Cultural and Creative 
Industries.  

Cultural economist and Lecturer in Cultural and Creative Industries, among other academics of 
national and international repute. A snowball approach was also applied, where at the end of each 
interview we asked for recommendations on who else we should be contacting. 

The interview methodology followed a semi-structured interview protocol, with consistent questions 
across all 14 interviews, but with the option to diverge from these to dig into specific areas where      
different interviewees had their particular expertise. The final list of interviewees is listed in Appendix 
5. The interview schedule is provided in Appendix 6: 

The 13 interviews with leading academics in cultural economics, heritage science, environmental 
economics and sociology provide a unique evidence base for testing the level of consensus and 
disagreement around the key definitions that sit behind the CHC framework and the proto-typologies 
developed in this study.  

The table is based on matrix: 

• 13 academics as columns 

• Key terms below as rows.  

• Qual evidence of how each academic defines these key terms in each cell. 

• This would provide useful evidence of the different definitions given by each academic. I 
could then pull out a summary of consensus and differences in the report. 

The interviews discussed the concepts of stocks and flows within the context of cultural capital, 
natural capital and heritage as assets from an economic standpoint.  

There was overarching agreement on the definition of stocks of flows, where stocks refer to the 
capital or resources such as cultural institutions, heritage sites, or even human capital, while flows 
refer to the services or benefits that emanate from these stocks, such as employment opportunities, 
economic growth, cultural value and well-being enhancements.  

The interviews also explored the complexities of valuing such stocks and flows, especially 
considering the tangible and intangible natures of cultural and heritage assets.  
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Economists interviewed argued for the necessity of incorporating cultural value, which extends 
beyond mere monetary value. Ultimately, the interviews suggested the need for developing a 
typology to define, categorize, and measure the flows of benefits from cultural capital, while 
acknowledging the challenges in doing so.  

The discussion also touched on the idea of considering both tangible and intangible aspects of 
cultural and heritage assets.  

A key idea mentioned repeatedly is the notion of comprehensive wealth or inclusive wealth, which 
requires considering different forms of capital including natural and cultural. It's argued that these 
kinds of capitals have unique forms of value (termed as cultural value) and generate unique kinds of 
services and benefits that can be distinct from traditional economic assets. There was also 
emphasis on the idea of 'cultural value', which stands outside monetary value and can't be easily 
represented in monetary units. 

Cultural services were linked closely with the notion of cultural capital and are framed within an 
economic perspective. These services are generally defined as the benefits or outcomes generated 
by cultural or heritage assets or stocks. They are the link between these assets and the tangible or 
intangible benefits they provide to individuals or societies.  

In the discussion, these were compared and contrasted with ecosystem services which encompass 
the services provided by natural capital. Trine Bille noted that cultural services can include those 
provided by institutions like museums, art galleries, theatres, and such, but also go beyond that to 
include more intangible aspects like community connectedness, education, empowerment, and well-
being, to name a few. 

David Throsby emphasized the difference between services and benefits. While services could be 
seen as the actions or processes delivered by an asset, benefits often refer to the direct or indirect 
outcomes experienced by humans from those services. 

Several potential challenges in defining and quantifying cultural services were highlighted in the 
interviews. One major challenge is the possible overlap and difficulty in separating out different 
types of cultural services, as they could fall into more than one category. The interviews also 
recognized the need for more work in this area, particularly in linking cultural services to specific 
changes in cultural capital or assets and then to the associated economic or welfare benefits. 

It was noted overall that the conceptual framing and understanding of cultural services is still a 
developing area, requiring more research and conceptual refinement to fully understand its 
dynamics and impacts. These observations suggest that the value and impact of cultural services 
are multifaceted, and capturing their full scope goes beyond typical economic or market-based 
measures. 
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9 Supporting Information - Results: 

Delphi-style focus group sessions 

with academics 

The intention of the Delphi-style focus groups was to speak to academics and practitioners from a 
wide range of disciplines and sectors to understand areas of agreement and disagreement in regard 
to some potential proto-typology models proposed by the research team. We share the proposal 
from the project to seek critical input which will help shape the final typology.  

The session began with a discussion on the concept of Cultural and Heritage Capital (CHC) as a 
way of quantifying the value of tangible and intangible cultural and heritage ‘assets’ and reflections 
on the benefits and drawbacks of the approach. 

The session moved into a presentation of the team’s emerging proto-typology, its key points and the 
rationale for the approach it embodies. 

This was followed by a group session in which we asked: 

• What are your initial reactions to this approach? 

• What is it missing? What are the most problematic aspects and dimensions?  

Respondents are given the opportunity to make suggested edits to the proto-typology with an 
interactive session with other members of the focus group.156

156 The session was recorded by Ipsos, who are an independent research agency who work to the Market Research Society code of 

conduct as well as data protection law so your participation will be both confidential and anonymous. Attendees were informed that the 
recording and transcript will only be shared with members of the direct project team and not with DCMS or the wider public. Any quotes 
taken from the transcript will be ascribed to the speaker. All attendees will be credited in the final report, unless choosing to opt out. 

The Delphi sessions took place in three stages: 

• The first two Delphi focus groups were designed to test the initial draft versions of the proto-
typologies.  

• A policy-maker session was scheduled for May 2023 to run the interim findings past policy-
makers from DCMS, Defra and other teams.  

• A final focus group was scheduled for May 2023 to allow the team has had time to fully 
incorporate comments from the first two Delphi sessions and DCMS comments, including 
attendees of the previous two groups. The third Delphi session presented an updated 
version of the two proto-typologies, alongside worked examples to both.157

157 Focus group discussion guide provided in Appendix 3. Focus group outputs including researcher notes and ‘sticky note’ Mural session 

outputs provided on request. 

9.1 Proto-typology 1 

For Proto-typology 1, the lack of a typology for intangible assets was acknowledged as a gap that 
needs to be addressed. Some participants suggested starting with a simpler approach and others 
felt that the natural capital ecosystem services approach made sense, but that it was important to 
identify differences/similarities with natural capital. Proto-typology 1 was seen as a better fit for 
heritage assets than cultural assets. There were suggestions to explore mapping from educational 
economics. 

 



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Report 72 
 
 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for 
Market Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

 

We saw from focus group transcripts and Mural sticky notes that opinions about Proto-typology 1 
evolved across the three Delphi sessions. Here is a summary of the changes and shifts observed: 

Overarching comments: 

• In Delphi Session 1, there was acknowledgment that the proto-typology is an important gap 
that needs to be addressed, but there were concerns about the missing stock and flow of 
CHC capital within the table. 

• In Delphi Session 2, there was a suggestion to provide examples to increase buy-in and 
make the table more relevant. 

• In Delphi Session 3, there were comments about the approach being too physical-capital-
centric and lacking reflection of the services resulting from the application of human capital 
to physical assets. 

Functions: 

• In Delphi Session 1, there were suggestions to replace functions with dimensions and 
provide more examples to increase clarity. 

• In Delphi Session 2, dimensions were suggested to be cultural, environmental, and social, 
and there was a request to include health & wellbeing as a function. 

• In Delphi Session 3, there were concerns about the approach being too physical-capital-
centric and not reflecting the application of human capital to physical assets. 

Services: 

• In Delphi Session 1, there were requests to add mechanisms, explore political services, 
commercial services, technical/technological change, and environmental dimensions of 
recreation. 

• In Delphi Session 2, there were suggestions to avoid assuming the services are mutually 
exclusive and requests to include escapism, peace & solace, and fun in the services. 

• In Delphi Session 3, the theoretical dimensions were not clear, and there were concerns 
about the overlaps and categorization of different services. 

Benefits: 

• In Delphi Session 2, there were requests to include more disbenefits services and concerns 
about the distinction between "benefits" and "wellbeing." 

• In Delphi Session 3, concerns were raised about double-counting, confusion, and ambiguity 
in capturing concepts in the benefits categories. There were suggestions to include 
community development and costs. 

Dimensions: 

• In Delphi Session 1, there were questions about the definition of dimensions and requests 
for more nuance. 

• In Delphi Session 2, there was a suggestion to include an educational dimension and 
remarks about the overlapping nature of the dimensions. 

Key capitals interrelations: 

• In Delphi Session 2, there were comments about not understanding the relevance of this 
column, and this was removed in subsequent iterations. 
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Wellbeing impacts: 

• In Delphi Session 1, there were requests to consider collective dimensions, productivity, and 
other forms of pollution in the wellbeing impacts. 

• In Delphi Session 2, there were suggestions to combine the wellbeing and benefits columns, 
include disbenefits, and provide more details on access to goods and the ability to help 
others. 

Overall, across the three Delphi sessions, the opinions varied regarding the completeness, clarity, 
relevance, and inclusiveness of the proto-typology under different headings, which were responded 
through improvements and additions to improve the focus of service categorizations. 

9.2 Proto-typology 2 

Across the three Delphi sessions, it was recognised that Proto-typology 2 needed for clearer 
examples to convey the relevance and applicability of the typology, which was provided in the final 
Delphi session. In the earlier Delphi sessions, some participants found the typology to be 
incomplete compared to Proto-typology 11, suggesting that it needs to be refined and simplified for 
practical use.  

Concerns were raised about the description and language in the functions column, calling for more 
precise definitions and clarity. It was felt that there was a need for differentiation between individual 
and societal outcomes, as well as the inclusion of inter-generational benefits.  

Participants appreciated the focus on disbenefits and suggested their inclusion in both tables for a 
more comprehensive assessment. Suggestions were made to include economic outcomes and 
consider the differentiation between impacts and benefits, including the analysis of disbenefits and 
negative effects. The consideration of diverse aspects such as health, diversity, and productivity 
was recommended in the relevant sections. 

Participants noted the challenge of articulating counterfactuals and the need to address the long-
term value and future outcomes in the framework. The presence of overlap and cross-row 
relationships in TEV valuation and indicators was acknowledged, calling for clarification and removal 
of the TEV header. 

We saw from focus group transcripts and Mural sticky notes that opinions about Proto-typology 2 
evolved across the three Delphi sessions. Here is a summary of the changes and shifts observed: 

General Overarching Comments:

• In Delphi Session 1, participants found the proto-typology more relevant to experiencing art 
and culture but less readily applicable from the perspective of SCBA. They also noted the 
mixture of Systems Analysis and Programme Logic in the typology. 

• In Delphi Session 2, participants expressed the need for specific examples to understand 
and apply the typology. They believed that rewording and simplifying the typology would 
make it more accessible to non-academics. Some participants mentioned the strength of 
including "orienting" and "generative" functions in the table, which they felt were less 
represented in Table 1. 

• In Delphi Session 3, participants discussed the challenge of articulating the counterfactual, 
especially in terms of valuing cultural capital. They also questioned the presentist nature of 
the framework and suggested including future value, practice/rehearsal, and technical 
innovation in the functions and services. 

Functions: 

• Delphi Session 1: Participants raised questions about the source of the functions and 
suggested adding a social function related to empowering society, diversity, political 
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elements, and citizenship. They also mentioned the possibility of an economic function 
related to employment and productivity. 

• Delphi Session 2: Some participants questioned the inclusion of functions in the table, 
seeing them as more academic and less applicable. They found the "orienting" function to be 
overly instrumental and the "generative" function too vague. The link between the "hedonic" 
function and marketing theory was noted. Participants suggested dividing functions and 
services into different levels of action, with functions being more relevant for long-term 
strategy and services for practical discussions with actors on the ground. 

• Delphi Session 3: Participants discussed the future value of cultural heritage, the need for 
clearer descriptions of functions, and the importance of recognizing diverse and normative 
cultural practices. The inclusion of practice/rehearsal and technical innovation functions was 
suggested, and the value of process and outputs/outcomes in cultural practices was 
emphasized. 

Services: 

• Delphi Session 1: Participants identified gaps in the services, specifically mentioning the 
absence of political, economic, and technical functions. 

• Delphi Session 2: Participants felt that the services in the typology were too broad and 
suggested different ways of clustering them. They also highlighted the need to further 
unpack the "shared meanings" aspect of heritage and suggested adding "enhanced 
socialization" to the orienting services and "lifelong learning" to the generative services. 

Outcomes: 

• Delphi Session 1: Participants questioned how the outcomes in the typology were different 
from benefits and suggested second and third-order effects as important considerations. 
They also emphasized the need to differentiate individual and societal outcomes and to 
include inter-generational benefits. 

• Delphi Session 2: The placement of health outcomes and the need to recognize diversity in 
the orienting outcomes were discussed. 

(Dis)Benefits/Impacts on Wellbeing: 

• Delphi Session 1: Participants questioned whether economics and productivity should be 
considered impacts or functions and raised the importance of acknowledging disbenefits. 
They also highlighted the propagandistic nature of cultural heritage services. 

• Delphi Session 2: Participants appreciated the focus on disbenefits and mentioned the need 
to recognize them in Table 1. They also highlighted the opportunity to advance the literature 
and knowledge of the impact of culture through the typology. 

TEV Valuation/Indicators: 

• Delphi Session 2: Participants suggested removing "TEV" from the header, arguing that it 
would be challenging to imagine row-specific TEV for each asset or bit of capital. The 
challenge of conceiving credible alternatives for valuation, particularly in relation to identity 
and orientation, was also mentioned. 

Overall, the feedback across the Delphi sessions reflects a desire for more clarity, simplicity, and 
practical applicability in the proto-typology. Participants raised questions about specific aspects of 
the typology, suggested the inclusion of missing elements, and emphasized the importance of 
considering diverse perspectives and outcomes in cultural analysis.  
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10 Appendices 

10.1 Appendix 1 – Additional information for Proto-typology 1 

The Figure below identifies the key macro categories of cultural assets, distinguishing between 
tangible, intangible assets and cultural landscapes. This is a non-exclusive categorisation, based on 
a top-level grouping of more detailed taxonomies, as listed in Appendix 4. 

Figure 6 Categorisation of CHC assets by tangible, intangible and 
cultural landscape asset types 

Each category of CHC assets will cover different functions and will give rise to different flows of 
services and benefits to humankind. Such benefits (and the associated values) will depend on the 
categories of beneficiaries and the type of property rights (whether the CHC asset is a public, 
private or club good). 

Proto-typology 1 also merges in categories of cultural significance from heritage conservation 
practice and the protections provided therein are based on considerations relating to the services 
provided by the culture and heritage. There is an evidence base within culture and heritage 
conservation literature of the observed importance of different dimensions of these broad service 
categories (see Heritage Counts, Heritage and Economy/Society/ Environment). These can be 
described as the multiple flows that contribute to the broad CHC services.158

158 Sources: Adapted from Murray 2022 in turn: Conservation principles 2008; Burra Charter 2013; Gov of Ireland; Murray 2016; Heritage 

Counts; NHLE; Arias-Arévalo et. al., 2017; Coscieme 2015 

• Aesthetic; historical; evidential and communal dimensions.159

159 These are broken down into a further ten sub-categories: Artistic, Artless Beauty, Design, Sublime (Aesthetic), Commemorative / 

Symbolic, Social, Spiritual (Communal), Natural, Cultural (Evidential), Associational, Illustrative (Historical) (Historic England, 
Conservation Principles 2008). 

• Archaeological, Architectural, Artistic, Cultural, Historic, Scientific, Social and Technical160

160 Section 52 of the Irish Planning and Development Act 2000-2010 
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‘Cultural significance means aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present or 
future generation161

161 Burra Charter Art. 1.2 

Authenticity services flowing from a CHC asset’s history, tradition, represent memories, and 
symbolic value. 
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10.2 Appendix 2 – Additional Information: Proto-typology 2 

Figure 7 The CHC system as perceived from the culturalist perspective 

Rather than importing externally existing categorisations, the starting point for this diagram is CHC 
understood as a socio-cultural, living system. The diagram represents the CHC system as 
continuous and circular.

This means fundamentally two things:  

• There is a link between cultural values, intangible culture and tangible culture (represented 
by the blue circle standing for the CHC stock). Tangible culture (e.g., a historic building) is 
likely to give raise to intangible culture (e.g., stories inspired by historic buildings) and this 
in turn is likely to impact cultural values (the norms and expectations held by people), 
these cultural values will in turn shape what forms of tangible culture are built and 
preserved and what forms of intangible culture are created. The process is thus circular.

• By foregrounding cultural values, the diagram highlights the importance of accounting for 
value for different stakeholders and that the question of inclusion - representation and 
participation - remains central in this framework.   

• The flows from the CHC stock - cultural services - are produced through relationships with 
other forms of capital, thus the production of welfare changes is continuous across the 
system, rather than siloed in individual capitals. The services - to be articulated through 
future research - are here grouped under the function types of: regulating, supporting and 
provisioning. The function types can be thought of as modes through which CHC produces 
and delivers welfare gains (or losses). These welfare changes and (dis)benefits are 
‘valued’ (through economic valuation and outcomes and process evaluations) for the 
purposes of decision-making concerning CHC.

• By foregrounding the relational character in which cultural services produce welfare gains 
and losses, the diagram stresses the need to think of the value of CHC services in 
continuous: systemic and non-siloed ways. 
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Methodological development of Proto-typology 2: Clustering of outcomes based on the indicators 
mapping exercise 

Proto-typology 2 builds on these assumptions through a two-pronged methodological approach: a) 
working from the basis of the culturalist literature and the practices in the cultural sector and b) 
economic terminology and analysis. 

To summarise, methodologically, the following steps have been taken: 

• Reviewed the principles of how the taxonomies of ecosystem services are constructed, to 
identify plausible building blocks (hence, the proposal adapts the categories of provisioning, 
regulating, and supporting functions to articulate CHC services). 

• Reviewed the language used in the arts and humanities and cultural studies literature and 
identified key constructs used to describe the value of arts participation, cultural engagement 
and heritage appreciation. These were used as prompts in the first two Delphi sessions to 
draw attention to what might be considered the uniquely cultural dimensions. 

• Reviewed outcome indicators used in the cultural sector in order to identify those categories 
that may carry most meaning to the practitioners, thus welfare dimensions starting from the 
understanding of value in the cultural sector have been identified. (This bearing in mind 
‘policy attachment’ - namely that the language used in the evaluation reports is likely to 
reflect the expectations of funders and policy makers regarding what outcomes they want to 
see in terms of other instrumental functions that are high on their agenda).  

• Mapped the cluster categories of welfare gains and loses onto the function types and tested 
how these two anchor points can support the formulation of services in the example of 
Glastonbury Festival of Contemporary Performing Arts.  
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Figure 7 Clustering of outcomes (based on the indicators mapping 
exercise) 
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For the background information and a methodological note see Supporting Information: Mapping of cultural 
indicators for the methodological explanation  
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Table 5 Worked example counterfactual comparison between Glastonbury Festival of Performing Arts and a 
standard commercial festival, using Proto-typology 2 

Function Function type 
description (on an 

individual level) 

Function type 
description (on a 

social level) 

Case study description 
of services 

Benefits Counterfactual festival 

Regulating  
 General 

characterisation: 
 

 Regulate Individual 
behaviour and 

collective action in 
socio-cultural 

systems 
 

 -Regulating 
services also have 

intermediary 
impacts on the 
functioning of 

society, enabling 
creative processes, 

and maintaining 
civil society 

Promoting self-
reflection, 

reflectiveness 
(with regard to 

others) and 
reflexiveness (with 

regard to social 
structures); 

criticality but also 
more grounded 
understanding 

Enabling people to 
see their place in 

society, and 
responsibilities 

towards others; to 
appreciate the 

diversity of 
cultural 

expression and to 
cultivate a sense 
of understanding 
of tradition (better 
understanding of 

norms and values) 

Connection to solstice, 
Glastonbury Tor 

Attachment; Authenticity; 
Continuation of 

historical/social/cultural 
connection through present and 

onto future generations 

No attachment to 
historical/cultural/ecological 

elements: 
Predominantly/exclusively 
recreational, commercial & 

creative motivations 

Connection to 
accumulated history and 
identity of Glastonbury 

festivals 

 

Connection to lineage of 
festivals since 1970s 

 

Embodying principles 
hippy counterculture, 

punk ethos, rave scene, 
traveller community, 

ecological consciousness 

 

Connection to nature  

Non-urban, non-capitalist, 
meditative experience 

  

Supporting social 
interactions, socialisation, 

reduced isolation 

Communal/Institutional/Civil 
Society: Social Cohesion, Trust, 

Higher level of 
policing/security/CCTV=lack of 

trust 
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Function Function type 
description (on an 

individual level) 

Function type 
description (on a 

social level) 

Case study description 
of services 

Benefits Counterfactual festival 

Regulating pro social 
behaviour through 'nudge' 

messaging (leave no 
trace, attitudes to 'othered' 
groups in society, cultural 

relativism and 
perspectives) 

Pride, Social networks, Inclusion, 
Identity, Volunteering 

No/limited pro-social messaging: 
messaging mostly commercial 

Lack of state policing, 
opportunity to experiment 

with substances, 
alternative lifestyles 

 

Cultural exchange: Mixing 
of people from across 
regional, cultural, age, 

and national boundaries 

 

*-Political service: E.g., 
Dalai lama, political 
speakers, charity 

sponsorships, information 
videos between 
performances 

 -Comedians reflect on 
society, questioning 

whether norms, leading to 
change in 

mindsets/mentalities 

 

Supportive 
 

 General 
characterisation: 
Combine with the 

key capitals to 
support the 

Triggering 
curiosity, 

stimulating 
creativity and 
imagination; 

giving raise to 
empathy; 

enhancing 

 

*-Supporting (enabling) 
breadth and depth of 

performing arts 
performances; 

 -Enabling cross 
fertilisation of ideas from 

different genres and 
collaboration 

Inspiration; Knowledge & Skills; 
Personal development; Creative 

Networking 

Limited scope of popular music 
leads to less exposure to 

different genres and performing 
arts forms for audience, and less 

cross-fertilisation of ideas for 
performers 
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Function Function type 
description (on an 

individual level) 

Function type 
description (on a 

social level) 

Case study description 
of services 

Benefits Counterfactual festival 

production of other 
effects 

subjective 
wellbeing and 

health 

Educational outcomes 
(e.g., political, 
environmental 

consciousness) 

Civic education has less 
priority/public exposure 

Individual and collective 
inspiration can lead to 

future creative and artistic 
development, an 

important long-term 
contribution to 

provisioning services 

 

Spiritual element of the 
festival, providing a site of 

spiritual worship for 
various different belief 

systems. 

No spiritual element 

Provisioning 
 

 General 
characterisation: 
Produce creative 

outputs and 
outcomes for final 
consumption by 
households or 
intermediate 

consumption. 

Providing 
enjoyment, 

entertainment, fun, 
aesthetic 

experiences, 
recreation; 

communicating 
and generating 

ideas 

New forms of 
artistic expression 

produced; new 
products; leading 
to new forms of 
knowledge and 

practice; 
innovation 

Provisioning of monetary 
income for artists 

Economic growth, Productivity 

Potentially higher financial 
reimbursement in commercial 

festival, artists often play 
Glastonbury for lower fees in 
return for pro-social non-use 

elements 

Monetary income for 
festival organisers 

Employment land  

Monetary income for 
ancillary food drink and 

leisure services 
Housing  

Wider regional economy, 
to land values, and to the 

Exchequer. 
Community and public spaces  
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Function Function type 
description (on an 

individual level) 

Function type 
description (on a 

social level) 

Case study description 
of services 

Benefits Counterfactual festival 

Opportunity to perform for 
an audience could be 

seen as a form of 
provisioning for artists 

 
Glastonbury provides more 
stages for unknown/up and 

coming acts 

Recreation/enjoyment 

Productivity 
 Patents 

 R&D investment 
 New technology/ techniques/ 

methods 

Comparable 

Innovation and creativity  

Educational economics  

Aesthetic quality, through 
the visual design 

elements and enjoyment 
of its amenity value, 

through the attractiveness 
of the festival site set 

within the natural setting. 

Recreation/leisure/ Visitation; 
Enjoyment; Pride; Identity; 

Consumption; Price premiums; 
perceptions of safety 

Less thought put into aesthetic 
qualities of festival site 
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10.3 Appendix 3 – Additional Information: Proto-typology 3 

Broad asset categories for Proto-typology 3 

Table 6 Broad asset categories for Proto-typology 3 

BROAD ASSET 
CATEGORY  

ASSET TYPE  SOURCE/ DATASET 

Intangible Heritage Oral traditions and 
expressions 

UNESCO (2003). Sixth session of the Intergovernmental 
Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural 
Heritage. [online] Available at: 
https://ich.unesco.org/doc/src/15164-EN.pdf 
  

Performing arts 

Social practices, rituals and 
festive events  

Knowledge and practices 
concerning nature and the 
universe 

Traditional craftsmanship 

World Heritage Sites   World Heritage Sites   UNESCO and National Heritage List for England (Historic 
England)  

Historic Environment: built 
historic environment  

Listed Buildings (nationally 
designated assets)  

National Heritage List for England (Historic England): Listed 
Buildings  

Locally Listed buildings Local Lists; Historic Environment Records 

Traditionally constructed 
buildings 

Valuation Office Agency; Ordnance Survey 

Plaques   Open Plaques  

Historic Environment: 
landscapes and 
archaeology  

Scheduled Monuments 
(designated assets)  

National Heritage List for England (Historic England): Scheduled 
Monuments  

Registered Parks and 
Gardens (designated 
assets)  

National Heritage List for England (Historic England): Registered 
Parks and Gardens  

Registered Battlefields 
(designated assets)  

National Heritage List for England (Historic England): Registered 
Battlefields; Points of Interest Data  

Protected Wreck Sites 
(designated assets)  

National Heritage List for England (Historic England): Protected 
Wreck Sites; Points of Interest Data  

Conservation Areas 
(designated assets)  

INSPIRE; Historic England; Local Authorities 

Ancient Woodland 
(designated assets)  

DEFRA, Magic database  

Traditional Orchards  Natural England  Magic database  

Country Parks  Natural England Magic database  

Reserves  Natural England Magic database  

National Parks  DEFRA Magic database  

Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty  

DEFRA Magic database  

Zoological gardens British Zoos; UK Wildlife Parks, Safari Parks and Zoos 

Common Land  DEFRA Magic database  

Coastal Archaeology Coastal and Intertidal Zone Archaeological Network; Archaeology 

data service Magic database  

https://ich.unesco.org/doc/src/15164-EN.pdf
https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/
https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/what-is-designation/local/local-designations/
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/technical-advice/information-management/hers/
https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/
https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/
https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/
https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/
https://use-land-property-data.service.gov.uk/datasets/llc
https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx
https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx
https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx
https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx
https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx
https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx
https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx
https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx
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Collections and moveable 
heritage  

Public Libraries  Points of Interest Data, ACE designated collections, ACE Capital 
Survey, ACE Creative People and Places  

Other Libraries  Points of Interest Data. ACE designated collections, ACE Capital 
Survey, ACE Creative People and Places, Community Archives  

Museums  Points of Interest Data, ACE designated collections, ACE Capital 
Survey, ACE Creative People and Places, Birkbeck University The 
Mapping Museum research project, National Trust, Community 
Archives  

Art Galleries   Points of Interest Data, ACE Capital Survey, ACE Creative 
People and Places  

Private Art Collections   Royal Collection  

Public Record Offices  Public Record Offices   

Archives  The National Archive (including Accredited Archives), ACE 
Creative People and Places, ACE designated collections  

Natural collections and 
repositories   

The National Plant Collection; The Millennium Seedbank  

Heritage Railways  Heritage Railway Association, Visit England, web search  

Maritime Craft and objects Archaeology Data Service 

Community Archives  Community Archives  

Designated Collections   ACE designated collections  

Performance and 
Performance Venues  

Combined Arts (discipline)   ACE capital survey, ACE creative people and places, Community 
Archives  

Dance (discipline)   Points of Interest Data, ACE capital survey, ACE creative people 
and places  

Literature (discipline)   ACE capital survey, ACE creative people and places, Community 
Archives  

Music (discipline)   Points of interest data, ACE capital survey, ACE creative people 
and places, Community Archives  

Theatre (discipline)   Points of interest data, ACE capital survey, ACE creative people 
and places, Community Archives  

Visual Arts (discipline)   ACE capital survey, ACE creative people and places, Community 
Archives  

Multi-use arts and culture 
space (venue)  

 ACE capital survey, ACE creative people and places  

Arts Centres (venue)   ACE capital survey, ACE creative people and places  

Theatres (venue)   Points of Interest Data, ACE capital survey, ACE creative people 
and places, Community Archives, National Trust  

Cinemas (venue)   Points of Interest Data, ACE capital survey  

Art Galleries (venue)   Points of Interest Data, ACE Capital Survey, ACE Creative 
People and Places  

Museums (venue)   Points of Interest Data, ACE designated collections, ACE Capital 
Survey, ACE Creative People and Places, Birkbeck University 
study, National Trust, Community Archives  

Halls and Community 
Centres (venue)  

ACE capital survey, ACE creative people and places  

Festivals  N/A  

Heritage Attractions 
 

Abbeys and Churches  English Heritage; Visit England; National Trust; Points of Interest 
Data, NHLE; CofE 

Castles and Forts  English Heritage; Visit England; National Trust; Points of Interest 
Data, NHLE 

Houses, Palaces and 
Gardens  

English Heritage; Visit England; National Trust; Points of Interest 
Data; Historic Houses, NHLE 

Archaeological Sites  English Heritage; Visit England; National Trust; Points of Interest 
Data  

Museums   Points of Interest Data, ACE designated collections, ACE Capital 
Survey, ACE Creative People and Places, Birkbeck University 
study, National Trust, Community Archives  



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Report 86 
 
 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for 
Market Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

 

Art Galleries   Points of Interest Data, ACE Capital Survey, ACE Creative 
People and Places  

Digital Assets    

Digital collections and 
archives for engagement 
and research (historic 
environment)  

Historic Environment 
Records  

Heritage Gateway  

National Heritage List for 
England  

National Heritage List for England (Historic England)  

Archaeology Data Service  Archaeology Data Service  

Digital collections and 
archives for engagement 
and research (collections 
and moveable heritage)  

Online Museum 
Collections  

DCMS   

The National Archive  The National Archive  

Public Record Offices 
(digital archives)  

Public Record Offices   

Art UK  Art UK  

National Plant Collection  Plant Heritage   

Historic Mapping  Cambridge University Digital Library, Bodleian  

Community Archives 
(digital archives)  

Community Archives and Heritage Group  

British Library  British Library, National Archives  

Digital collections and 
archives for engagement 
and research (performance 
and performance venues)  

BBC Archives  BBC  

Royal Opera House  Royal Opera House  

National Theatre  The National Theatre  

British Film Institute 
Archives  

British Film Institute  

Formal guidance used to identify ‘cultural significance’ in the heritage sector 

The Burra Charter162 sets an international standard of practice for those who provide advice, make 
decisions about, or undertake works to places of cultural significance, including owners, managers, 
and custodians. Within the Burra Charter “cultural significance means aesthetic, historic, scientific, 
social, or spiritual value for past, present or future generations. Cultural significance is embodied in 
the place itself, its fabric, setting, use, associations, meanings, records, related places and related 
objects”.  

162 ICOMOS Australia, ‘The Australia ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance (the Burra Charter): 
Guidelines to the Burra Charter : Cultural Significance and Conservation Policy.’ 

UNESCO’s guidelines on the implementation of the world heritage convention requires an 
assessment of Outstanding Universal Value for nominated sites which must meet set criteria 
including: “must bear a unique or at least exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition or to a 
civilization which is living or which has disappeared”; and/or “must be directly or tangibly associated 
with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of 
outstanding universal significance”.163 A property must also meet conditions of integrity and/or 
authenticity. These criteria arguably require an assessment and articulation of the service flows of 
culture and heritage. 

163 UNESCO, 2021 Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention WHC.21/01 31 July 

Similarly, the Conservation Principles state that “the degree of significance determines what, if any, 
protection, including statutory designation, is appropriate under law and policy”.164

164 Historic England (2008). Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance. [online] Available at: https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/conservation-principles-sustainable-management-historic-
environment/conservationprinciplespoliciesandguidanceapril08web/. 

  Significance is 
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determined by “the range of inter-related heritage values that may be attached to a place. The high-
level values range from evidential, which is dependent on the inherited fabric of the place, through 
historical and aesthetic, to communal values which derive from people’s identification with the 
place.” 165

165 Historic England (2008). Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance. [online] Available at: https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/conservation-principles-sustainable-management-historic-
environment/conservationprinciplespoliciesandguidanceapril08web/. 

The word value is used extensively within national and international guidance on cultural 
significance, however there is no explicit definition of what is meant by value. The Burra Charter 
suggests “The term cultural significance is synonymous with cultural heritage significance and 
cultural heritage value”. Value in this context is different to value in an economic context. 

Cultural significance can be seen to describe the flow of productive services unique to and 
embedded within the culture and heritage assets. The Burra Charter  acknowledges that cultural 
significance is subjective and is not unanimous across entire populations: “Places may have a range 
of values for different individuals or groups”. 

Review of Benefits (Disbenefits) from CHC 

• Enjoyment and recreation: these benefits are captured through evidence on visits, 
participation, ticketing and tourism in general. For example, the Department for Culture, 
Media and Sport’s (DCMS’) flagship survey, The Participation Survey, demonstrates that 
culture and heritage are important part of recreational activities in England with 42% of 
adults who took a holiday in England saying they visited museums, galleries, heritage or 
cultural sites or events while on holiday.166

166 DCMS (2022). Participation Survey 2021–22 annual report. [online] GOV.UK. Available at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/participation-survey-2021-22-annual-report [Accessed 31 Jul. 2023].  

• Civic engagement and empowerment: These benefits arise as people actively engage 
with culture and heritage including through volunteering, donating, campaigning, 
membership, practicing amongst other key areas. Research by Bennett and Parameshwaran 
(2013), based on Understanding Society longitudinal survey data, found that attending 
cultural or sports events was the largest predictor of civic engagement.167 Similarly, research 
by Historic England (2015) found that more than a third of adults (38%) in England say they 
have taken action to protect a historic place by signing a petition, joining a membership 
group, fundraising/donating for local heritage or attending a public meeting.168

167 Bennett, M., Parameshwaran, M. (2013), What factors predict volunteering amongst youths in the UK, Briefing paper 102, Third Sector 
Research Centre Briefing Series 
168 Historic England (2015) ‘Press release: New Evidence Shows Surge in Enthusiasm for Heritage’. Available at: www.historicengland. 
org.uk/whats-new/news/enthusiasm-for-heritage-surges. (Accessed 20.03.23) 

• Personal identity, inclusion and belonging: Culture and heritage can improve personal 
wellbeing, by helping us understand our past, our individual identity and help us connect with 
the places where we live. Higher sense of belonging is linked to better self and community 
identification, higher community cohesion, and satisfaction with the place one lives. A 
qualitative evaluation of the ‘young musicians for heritage’ project based in Manchester and 
South Cheshire, reported improvements in participants’ emotional awareness, self-esteem 
and perceived sense of belonging within a group.169

169 Ornette Clennon & Carola Boehm (2014) Young Musicians for Heritage Project: can a music-based heritage project have a positive 
effect on well-being?, Music Education Research, 16:3, 307-329, DOI: 10.1080/14613808.2014.909395 

• Social cohesion: Cultural heritage as a physical resource can play a critical role for 
community cohesion, collective action and in shaping human health and societal wellbeing 
(.170

170 Historic England, 2020, Heritage and Society, Heritage Counts 

 Festivals centred around culture and heritage can improve social networks, social 
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cohesion, social capital, by giving people a reason to socialise, unite around shared ethnic, 
linguistic, historical and cultural bonds171 and experience other cultures/traditions172. 

171 Whitford, Michelle and Ruhanen, Lisa (2013). Indigenous festivals and community development: a socio-cultural analysis of an 
Australian Indigenous festival. Event Management 17 (1) 49-62. https://doi.org/10.3727/152599513X13623342048149 
172 Jepson, Allan & Clarke, Alan. (2015). Exploring Community Festivals and Events. 10.4324/9781315776569. 

• Pride: Culture and heritage are an important source of civic pride as measured and captured 
in several qualitative studies e.g., the DCMS Taking Part Survey (various years)173, the 
Public First survey174 . For example, a YouGov survey of 1,731 adults found that 66% agree 
with the statement that ‘Historic buildings are a source of pride in the local area where I live’ 
(175. 

173 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/taking-part-survey 
174 Public First (2022) ‘Heritage and civic pride: voices from levelling up country’. Available at: https://www.publicfirst.co.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2022/05/Public-First-_-Historic-England.pdf (Accessed: 23.02.23) 
175 YouGov, (2018) ‘Quality of Places Survey Results’. Available at: https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/research/quality-of-places-
pdf/ (Accessed: 23.02.23) 

• Place attachment: Culture and heritage contribute to the development of emotional 
attachment to, and further care for, places. Historic visitor attractions in particular contribute 
to the perceived authenticity of tourism destinations176 177 while authenticity has a significant 
positive impact on one’s levels of satisfaction with a place178. Increased levels of attachment 
to a place and its community are associated with higher wellbeing179 . 

176 Jiang, Y., Ramkissoon, H., Mavondo, F. and Feng, S. (2017). Authenticity: The Link Between Destination Image and Place 
Attachment. [online] ResearchGate. Available at: 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/303026574_Authenticity_The_Link_Between_Destination_Image_and_Place_Attachment 
[Accessed 31 Jul. 2023]. 
177 Ram, Y., Björk, P. and Weidenfeld, A. (2016). Authenticity and place attachment of major visitor attractions. Tourism Management, 
[online] 52, pp.110–122. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2015.06.010. 
178 Wu, D., Shen, C., Wang, E., Hou, Y. and Yang, J. (2019). Impact of the Perceived Authenticity of Heritage Sites on Subjective Well-
Being: A Study of the Mediating Role of Place Attachment and Satisfaction. [online] 11(21), pp.6148–6148. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.3390/su11216148. 
179 Curtis, S., Congdon, P., Atkinson, S., Corcoran, R., MaGuire, R. and Peasgood, T. (2020). Adverse conditions for wellbeing at the 
neighbourhood scale in England: potential and challenges for operationalising indicators relevant to wellbeing in and of places. Wellbeing, 
Space and Society, p.100009. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wss.2020.100009. 

• Cognitive and mental health: Results from over 3000 studies identified a major role for the 
arts in the prevention of ill health, promotion of health, and management and treatment of 
illness across the lifespan. The beneficial impact of the arts could be furthered through 
acknowledging and acting on the growing evidence base; promoting arts engagement at the 
individual, local and national levels; and supporting cross-sectoral collaboration180

180 Fancourt, D., Steptoe, A. and Cadar, D. (2019). Community engagement and dementia risk: time-to-event analyses from a national 
cohort study. Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health, 74(1), pp.71–77. doi:https://doi.org/10.1136/jech-2019-213029. 

• Physical health: A study by Lakey et al. (2017) found a positive association between arts 
participation and higher physical health, mental health, life satisfaction and self-efficacy 
scores181. 

181 Lakey J, Smith N, Oskala A, McManus S., (2017). Culture, sport and wellbeing: findings from the Understanding Society adult survey. 
London: NatCen Social Research. Available at: 
www.artscouncil.org.uk/sites/default/files/downloadfile/Culture%20sport%20and%20wellbeing_ad ults.pdf (Accessed 9.02.23). 

• Trust: A scoping review of evidence on the community wellbeing impacts of historic places 
and assets found evidence that trust is a beneficial outcome of engaging with cultural 
heritage found in a number of studies182. For example, Froggett et al, 2011183 saw increased 
trust following interventions targeted at disadvantaged groups in six museums and galleries 
in the Northwest of England. Fukuyama (1995) suggested that low trust countries have a 
lower overall economic performance than high trust countries184

182 Pennington A, Watkins M, Bagnall A-M, South J, Corcoran R (2018) ‘A systematic review of evidence on the impacts of joint decision-
making on community wellbeing’. London: What Works Centre for Wellbeing. Available at: FINAL - Joint Decision-making SR technical 
report 31-09-18_.pdf (lsbu.ac.uk). 
(Accessed 12.05.23) 
183 Froggett, L., Farrier, A., Konstantina Poursanidou and Hacking, S. (2011). Who Cares? Museums, Health and Well-being. [online] 
ResearchGate. Available at: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/264541260_Who_Cares_Museums_Health_and_Well-being 
[Accessed 31 Jul. 2023]. 
184 Fukuyama, FrancIs, 1995, Trust: the social virtues and the creation of prosperity. (Hamlsh Hamilton. London) 

. He argues in particular that 

 

https://www.publicfirst.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/Public-First-_-Historic-England.pdf
https://www.publicfirst.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/Public-First-_-Historic-England.pdf
http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/sites/default/files/downloadfile/Culture%20sport%20and%20wellbeing_ad
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fundamental differences in cultural, institutional and religious heritage lead individuals in 
some societies are more naturally led to trust each other than members of other societies, 
due to.

• Social networks, Isolation: Culture and heritage can reduce isolation and counteract 
loneliness at all ages (185;186. A systematic review assessing the relationship between non-
clinical music and singing interventions with subjective wellbeing published between 1996 
and 2016 found there is a particularly strong case to support participatory music and singing 
programmes which can help to maintain wellbeing and prevent isolation, depression and 
mental ill health in older adult age groups . 187

185 All-Party Parliamentary Group (2017). Creative Health: The Arts for Health and Wellbeing Second Edition. [online] Available at: 
https://www.culturehealthandwellbeing.org.uk/appg-inquiry/Publications/Creative_Health_Inquiry_Report_2017_-_Second_Edition.pdf. 
186 Everill, P., Bennett, R. and Burnell, K., 2020. Dig in: an evaluation of the role of archaeological fieldwork for the improved wellbeing of 
military veterans. Antiquity, 94(373), pp.212-227. Available at: https://doi.org/10.15184/aqy.2019.85 (Accessed 19.05.23) 
187 Daykin, N., Tomlinson, A., Meads, C., Mansfield, L., Payne, A., Grigsby, L., Jack, D., Giorgia D'innocenzo, L., Burnett, A., Kay, T., 
Dolan, P., Testoni, S. and Victor, C. (2016). Culture, Sport and Wellbeing Evidence Programme: Social Diversity and Context Matters 
music, singing and wellbeing A systematic review of the wellbeing outcomes of music and singing in adults and the processes by which 
wellbeing outcomes are achieved. in healthy adults. [online] Available at: https://whatworkswellbeing.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/1-
systematic-review-healthy-adult-music-singing-wellbeing-nov2016final.pdf. 

• Collective identity: Research by Lewicka (2005) found that investment in place-making and 
place identity through maintaining historic neighbourhoods can support a common sense of 
identity and local pride. Keeping memories alive and sharing memories of places where 
people live in has a strong relationship with developing strong place identity and place 
attachment .188

188 Lewicka, M. (2005) ‘Ways to make people active: The role of place attachment, cultural capital, and neighborhood ties’, Journal of 
Environmental Psychology, 25:4, pp. 381–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2005.10.004 (Accessed 12.05.23) 

• Knowledge and skills: Cultural education can enhance aspiration and ambition, develop 
communication and team working skills, strengthen creative and critical thinking skills, and 
build discipline and confidence in young people. Participation in structured arts activities can 
increase cognitive abilities by 17% .189

189 https://www.culturallearningalliance.org.uk/evidence/key-research-findings-the-case-for-cultural-
learning/#:~:text=Participation%20in%20structured%20arts%20activities,to%20do%20better%20in%20school. 

• Education and qualification: Learning through arts and culture can improve attainment in 
Maths and English. Children who take part in arts activities in the home during their early 
years are ahead in reading and maths at age nine. Learning through arts and culture 
develops skills and behaviour that lead children to do better in school190). 

190 The Case for Cultural Learning Key Research Findings. (n.d.). Available at: https://culturallearningalliance.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2017/08/CLA-key-findings-2017.pdf. 

• Creativity and Innovation: Culture and heritage assets stimulate people’s creativity 
(Coscieme 2015)191. As a driver of innovation, creativity is a source of productivity increases 
and local economic development 192. 

191 Coscieme, L. (2015). Cultural ecosystem services: The inspirational value of ecosystems in popular music. Ecosystem Services, 
[online] 16(C), pp.121–124. Available at: https://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/ecoser/v16y2015icp121-124.html [Accessed 31 Jul. 2023]. 
192 Capello, R., Cerisola, S. and Perucca, G., 2020. Cultural heritage, creativity, and local development: A scientific research program. 
Regeneration of the built environment from a circular economy perspective, pp.11-19. 

• Capability and personal development: Engaging with art can be potentially transformative, 
as encourages us to consider the welfare and good of other people, enhancing both our 
moral compass and self-knowledge193 194(. 

193 Nussbaum, M. (1990). Love’s knowledge: Essays on philosophy and literature. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
194 Koopman, E. and Hakemulder, F. (2015). Effects of Literature on Empathy and Self-Reflection: A Theoretical-Empirical Framework. 
[online] ResearchGate. Available at: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273632922_Effects_of_Literature_on_Empathy_and_Self-
Reflection_A_Theoretical-Empirical_Framework [Accessed 31 Jul. 2023]. 
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• Economic activity: The cultural sector contributed £32.3 billion to the UK economy in 2018, 
an increase of 21.9% in real terms since 2010195. The creative industries contributed £111.7 
billion to the UK economy in 2018, an increase of 43.2% in real terms since 2010. . 

195 DCMS (2020). UK’s Creative Industries contributes almost £13 million to the UK economy every hour. [online] GOV.UK. Available at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uks-creative-industries-contributes-almost-13-million-to-the-uk-economy-every-hour [Accessed 31 
Jul. 2023]. 

• Incomes and expenditure: The average heritage worker produced £71,000 of Gross Value 
Added (GVA) per year 196

196 CEBR (2020). The heritage sector in England and its impact on the economy An updated report for Historic England. [online] Available 
at: https://historicengland.org.uk/content/heritage-counts/pub/2020/heritage-sector-in-england-and-its-impact-on-the-economy-2020/. 

• Competitive advantages: the distinctiveness of heritage makes places special and fosters 
a place identity which in turn attracts businesses and people to place. The adaptive reuse of 
heritage can be a source of regional regeneration and competitive advantage197 . 

197 Gustafsson, C. 2019. Conservation 3.0 – Cultural Heritage as a Driver for Regional Growth. Ricerca Scientifica e Tecnologie 
dell'Informazione 1: 21–32. 

• Productivity: Recent research commissioned by the DCMS found that evidence on the 
drivers of productivity within Arts, Heritage and Museum sectors is quite sparse198 (, . Some 
evidence exists, e.g., Boix-Domenech and Soler-Marco (2017) found that, when controlling 
for multiple determinants of productivity, a doubling in the proportion of the workforce 
employed in the creative industries within a region was associated with a 4% increase in 
aggregate labour productivity199. 

198 Frontier Economics (2020). PRODUCTIVITY AND THE ARTS, HERITAGE AND MUSEUMS SECTORS A report for DCMS. [online] 
Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/918258/Productivity_and_the_Arts_Her
itage_and_Museum_Sectors.pdf. 
199 Boix-Domenech, R., & Soler-Marco, V. (2017). Creative Service Industries and Regional Productivity. Papers in Regional Science, 96, 
261-279. https://doi.org/10.1111/pirs.12187 

• Assets and infrastructure: The UK has the oldest housing stock in Europe (EU28) with 
over 21% of all homes in England are today over a century old and over 48% of all retail 
stock and 33% of our offices were built before 1919200. Evidence demonstrates that there are 
unrealised opportunities for new businesses in underused or vacant heritage assets. 688 
mills that are vacant or underutilised that offer repurposing potential. Cumulatively, these 
mills offer circa 2.3 million sqm of vacant floor space. If all of the vacant mills across the 
North were to be brought forward for residential use, it is estimated they could accommodate 
in the order of 42,000 homes201

200 Oriel Prizeman, Whitman, C. and Lacey-Barnacle, M. (2016). Correlating maintenance, energy efficiency and fuel poverty for 
traditional buildings in the UK. [online] ResearchGate. Available at: 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/312070346_Correlating_maintenance_energy_efficiency_and_fuel_poverty_for_traditional_build
ings_in_the_UK [Accessed 31 Jul. 2023]. 
201 Cushman Wakefield (2021). Driving Northern Growth Through Repurposing Historic Mills | Historic England. [online] 
Historicengland.org.uk. Available at: https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/driving-northern-growth-repurposing-mills/ 
[Accessed 31 Jul. 2023]. 

• Wealth and financial premiums: A survey of estate agents found that 82% stated that 
original features added to a property’s value and 72% felt that original features helped 
ensure a quicker sale202 () 

202 English Heritage, 2009, Heritage at Risk Conservation areas  https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/Conservation_Areas_at_Risk/caar-booklet-acc 

• Adaptation ·Climate Change Adaptation in Human Systems aims to minimise the adverse 
consequences of actual or expected climate change and maximise the opportunities it 
presents. Both these aspects of adaptation are correlated to the core competencies and 
considerations of cultural heritage . 203

203 Markham, A., Brabec, E., Burke, S. and Wilson, H. (2019). The Future of Our Pasts: Engaging cultural heritage in climate action - 
outline of climate change and... [online] ResearchGate. Available at: 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/337900960_The_Future_of_Our_Pasts_Engaging_cultural_heritage_in_climate_action_-
_outline_of_climate_change_and_cultural_heritage [Accessed 31 Jul. 2023]. 

The adaptation of historic buildings, for example, has 
been evidenced to reduce other negative environmental impacts such as waste production, 
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resource depletion, water pollution, land-take, erosion and health impacts. (Historic England, 
2020). 

• Mitigation: Cultural heritage with its embedded intangible and tangible values intersects 
both directly and indirectly with the Paris Agreement’s Decarbonisation imperative to mitigate 
Greenhouse Gas emissions (Markham 2019). For example, Heritage features can mitigate 
climate change by reducing the release of carbon into the atmosphere through traditional 
regenerative farming methods. This includes reduced depth tillage, reduced frequency 
tillage, direct drilling, arable reversion and peatland restoration. Such methods also reduce 
emissions through the reduced need for intensive agricultural operations. 

• Resilience: Cultural heritage is both impacted by climate change and a source of resilience 
for communities (Markham,2019). Resilience can be seen a reactive, persistent adaptation 
and planned, anticipatory adaptation of culture and heritage through regeneration of [cultural 
and] heritage values following degradation or destruction from climate change effects 204(For 
example, well maintained buildings and landscapes are more resilient to frequent and 
intense rain events (Markham,2019). 

204 Seekamp, E., Fatorić, S. and McCreary, A. (2020). Historic preservation priorities for climate adaptation. Ocean & Coastal 
Management, 191, p.105180. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2020.105180. 

The benefits (disbenefits) of CHC can be measured using quantitative and qualitative research 
methods and valued using economic valuation techniques. 

Table 7 Proto-typology 3: Flows of services, core descriptors 

 

 

 

Descriptions of 
stock 
characteristics 
from which the 
services may 
arise  

Aesthetic 
services 

Authenticity 
services 

Inspirational 
services 

Institutional 
services 

Educational 
services 

Capital 
services 

Ecosystem 
services 

Distinctive Identity Artistic Collective 
memories  

Knowledge Floorspace Provisioning 

Image/Brand Historic Creative Communal/ 
Shared 

Skills  Infrastructure Regulating 

Beauty Inheritance/ 
tradition 

Experimental Connecting Innovation Competitive 
advantages 

Supporting 

Architectural Experience Experiential Collective Capability 
and personal 
development 

Incomes 
 

Symbolic Rooting; 
Grounding 

Innovation Commemorat
ive 

 
  

Harmonious/ 
Congruent 

Reflection; 
Rememberin
g 

Design; 
Masterpiece 

Communicati
on/ Joint 
Language 

   

Appeal/ 
Attractivenes
s 

Meaningful Illustrative Power  
  

Architectural Unique; 
Iconic 

Spiritual Bridging 
   

 
Atmosphere; 
Feeling 

Curating Supporting 
   

 Nostalgia      

Sources: Adapted from Conservation principles 2007; Burra Charter 2013; Murray 2016; Heritage Counts 
(various years); NHLE 

 



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Report 92 
 
 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for 
Market Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

 

Proto-typology 3: Worked Example: The case of Shrewsbury Flaxmill Maltings: Detailed background 
information 

The story of SFM starts over 225 years ago, in 1796, with the development of state-of-the-art 
steam-powered flax mill, processing flax into linen yarn and thread. The historical context of the site 
demonstrates the tangible and intangible heritage of the site captured in terms of the development 
of the site, the ‘knowledge and practices’ on site, the importance of the ‘traditional craftsmanship’ 
and the rich oral histories the have shaped the local landscape.  

A state-of-the-art flax mill (Source: Shrewsbury Flaxmill Maltings; Dick 2015) 

Ditherington Flax Mill (now Shrewsbury Flaxmill Maltings) was designed by Charles 
Bage. Its cast-iron construction was its most important feature as it was the world’s 
first completely iron-framed building. The internal frame of the mill was made entirely 
from cast iron using a complete iron frame as opposed to only using iron columns, a 
novel construction technique for the time.  

The frame was made up of three rows of cast iron columns and cast-iron beams 
extended between them. Brick arches were built between the beams to form the floors 
and wrought iron tie rods prevented these arches from springing apart. It was also 
huge. The main mill had five floors including an attic and had a working area of 2,880 
square metres. 

Fires were a common problem at mills at the time due to the timber frames that they 
were constructed with and Bage’s design effectively overcame much of the problem. 
Bage later went on to design further fireproof buildings and experiment with the 
structural properties of cast iron.  

As well as creating a fireproof structure, the strength that iron gave to the Main Mill 
was the leap needed to allow buildings to be built taller.  

Now described as the grandparent of the modern skyscraper, the Main Mill is the first 
known multi-storey cast iron-framed building in the world. 



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Report 93 
 
 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for 
Market Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

 

The new state of the art mill quickly became an important part of Shrewsbury’s physical, economic 
and social landscape. Research of Census data for Shrewsbury between 1841 and 1881 shows the 
mill was one of Shrewsbury's largest employers, with an estimated 800-strong flax mill workforce in 
1861, comprising of women (37%), children under 16 (36%) and men (24% of workers) (Rink, 
2021).  

“It is fascinating to see what the census records tell us about the lives of the people that worked in 
the Flaxmill Maltings. We find it hard to believe that young children were employed in industry. What 
will our descendants think about us when the records of the 2021 census are released in 100 
years?” Roger Belham, census engagement manager for Shropshire in Rink (2021). 

The business thrived, developed, and survived for nearly 90 years. However, as cheaper textiles 
such as cotton came to dominate the textile industry with their cheaper production processes and 
new technologies, the linen industry went into decline (Dolan 2015). In 1886 the flax mill businesses 
closed, nearly 100 years after the purpose-built mill buildings were developed.  

The closure of SFM prompted the disposal of the mills contents and property including building and 
land (Giles et al 2015). However, the initial sale plans failed to find a purchaser for the mill, albeit the 
machinery, sundries and adjoining land were sold. The site stood empty for over a decade. 

In 1897, SFM got a new lease of life as a malting business. Significant investment went into 
converting, adapting and expanding the buildings to meet the needs of the new industrial uses. The 
Kiln Building was then added to the site along with other structures. In 1933, 35 years after the 
business was established the maltings business went bankrupt and went into administration.  

The site went into a period of under use and decline. In the war years, the site was used as a 
barracks, for storage, and accommodation for soldiers. There is little documented evidence about 
the site during this period (Shrewsbury Flaxmill Maltings, 2021). The malting was vacated by the 
military less than a fortnight after VE day (Giles et al 2015). 

In the post war years malting resumed at the site and new investments including the installation of 
electric lighting and construction of new silos. Nevertheless, the traditional floor malting operations 
and ageing technologies at the mill came under increasing challenge from modern factories with 
their new business models of structurally consolidated breweries and new technologies (Giles et al, 
2015).  In 1987 the malting business ceased, leaving the future of the site uncertain. 

In the years following the closure of the malting, a series of proposals and schemes came forward: 
Shrewsbury and Atcham Borough Council considered purchasing the site for offices but did not 
proceed; three successive developers put forward schemes for conversion and regeneration, but 
each scheme foundered (Giles et al, 2015).  As these development schemes failed the urgent need 
to arrest the deterioration of the site (which was in itself impeding the viability of the site) was 
identified. English Heritage (now Historic England and English Heritage Trust) funded urgent works 
to secure the site and make buildings weatherproof.  

In 2005, the then owners of the site went into liquidation and English Heritage acquired the freehold 
site with the support of Advantage West Midlands, as owners of last resort. In the years that 
followed a Masterplan and design proposals were developed alongside a regeneration plan for the 
area. In 2010 planning permission and listed building consent for the main buildings was granted by 
Shropshire Council.  The mill building was opened to local people with huge public support 
expressed for the proposals for the buildings’ future.  

There was a growing group of volunteers keen to assist with the formation of the conservation plans 
stimulating interest in the site and enthusiasm in the local community gaining media coverage (Giles 
et al, 2015).  The volunteers formed the friends of the flaxmill maltings, which became a registered 
charity, with a programme of events keeping the plans for the site alive despite challenging financial 
conditions and funding environment.  

In 2013 funding from the Heritage Fund (previously the Heritage Lottery Fund) was granted 
alongside grants from English Heritage and the ERDF. Development on site began in 2015.  
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The story of Shrewsbury Flaxmill Maltings is told in an exhibition of the site “The Mill” created by 
Historic England and exhibition consultants Mather & Co. 

The SFM site is made up of eight listed buildings; to date 4 of the 8 listed buildings have been 
restored. 

Figure 8 Shrewsbury Flaxmill Maltings: Detailed site information 

Table 8 Shrewsbury Flaxmill Maltings: Detailed historic listing 
information 

Designation   

Name   

Also known as   Designated 
Heritage 
Grade   

Built   Current Status – project stage   

Spinning Mill   Main Mill   I   1797   Restored - 2022 

Cross Building   Cross Mill   I   1803 
(destroyed by 
fire), rebuilt 
1812   

Partial repairs carried out - No current 
timescale for major restoration.  

Flax Warehouse   Warehouse   I   1810   Major repairs required - - No current 
timescale for restoration   

Apprentice House   Apprentice 
House   

II*   c. 1810   Major repairs required - - No current 
timescale for restoration.  

Dye House & 
Stove House   

Dye & Stove 
House   

II*   1850   Major repairs required - - No current 
timescale for restoration.  

Maltings Kiln   Kiln   II   1898   Restored - 2022 

Smithy or 
Workshop and 
Office   

Smithy   II   1804   Restored - 2015 



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Report 95 
 
 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for 
Market Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

 

Designation   

Name   

Also known as   Designated 
Heritage 
Grade   

Built   Current Status – project stage   

Stables and 
remains of Packing 
Warehouse   

Stables   II   1804   Restored - 2015.  

10.4 Appendix 4 – Typologies of cultural and heritage assets 

In this section we set out some of the taxonomies cultural sites which would be relevant for future 
development of a comprehensive taxonomy of CHC assets. This would be a second stage exercise, 
after the establishment of a top-line CHC typology and is out of scope of the current study. We pull 
together a number of taxonomies of cultural assets from our literature review as a starting point for 
this process. 

DCMS Mapping Toolkit: Physical assets for arts, museums libraries and archives, heritage, and 
sport (Taylor 2010) 

Taylor et al. (2010) set out an “identification of physical assets has drawn on the categories used in 
some of the most accessible national datasets (for example Active Places and National Monuments 
Register). Assets have been grouped by domain (Arts; Heritage; Museums, Libraries & Archives; 
and Sport). However, this mapping was restricted to asset types, and did not include outcomes or 
benefits.  

Table 9 Physical Asset Primary Description: Source DCMS Mapping 
Toolkit (Taylor 2010) 

Arts Museums, Libraries and Archives Heritage 

Arts Galleries and Visual Arts Venues Museums Historic Buildings and Structures 

Music venues Libraries Historic Monuments 

Theatres, Dance and Drama Venues Archives Historic Parks and Gardens 

Multi-use Arts Venues  Historic Landscapes 

Cinemas  Protected Natural Landscapes 

  Archaeological Sites 

  World Heritage Sites 

Table 10 DCMS Mapping Toolkit Supporting Workbook (excluding 
sports venues) Source: Taylor 2010 

Asset Primary Description Asset 2nd Description Asset 3rd Description 

Art Galleries and Visual Arts 
Venues  

  

 Art Gallery  

 Sculpture Park  
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Asset Primary Description Asset 2nd Description Asset 3rd Description 

 Exhibition Space  

 Exhibition Space in School  

Music Venues   

 Concert Hall  

 Opera House  

 Arena  

 Music Theatre  

 Music/Jazz Club  

 Night Club  

 School Hall   

 Public/Community Hall  

 Pub with Live Music  

 Social Clubs  

Theatres, Dance and Drama 
Venues 

  

 Theatre  

 Dance Theatre  

 Youth Theatre  

 Community Theatre  

 School Theatre  

 School Hall   

 Pub Theatre  

Multi-Use Arts Venues   

 
Arts Centre/Multipurpose Performing Arts 
Venue  
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Asset Primary Description Asset 2nd Description Asset 3rd Description 

 Public Hall  

 Community Centre  

 Youth Centre  

 School Performance Space  

 Digital Media Centre  

Cinemas    

 Cinema  

 Digital Screen Cinema  

Museums   

 National Museum  

  Local Museum 
LA Museum, Independent 
Museum 

 Specialist Museum University or Specialist Collection 

 Business Museum Private Collection/Museum 

   

Libraries   

 National Library  

  Local Public Library Community/Voluntary  

  Local Authority 

 University Library  

 Business Library  

 Private Library  

Archives   

 Local Archive  
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Asset Primary Description Asset 2nd Description Asset 3rd Description 

  Specialist Archive  

 Business Archive  

 National Archive  

 Community Archive  

Historic Buildings and Structures   

 Agriculture and Subsistence   

  Commercial   

  Defence   

  Domestic   

  Education   

  Health And Welfare   

  Industrial   

  Maritime   

  Recreational   

  Religious Ritual and Funerary   

  Transport   

  Unassigned   

  Water Supply and Drainage   

 Theatres**  

Historic Monuments   

 Commemorative   

  Communications   

  Religious Ritual and Funerary   

  Unassigned   
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Asset Primary Description Asset 2nd Description Asset 3rd Description 

Historic Parks and Gardens   

 Historic Gardens    

  Historic Parks    

  Historic Urban Spaces   

 Contemporary Heritage Gardens***  

 Royal Parks  

Historic Landscapes     

 Listed  

 Non-Listed*  

 Battlefields Listed 

  Non-Listed 

Protected Natural Landscapes   

 Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty   

 National Parks  

 Heritage Coast  

 Maritime Protected Areas  

Archaeological Sites   

 Protected Wreck Sites   

  Sites of Industrial Archaeology   

  Classified Archaeological Sites   

 Unclassified Archaeological Sites  

World Heritage Sites     
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Asset Primary Description Asset 2nd Description Asset 3rd Description 

 World Heritage Sites  

DCMS Rapid Evidence Assessment Asset Category List: Source Lawton et al (2020) 205

205  R.N. Lawton et al., ‘DCMS Rapid Evidence Assessment: Culture and Heritage Valuation Studies - Technical Report’ (London, 

UK: Department for Digital Culture, Media and Sport, 2020), 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/955142/REA_culture_heritage_value_
Simetrica.pdf. 

The classification is based on the list of asset categories in the DCMS Rapid Evidence Assessment, 
Table 1.15 The REA list was based on literature published up to 2019, and not much had been 
published on digital assets before that time. The proposed typology will need to be flexible to be 
updated to include categories of importance in the next ten years.  

The DCMS REA typology will not be fit for purpose for all CHC assets. Many cultural institutions 
have mixed cultural services and co-production spaces. As noted in the AHRC Scoping Paper, 
economic modelling for policy and Green Book evaluation purposes requires some simplification.  

However, it is important to stress that this does not mean a one-size-fits-all approach. It is 
necessary to be open to situations where CHC do not fit the typology and may not be amenable the 
transfer of average representative values for types of CHC asset. In these situations, it remains 
necessary to design and evaluate using bespoke mixed-methods empirical research. 

Table 11 DCMS Rapid Evidence Assessment Asset Category List206

206 R.N. Lawton et al., ‘DCMS Rapid Evidence Assessment: Culture and Heritage Valuation Studies - Technical Report’ (London, UK: 
Department for Digital Culture, Media and Sport, 2020), 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/955142/REA_culture_heritage_value_
Simetrica.pdf. 

Asset Category 

Archaeological asset 

Archaeological asset 

Ruin 

Art engagement 

Art engagement 

Built heritage 

Built heritage 

Castle 

Cinema 

City 

High street 

Stately home 

Town hall 

Village 

Cultural institution 

Archive 
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Asset Category 

Archaeological asset 

Archaeological asset 

Ruin 

Art engagement 

Concert hall 

Festival 

Gallery 

Library 

Museum 

Music venue 

Theatre 

Digital asset 

Digital asset 

Public service broadcasting 

Industrial heritage 

Aqueduct 

Bridge 

Canal 

Dock 

Factory 

Harbour 

Mine 

Port 

Quarry 

Rail 

Warehouse 

Watermill 

Waterway 

Windmill 

Historical amenities 

Garden 

Historical amenities 

Monument 

Plaque 

Public art 

Protected area 

Protected area 

Protected business 

Protected city 
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Asset Category 

Archaeological asset 

Archaeological asset 

Ruin 

Art engagement 

Protected structure 

Protected town 

Protected transport 

Religious asset 

Religious asset 

Cathedral 
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Table 12 A simplified version of the DCMS Mapping Toolkit Supporting 
Workbook (Taylor 2010) commonly used in internal DCMS reporting 

Asset Category 

Combined Arts Organisation 

Dance Company 

Literature 

Music 

Theatre Company 

Visual Arts 

Archives 

Art Galleries 

Community Archives 

Museums 

Other libraries 

Public libraries 

Public record offices 

Castles and forts 

Heritage railways 

Historic ships 

Houses, palaces and gardens 

Model villages 

All listed buildings 

Natural heritage and landscapes 

Prehistoric, roman and medieval archaeological sites 

Protected wreck sites 

Registered battlefields 

Scheduled monuments 

Arts centres 

Cinemas 

Theatres 

World heritage sites 

To be added: Digital 

Table 13 DCMS Services Model 

DCMS Services Model    

Features Services Benefits Value 
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Performances 
Communicating and 

networking Productivity Economic value 

Classes Education 
Increased knowledge, 

better skills Social value 

Volunteering opportunities Research and Development 
Research and 
Development Environmental value 

 Knowledge sharing Innovation Cultural value 

 Audience Increased tourism  

 Physical activity Physical health  

Exhibitions Healing 
Mental health and 

wellbeing  

Collections and archives Calming Reduced crime  

Supporting infrastructure (e.g., 
screen, stage) Spiritual Social cohesion  

Supporting facilities Inspirational Diversity of audience  

Cafes Safeguarding Diversity of thought  

Shops Recreation and leisure 
Community ties and 

networks  

 Interpretation Trust  

 Aesthetic Creativity  

 Engagement Pride  

 Preserving traditions Emotion  

 Environmental services Reflection  

 Repurpose and reuse Non-use: Bequest, altruism, existence 

 
Regulating services (water, 

soil, air) Air quality  

Nature Provision of habitats Pollution prevention  
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Gardens  Climate change prevention  

  Biodiversity  

Office for National Statistics taxonomies of asset classes 

Other classifications have been suggested and can be (partially) mapped onto existing statistics. 
The Department for Digital, Culture, Media, and Sport (DCMS) publishes regular economic statistics 
for the creative and cultural industries together, for example. These comprise multiple SIC07 codes 
and include a mix of market and non-market activities. The former is inside the production boundary, 
and in the national accounts priced on a market or exchange value basis. On the other hand, a 
satellite account can accommodate non-market activities and assets.  

The national accounts (and SEEA for natural capital) also use market prices or exchange values, 
whereas in some contexts, including culture and heritage, shadow (or accounting) prices are 
needed to reflect externalities and thus provide an economic welfare measure. Activities. A satellite 
account can adopt the use of shadow prices. 
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Table 14 Components of comprehensive/inclusive wealth with CHC 
extensions (DCMS/ONS)207

Produced assets 

Fixed assets 

Dwellings, buildings, structures 

Machinery & equipment 

 

IP products incl. digital 

Goodwill & marketing assets 

 

Inventories 

Historic buildings, heritage structures 
and sites 

Religious buildings 

Public artworks 

Museums, galleries 

Collections 

Archives & libraries 

Performance venues 

CHC intangibles (see Table 3) 

Incl heritage brands 

Non-produced assets 

Ecosystems 

Terrestrial 

Freshwater 

Marine 

Subterranean 

 

Land Including land under buildings 

Heritage landscapes 

Spiritual/cultural landscapes 

Parkland 

National parks 

Other natural assets 

Cultivated biological resources 

Water resources 

Renewable energy 

Mineral (incl energy) resources 

Atmospheric systems (incl spectrum) 

 

Environmental liabilities   

Other non-produced assets 
Contracts/leases/licences 

 
 

Human capital 
Cognitive & non-cognitive skills 

Health 
Creative skills 

Financial assets & liabilities (net at national 
level) 

  

Social & institutional/organisational 
capital208 

Social infrastructure 

Economic competencies 
Cultural capital 
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International taxonomies of CHC assets 

A 2012 report exploring the construction of a culture satellite account, the European Statistical 
System Network on Culture defined 10 cultural domains and six functions. 

Table 15 European Statistical System Network on Culture: 10 cultural domains and six functions209

Domains Functions 

Heritage (museums, historical sites, archaeological sites, intangible cultural heritage) Creation 

Archives Production/publishing 

Libraries Dissemination/trade 

Books & press Preservation 

Visual arts (plastic arts, photography, design) Education 

Performing arts Management/regulation 

Audiovisual and multimedia 

 

Architecture 

Advertising 

Crafts 

207 D. Coyle, H. Bakhshi, and R. Lawton, ‘ESCoE Discussion Paper Series: Cultural Capital as an Intangible Asset’ (London, UK: 
Economic Statistics Centre of Excellence, National Institute of Economic and Social Research, 2023). 
208 It should be noted that many would consider the final row to be different in character from the other economic assets; Dasgupta (2014) 

terms them ‘enabling assets’, affecting total factor productivity rather than providing capital services.  
209 https://www.culturalpolicies.net/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/ESSnetSummaryDEPS-2011.pdf 

Heritage Thesauri 

Within culture and heritage practice, there is a wide variety of ways in which information and 
evidence are categorised, labelled and organised. Thesauri are more closely linked to taxonomies 
than typologies. Although taxonomy and typology are often used synonymously in lay discussions, it 
is important to distinguish between the two definitions, where, in research, “conceptually developed 
configurations are defined as typologies”, while “empirically derived configurations are defined as 
taxonomies”.   

Literature review shows that taxonomies of culture and heritage already exist. However, this is at a 
level of detail beyond what can be usefully covered in a proto-typology, which needs to set out a 
consistent theoretical approach and typological structure, before defining the taxonomy of individual 
assets.  

 



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Report 108 
 
 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for 
Market Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

 

For reference, there are a broad range of heritage thesauri e.g., London Historic Character 
Thesaurus (LHCT) which “provides clarity when recording and discussing the historic environment” 
and covers character type terms and uses a hierarchical structure in which to record character 
(broad types; intermediate types and narrow types) (Historic England, 2021). Similarly, the Forum 
on Information Standards in Heritage (FISH) publishes thesauri of key heritage assets including for 
Archaeology, Archives, Artefacts, Heritage and monuments, such as the Archaeological Objects 
Thesaurus; Building Materials Thesaurus; Event Thesaurus amongst many others.  

In addition to the thesauri there are sector assessment criteria (defining significance); sector funding 
criteria and definitions (e.g., The National Lottery Heritage Fund’s funding criteria and outcomes); 
categories within sector databases (e.g., the National Heritage List for England), and cross sectoral 
database classifications (e.g. the Defra MAGIC database categories) etc. 

Natural capital meta-reviews of cultural services 

Table 3 in the Guruge et al. paper210 provides a summary of CES indicators aligning with the 
ecosystem services classification. These include Religious and Spiritual; Aesthetic; Inspirational; 
Sense of Place, Cultural Heritage and Diversity; Knowledge and Knowledge Systems; and 
Recreation and Tourism. 

210 Guruge, Jayasinghe-Mudalige, and Weerakoon, ‘Insight into Cultural Ecosystem Services: Comprehensive Review through Cluster 
Analysis’. 

Holleland et al.211 provide a meta-review that examines cultural heritage within CES from 2004 to 
2017. They find that the majority of articles focus on the environment and ecology rather than 
heritage. They then go further and examine what proportion of the articles had a cultural heritage 
focus (10%). They also categorise the literature on how they define ‘cultural heritage’.  Most of the 
papers focus on cultural heritage through landscapes but 14% focus on “tangible human-made 
remnants of the past” which are relevant to CHC. 

211 Herdis Hølleland, Joar Skrede, and Sanne Bech Holmgaard, ‘Cultural Heritage and Ecosystem Services: A Literature Review’, 
Conservation and Management of Archaeological Sites 19, no. 3 (3 July 2017): 210–37, https://doi.org/10.1080/13505033.2017.1342069. 

Another meta-review La Rosa et al.212 focused on peer reviewed cultural service papers between 
1999 and 2010 with qualitative and/or quantitative indicators of a dimension of CES. They found that 
recreation and ecotourism were the most common CES dimensions measured while inspiration was 
the least common. The review considers that monuments and architecture are concentrated in cities 
but say that there is a lack of data (and research on these). Below figures show that recreation and 
ecotourism are the most common CES indicators they found in relation to urban settings.  

212 Daniele La Rosa, Marcin Spyra, and Luis Inostroza, ‘Indicators of Cultural Ecosystem Services for Urban Planning: A Review’, 
Ecological Indicators 61 (2016): 74–89. 

Cheng et al.213 conducted a meta-review on the evaluation methods used in CES papers and gave 
opinions on what should be done to improve the methods (with consistent classification of CES a 
priority). 

213 Xin Cheng et al., ‘Evaluation of Cultural Ecosystem Services: A Review of Methods’, Ecosystem Services 37 (2019): 100925. 

Two recent meta reviews focus on research that links cultural services to wellbeing through 2021.  
Nowak-Olejnik et al.214 include visuals showing that the number of publications that discuss benefits 
of CES are on the rise (shown below).  Table 1 from Nowak-Olejnik et al. shows the wellbeing 
dimensions that papers on CES have focused on. This paper also talks about disbenefits of CES, 
which is relevant for a proto-typology to take into account both benefits and disbenefits. 

214 Agnieszka Nowak-Olejnik, Uta Schirpke, and Ulrike Tappeiner, ‘A Systematic Review on Subjective Well-Being Benefits Associated 
with Cultural Ecosystem Services’, Ecosystem Services 57 (2022): 101467. 
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10.5 Appendix 5 Interview Participant List 

Table 16 Delphi CHC Interview Participants 

Name and affiliation Reason  Date of interview 

Mark Taylor, University of Sheffield 
Senior Lecturer in Quantitative Methods, 
interested in cultural and creative industries, with 
particular focuses on social inequalities in work 

08/02/2023 

Prof Nick Hanley, Uni Glasgow Expert in ecosystem services valuation 09/02/2023 

Doug Noonan, Professor at the 
O'Neill School at IUPUI 

Editor in Chief of the Journal of cultural economics 10/02/2023 

Prof Trine Bille, Copenhagen 
Business School 

President, Association for Cultural Economics 
International (ACEI)   

13/02/2023 

Prof. May Cassar UCL Institute for 
Sustainable Heritage 

 

Leading expert in heritage science and heritage 
value 

15/02/2023 

Prof Randall Mason, University of 
Pennsylvania 

 

Before joining the University of Pennsylvania 
Stuart Weitzman School of Design faculty in 2004, 
Mason worked as Senior Project Specialist at the 
Getty Conservation Institute, researching 
economic and social issues relating to heritage 
conservation. He contributed to several Getty 
publications including Economics and Heritage 
Conservation, Values and Benefits of Cultural 
Heritage Conservation, and Assessing the Values 
of Cultural Heritage.  

20/02/2023 

Prof. Michael Rushton, University of 
Indiana  

Dr. Michael Rushton’s expertise and teaching is in 
the economics, management, and public policy of 
the arts. His publications include articles on such 
topics as public funding for the arts, the role of 
nonprofit organisations, taxation, copyright, 
freedom of expression, and the arts and local 
development. He is the editor of Creative 
Communities: Art Works in Economic 
Development (2013) and the author of Strategic 
Pricing for the Arts (2014). He is currently writing a 
book on the moral foundations of public funding of 
the arts. 

24/02/2023 

Prof Marilena Vecco, Burgundy 
Business School 

 

Cultural economist specialising in relating stock 
and flow to cultural values. Leading cultural 
economist who has given key contributions to the 
debate on cultural values 

27/02/2023 

David O’Brien, Sheffield University 
Management School as Professor of 
Cultural and Creative Industries 

Research covers several areas specific to cultural 
and creative industries, published extensively on 
questions of inequality in the cultural and creative 
industries 

27/02/2023 

Prof Hugh Brown, University of Leeds 
Lecturer in Cultural and Creative Industries. 
Cultural economist and Lecturer in Cultural and 
Creative Industries 

28/02/2023 
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Name and affiliation Reason  Date of interview 

Prof Rebecca Madgin, Professor of 
Urban Studies University of Glasgow 

Her research examines the emotional and 
economic values of heritage in the context of 
urban development and management. Her ESRC 
funded PhD focused on the role of industrial 
heritage in the process of place making and in 
particular how decisions concerning the demolition 
or re-use of historic buildings were made. Central 
to this was an understanding of how historic 
places were ascribed meaning and value during 
the process of urban regeneration from the 1970s 
to the early 2000s and involved an in-
depth analysis of community attachments to 
threatened historic spaces, a sense of place, and 
place marketing. 

28/02/2023 

Graeme Evans, Professor of Creative 
& Cultural Economy, University of the 
Arts London  

Cultural geographer and for about a decade was 
working on stakeholder-asset mappings enhanced 
with GIS for DCMS 

03/03/2023 

Ben Walmsley, Professor of Cultural 
Engagement in the School of 
Performance and Cultural Industries 
at the University of Leeds 

Director Cultural value centre 03/03/2023 

Prof David Throsby, Distinguished 
Professor of Economics at Macquarie 
University in Sydney 

World leading cultural economists, who first 
defined culture and heritage as economic capital 
in economic terms. He is one of the key referents 
for the DCMS CHC framework. 

14/03/2023 

10.6 Appendix 6 DCMS CHC Typology Interview Questions: Ipsos February-March 
2023 

Preamble 

We reached out to you because of your expertise in a field related to the Cultural and Heritage 
Capital Framework which is being developed by the DCMS (UK Department of Digital Culture 
Media and Sport). This does not necessarily have to be expertise in cultural value or economics: we 
are keen to cast the net to pull in interdisciplinary perspectives. 

I am XXX at Ipsos, and my colleague [XXX] is on the line to take notes. The purpose of the research 
is to develop a Proto-Typology of Cultural Value for DCMS. This is a 3-month project as a precursor 
of the larger 3-year UKRI funded research project to develop a more comprehensive typology.  

The purpose of this interview is to garner the opinions and viewpoints of academics to understand 
the kind of state-of-the-art of typologies that currently exist in the culture and heritage literature, and 
how we can use them to develop this proto-typology. 

The interview will last around an hour. We would like your consent to record and transcribe the 
interview. The transcriptions will only be shared among the immediate project team and will not be 
shared with DCMS or published more widely. If we use any quotes from the interview in the final 
report, you will be fully cited. Do we have you consent to proceed with the interview and the 
recording? 

IF YES 



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Report 111 
 
 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for 
Market Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

 

Section 1: Introduction and existing knowledge 

• Tell us a little about your own research please and how it relates to culture and heritage 
capital? 

• What do you understand by Cultural and Heritage Capital? Does it align with any areas of 
your own research? 

• Do you understand the issue we are trying to solve and why this is important? 

• Is the concept of CHC problematic in any ways? 

• Do you think CHC is interdisciplinary? If not, which disciplines dominate? 

• Do you think CHC is of relevance to academic research? Informed by it? Informing it? 

Section 2: Typologies and frameworks in culture and heritage 

1. Are you aware of any cultural typologies that are useful in your own area of research? 

2. Can you think of any go-to typologies/frameworks which we should use as our building blocks? 

3. Are there any lessons that CHC can take from other areas in developing a typology or mapping 
across from pre-existing typologies? 

4. How would you solve the issue we are trying to solve using your expertise/disciplinary 
background? 

Section 3: Terminology: From different disciplines, synonyms and inconsistencies 

• Have you heard of the following terms? Do you use them in your own work? What is your 
understanding of them from within a CHC framework? 

• Stocks and flows 

• Assets  

• Features 

• (Cultural) Services 

• Benefits and costs 

• Wellbeing 

• Double counting? 

• These terms have been presented to you in isolation. Do you see links between them? 

• Do you see links between CHC and other areas of social research e.g., education, health, 
recreation? 

• Do you see any links between Cultural Heritage Capital and Natural Capital 

Section 4: Methodologies for application of cultural capital concept 

• What methods are commonly used in developing evidence around a CHC typology?  

• What methodological innovations have there been in recent years? 

• Can you see a typology helping in your own empirical research methods? In what ways? 

• Would a more comprehensive CHC typology help your work methodologically?  
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• Are there any innovative data sources which should be considered when developing a CHC 
typology? 

• How do you see CHC evolving in the next decade? 

Section 5: Next steps: Snowball of interview contacts and literature 

• Could you suggest any other people to speak to? 

• Could you suggest any literature we should review with typologies of relevance to the 
cultural sector? 

We are running interviews throughout February, but we will start thinking about organising our focus 
groups soon, to be delivered in March. We would like to bring you in for around an hour and a half 
for a Delphi-style focus groups with around 6 other academics to discuss our proto-typology and 
gather critical reflections in a group setting. Would you be happy for us to contact you with some 
suggested dates? 

Thank you very much for your time, that has been very helpful. Do you have any questions for me? 
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10.7 Appendix 7 –DCMS Culture and Heritage Capital –Delphi workshop Plan 

Workshop plan – 28/03/23 

Attendees from Ipsos: Dr Ricky Lawton (Chair), Mike Clemence (Facilitator), Antonia Lopez 

Observers: Patrycja Kaszynska, Adala Leeson, note-taker from Take Note 

Table 17 Workshop plan – 28/03/23 

Timings Activity Aim in summary, output, notes 

0 Arrival   

5 mins (5”) 

Introduction and welcome (Mike) 

Welcome participants to group.  

Cover project steps so far 

Explain purpose of today: comparison of approaches to understand areas of consensus/disagreement. 

Clear description of the question this project is seeking to answer. 

To introduce participants to the 
aims of the project and the 
objectives for this workshop. 

20 mins 

(25”) 

 

  

Opening session on theoretical approach  

 

Ricky to provide an overview of the note that was shared – focussed on “Theoretical Starting Point”. 

(Define stocks, flows, assets, and values) – 10 MINUTES MAX. 

 

Initial reflections – each participant to give thoughts based on reading and briefing. 

 

Key questions for introduction: 

What are your initial reactions to this overall approach? 

Where do you see strong points/weak points. 

How well do you think the model of stocks and flows, assets and values apply to culture and heritage capital? What other 
approaches might work? 

 

Intro delivered by Ricky. 

 

Facilitated by Mike. 
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30 mins 

(1’05”) 

Typology 1 discussion 

 

Short introduction to typology 1 (5-10 minutes) 

This typology is built on existing thinking around Natural Capital. At this stage in the project, we have created a provisional 
table of functions, services and benefits that arise from culture and heritage capital, and we would like to discuss this with you 
now. 

 

QUESTION ON BROAD APPROACH TO ASK AFTER INTRO: 

What are the pros and cons of developing a CHC typology based on Natural Capital? 

 

Bring participants into Mural (have on screen too initially) 

For this session we have added the table we want to discuss into an online workshop platform called Mural. As we discuss 
we’d like you to attach any thoughts or points you want to make to different parts of the table using the digital post it notes we 
have provided in the platform. 

 

Key questions: 

We have three functions – cultural, regulating & habitat, supporting & habitat. How relevant does this grouping feel in a CHC 
context? 

What is missing? Where are there overlaps? 

Would this also apply to intangible assets? 

 

Looking to the second column of services… How comprehensive do would you say this list is? 

What is missing? Where do you see overlaps?  

Which feel less relevant to culture and heritage capital? 

How would these apply for tangible and intangible assets? 

 

And now on the third column, benefits. How well do these relate to the groupings of services and functions? 

What is missing? Where are there overlaps. 

Which feel less relevant to culture and heritage capital? 

How would these apply for tangible and intangible assets? 

 

Intro delivered by Ricky. 

 

Facilitated by Mike. 
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Timings Activity Aim in summary, output, notes 

 

5 mins 

(1’10”) 
Break  



Ipsos 22-090150-01 | DCMS CHC Proto-Typology Draft Report 116 
 
 

22-090150-01 | Version 1 | Public | Internal Use Only | Strictly Confidential | This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for 
Market Research, ISO 20252, and with the Ipsos Terms and Conditions which can be found at https://ipsos.uk/terms. © CHC 2023  

 

10.8 Appendix 8 Details of Delphi sessions 

Table 18 Delphi-style focus group 1 (Tuesday 28th March 2023 6pm-
8pm): attendee list 

Name Affiliation Grouping Rationale 

Prof Hugh 
Brown 

University of 
Leeds 

Heritage/sociology 
Lecturer in Cultural and Creative Industries. Cultural economist 
and Lecturer in Cultural and Creative Industries 

Prof 
Marilena 
Vecco 

Burgundy 
Business 
School 

Economists 
Cultural economist specialising in relating stock and flow to 
cultural values. Leading cultural economist who has given key 
contributions to the debate on cultural values 

Prof Trine 
Bille 

Copenhagen 
Business 
School 

Economists President, Association for Cultural Economics International 

Dr Silvia 
Ferrini 

University of 
East Anglia 

Economists Editor in Chief of the Journal of cultural economics 

Dr Silvia 
Cerisola 

Politecnico di 
Milano 

Economists International scholar with expertise in cultural economics 

Table 19 Delphi-style focus group 2 (Thursday 30th March 2023 6pm-
8pm): attendee list 

Name Affiliation Grouping Rationale 

Prof May 
Cassar 

UCL Institute for 
Sustainable 
Heritage 

Heritage/sociology Leading expert in heritage science and heritage value 

Dr Mark 
Taylor 

University of 
Sheffield 

Heritage/sociology 
Interested in cultural and creative industries, with particular 
focuses on social inequalities in work and in participation. 

Prof Doug 
Noonan 

Indiana University Economists 
Expert in discrete choice and other non-market valuation 
methods applied to cultural capital assets 

Prof Ben 
Walmsley 

University of 
Leeds 

Heritage/sociology Director, Cultural value centre 

Dr Mafalda 
Damaso 

Erasmus 
Universiteit 
Rotterdam 

Heritage/sociology 
Arts and humanities research with experience working on 
the DCMS UKRI/AHRC CHC Coping Study 

Prof Danny 
Campbell 

University of 
Stirling 

Economists Expert valuation of capitals (natural, cultural, digital) 

Table 20 Delphi-style focus group 3 (Monday 19th June 2023 6pm-
8pm): attendee list 

Name Affiliation Grouping Rationale 

Prof Hugh 
Brown 

University of 
Leeds 

Heritage/sociology 
Lecturer in Cultural and Creative Industries. Cultural economist 
and Lecturer in Cultural and Creative Industries 
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Name Affiliation Grouping Rationale 

Prof 
Marilena 
Vecco 

Burgundy 
Business 
School 

Economists 
Cultural economist specialising in relating stock and flow to 
cultural values. Leading cultural economist who has given key 
contributions to the debate on cultural values 

Prof Trine 
Bille 

Copenhagen 
Business 
School 

Economists President, Association for Cultural Economics International 

Dr Silvia 
Ferrini 

University of 
East Anglia 

Economists Editor in Chief of the Journal of cultural economics 

Dr Silvia 
Cerisola 

Politecnico di 
Milano 

Economists International scholar with expertise in cultural economics 

Prof May 
Cassar 

UCL Institute 
for 
Sustainable 
Heritage 

Heritage/sociology Leading expert in heritage science and heritage value 

Dr Mark 
Taylor 

University of 
Sheffield 

Heritage/sociology 
Interested in cultural and creative industries, with particular 
focuses on social inequalities in work and in participation. 

Prof Doug 
Noonan 

Indiana 
University 

Economists 
Expert in discrete choice and other non-market valuation 
methods applied to cultural capital assets 

Dr 
Mafalda 
Damaso 

Erasmus 
Universiteit 
Rotterdam 

Heritage/sociology 
Arts and humanities research with experience working on the 
DCMS UKRI/AHRC CHC Coping Study 

Sarwar 
Hossain 

University of 
Glasgow 

Ecosystem services 
Economics with experience working on ecosystem service 
frameworks 

Randall 
Mason 

University of 
Pennsylvania 

Heritage Professor, Historic Preservation / City & Regional Planning 

10.9 Appendix 9 - Collated Delphi session feedback on Proto-typology option 1 

Delphi sessions were recorded and transcribed for researcher analysis. Notes were taken during the 
session, and attendees given the opportunity to affix comments to different parts of the typology 
tables in two interactive sessions within the Mural app.215 Images of mural tables with post-it 
comments provided by participants are available as image files on request. Comments from the two 
sessions are separated through colour coding (session 1 in red; session 2 in blue font, session 3 in 
green font). 

215  https://www.mural.co/ 

Overarching comments 

• Delphi Session 1:  

• Only the tangible asset class was tested on Delphi focus groups at this stage. 
Acknowledgement that this is an important gap that needs to be addressed even if it is 
outside of scope of the project to complete a typology for intangible assets at this stage. > 
Arguably covered in the Assets column if this is later to be disaggregated to specific stocks 
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• There was an overarching sense that the stock and flow of CHC capital is missing within the 
table.  

• Some felt that it may be safer to start from something as simple as possible, rather than 
something theoretically established but in a different field. However, others felt that the 
familiarity of a natural capital ecosystem services approach to economists made sense to 
them, acknowledging the challenge of correctly mapping those elements which could be 
pulled over from natural capital to CHC, and those which are a less good fit. 

• Some felt that proto-typology 1 was a better fit for heritage assets but perhaps not cultural 
assets: “Parallels to culture are not that clear. For heritage yes, but not for culture.” 

• Others felt that there could be more fruitful mapping from educational economics: Flows from 
culture, value and benefit of culture enable human beings. 

• Needs reframing to be more adaptable. 

• In terms of its applicability to academic research, some felt the ultimate aim would be a 
typology for different models of CHC stock: What is service, what is flow, what is function. 

• Consider a matrix model over 2 dimensions - see territorial capital: materiality and 
renewability. 

• Need to identify differences/similarities with natural capital first. 

• Is this hyper structured? Or do we just need a frame to benchmark/distinguish and then 
create a taxonomy later? 

• Delphi Session 2:  

• Needs an example!! “When we talk to orgs in the sector about how it might be applied” they 
talk about how “this typology can’t be applied to the wealth of benefits we apply”. So, you 
need to show examples to get buy-in. 

• This table is easier to use [than table 2] but it's not as relevant (when one considers the 
complexity of cultural work). could we start with the services of table 2 and include the 
services in table 1 as potential form of evidence/ways to articulate it? this would also bridge 
social/cultural vs individual points of evaluation. 

• Table 1 is much better specified and more exact. Therefore, it can be used in CBA. In table 
2: question remains on how it is affecting utility at an individual level. 

• I can see the assets or CHC concepts in the Cultural functions as a fairly untouched 
resource/stock that provides a flow of those services through its existence. But the two 
habitat sections raise very big questions to about whether we are talking about valuing the 
asset's flow of services or its use?  Is it the capital or the USE of the capital that creates 
these benefits. That could matter a bit for the valuation or impact measurement. 

• The footnote for the table said that it assumed "public property rights," though I don't know 
why. 

• Outputs/outcomes vs impact: not splitting them would give actors on the ground more 
flexibility re: what narrative to tell, what temporality to focus on, etc. 

• Add columns for type of value (use/non-use) and perhaps suggest an appropriate economic 
(valuation) approach for use in CBA. 

• Tangible and intangible, cultural landscapes. Never seen it presented as tangible intangible 
and then landscapes on its own. Need to understand why we have separated them. 
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Landscapes have most tangible and intangible elements but would rather find home within 
those two broader descriptions. 

• One of the questions a big level is how these services manifest. Comes back to use and 
non-use… First order that needs to be resolved to deal with double-counting. Point of 
typology is to have mutually exclusive categories. But ES are overlapping by definition, so 
guidance needs to be provided on that. 

• Delphi Session 3:  

• This seems very physical-capital-centric. It seems to me that the services result from the 
application of human capital to physical assets, but that's not reflected in this approach to 
valuation. I'm not sure how this might be resolved. 

• Like while this is all very nice this just seems like old-school economic multipliers with a 
thesaurus. 

• Maybe having it as a flow chart would make it easier to interpret (as that way you can make 
visible where several services flow to several benefits etc). 

Functions 

● Delphi Session 1:  

● Function dimensions which are unclear. 

● Regulating functions: Unclear on this one - what is the relation?  

● Would it make sense to replace functions with something else? 

o E.g., Stocks? Examples of stocks? A few more examples that may add clarity. 

o The earlier theory begins with stocks giving rise to services - should the first column 
be examples of stocks? 

o E.g., Replace functions with dimensions (economic, social, environmental). 

● Delphi Session 2:  

● Three dimensions: cultural, environmental, and social? 

● Health & wellbeing is missing as a function? 

● Economic as a function? If you’re running a city of culture program, a huge part of that in 
terms of aims and benefits is city branding, jobs creation; Other participant: ok but in this 
case let's also include non-market and the commons. 

● These overlap very nicely with the cultural ecosystem services - I think keeping this overlap 
is important. 

● Regulating and habitat: Danger of double counting here at a theoretical level (e.g., carbon 
stores/climate regulation are based on for example a concern with intergenerational 
justice/future generations... does it overlap with the diversity/symbolic services above?) 

● Need to be careful with double counting - habitat services may be valued under an 
ecosystem services framework. 

● I agree about the risks of double-counting and habitat. Some of these are a bit distant, 
assuming a lot, and not open to enough costs.  Reducing crime?  The service would be ... 
"changing" crime or "relocating" it? 
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● Carbon stores: this feels a bit distant? 

● I'd have put congestion, pollution in here ... pretty prominently, actually. 

● Supporting and habitat: Interpersonal engagement - family and friendship building 

● Social connectedness and reduced crime... don't they overlap somehow? 

● Regulating and supporting functions? Risk of double counting. Not obviously relevant. 
Reduced crime is an outcome, not a service. 90% are associated with cultural, 2 or three 
things at the bottom padding things out like a token. Other participant: argues it needs to be 
there since environment is one of the core principles as part of ACE funding. agreements. 
E.g., carbon reduction in terms of curatorial practice, touring etc. So, need more of them, but 
those aren’t the right one. Other participant: Misrepresentation of this regulating etc. It 
shouldn’t be about regulating the natural ecosystem; it needs to be regulating the cultural 
landscape. Supporting is better, how its supporting the cultural landscape, how its supporting 
the cultural landscape. Could expand yellow supporting and habitat sector. Bringing meaning 
and shared meaning. 

● Delphi Session 3:  

● This seems very physical-capital-centric. It seems to me that the services result from the 
application of human capital to physical assets, but that's not reflected in this approach to 
valuation. I'm not sure how this might be resolved. 

● Like while this is all very nice this just seems like old-school economic multipliers with a 
thesaurus. 

● I don't see a great distinction between this blue (provisioning) and the yellow (services).  As 
described, it is not drawing out that contrast clearly. 

● Certain benefits occur in multiple "function" rows. are these overlaps intentional? will the 
model evolve to eliminate the overlaps or account for them? 

Services 

● Delphi Session 1: 

● Need to add mechanisms - how the stocks become flows. 

● Does cultural heritage give rise to political services? E.g., decolonialising? 

● Does cultural heritage give rise commercial services – e.g., merchandise associated with 
cultural assets. Also, cultural tourism. 

● Does cultural heritage value enable technical/technological change/innovation/ 
development? 

● What about environmental dimension of recreation? 

● Delphi Session 2: 

● There is a danger is assuming that these are mutually exclusive (e.g., aesthetic vs scientific) 
unhelpful + goes against ecosystemic approach of CHC 

● One of the most reported benefits is escapism & detachment. 

● Peace & solace. 

● These are opening a conversation, prompt discussion for an organisation about where their 
strengths lie. 
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● Where's fun? 

● in table 2 we had descriptions of these and I think those were helpful; could be enhanced 
with importations from table 2 

● Diversity of what? 

● Community engagement? 

● Delphi Session 3: 

● Theoretical dimensions not clear. 

● Different categories could overlap. Can be tricky to assign elements to one category. 

Benefits 

● Delphi Session 2: 

● We need more disbenefits services: Nationalism, xenophobia, political, illicit trade. 

● A bit semantic, and perhaps it's worth putting in any background text, but I found it unclear 
(or not particularly helpful) to make a distinction between "benefits" and "wellbeing" in these 
columns. 

● Delphi Session 3: 

● I share the concern about the same benefits actually (or plausibly) appearing in multiple 
lines.  It's not just double-counting -- which I feel to be very problematic -- but also general 
confusion and ambiguity about which broad category (blue or yellow, for instance) is 
supposed to capture what concepts.   

● What about community development? 

● Do we need "costs"? 

● are these empirically demonstrated or assumed? (If assumed, how's the testing going to 
work? 

● A note on authenticity: meaning is always constructed socially (as you all know). It's 
important to stress this when explaining how the typology should be implemented. This has 
consequences in terms of assessing the value of CHC assets in terms of 
attachment/belonging since, like authenticity, communities are also constantly built and 
rebuilt. This may sound very esoteric, but my point is that these categories should be used in 
a flexible, open way. / Other respondent: I basically agree with this point but isn't there a risk 
that this makes comparison impossible? 

Dimensions 

● Delphi Session 1: 

● How are these defined? 

● Different types of values? 

● Multidimensionality important - varying intensity 

● Delphi Session 2: 

● Educational dimension? 
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● Dimension column: problematic - needs more nuance.

● These dimensions always overlap; including them feels unhelpful.

Key capitals interrelations 

● Delphi Session 2:

● I don't really understand this column (if they're basically the same all the way through it
doesn't add much).

Wellbeing impacts 

● Delphi Session 1:

● Why individual wellbeing only? Important collective dimensions - comes first. Collective
dimensions easier to measure as well.

● Row: “Ability to achieve what an individual values doing and being”: Does this amount to
productivity? Wellbeing improves human output ... Economic dimension?

● Environmental needs to include other forms of pollution?

● Where does growth of various capitals (including human capital) fit into this?

● Delphi Session 2:

● Benefits column and wellbeing column are the same thing. Economist is looking at utility.
Only need the wellbeing impact, how does it affect people, is it be.

● Combine wellbeing and benefits columns? Note that not all of the wellbeing impacts are
individual. Lump them together.

● Column definitely needs disbenefits; Need more negatives, costs, or disbenefits.

● Access to goods: what kind of goods?

● Ability to help others: "ability" is a very woolly outcome - are people actually doing it?

● I would not put "carbon stores" on the same line as "clean air". They are not particularly
related.

10.10 Appendix 10 – Collated Delphi session feedback on proto-typology option 2 

Overarching comments 

• Delphi Session 1:

• Feels more relevant to what happens in experiencing art and culture but less readily
applicable (from the point of view of SCBA).

• Seems to be a mixture of a Systems Analysis and Programme Logic.

• It would be interesting to unpack the proposed outcomes enough to be able to assign
specific measurement methods to them (considering that some would be monetary and
some non-monetary).

• Might you want to consider having different tables aligned with different priorities?
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• Delphi Session 2:  

• Difficult to get head around without examples. Specific examples help to convey: This is 
stock, this is examples that emerge from this, and this is where they go. How will this be 
used by organisations in the cultural space? 

• Do we pick a category or think through how it works in each function? 

• Feels incomplete compared with table 1. 

• Rewording/ simplifying would make it easier to apply the typology by non-academics. 

• Just to add what I said: maybe the table given to actors on the ground could start with the 
column services and the functions column would be for policymakers and academics. 

• One of the curious strengths of this table is the inclusion of "orienting " functions (and, to a 
lesser extent, generative).  These aspects are not strongly represented in Table 1, I think. Its 
vastly harder to measure any kind of economic benefit from the orienting aspects, however. 

• Overall, I find it hard to fill in the blanks - description and language in first column are quite 
open to interpretation. This could be more precise. 

• Not a lot of “how” here. Visual value chain of how these benefits incur to individuals and to 
groups. Process and the how. 

• Delphi Session 3: 

• A (the?) big challenge in all of this is to be able to articulate (wrap one's head around in the 
analysis) the *counterfactual*.  This is an inherent challenge in valuation, and it might well be 
one of the most essential things that separates cultural capital from ecological capital.  How 
would society be regulated in the absence of Glastonbury; how would emotional 
development be supported in the absence of Glastonbury? 

• I imagine a small, neighbourhood festival vs. Glastonbury vs. "Christmas" or "weekends".  
Along a continuum, perhaps.  The smaller-scale may struggle to identify (and defend) a 
counterfactual that has a big difference in the regulating (and supporting) aspects.  
Something like Christmas, on the other hand, might find it easier to convince that there is a 
regulating/supporting impact that is indeed different in the counterfactual. A meso-scale 
event, like Glastonbury, might finds itself in a difficult place -- but that is the key challenge. If 
it's a hard case to make, that's a reflection of the dubious or weaker nature of those impacts 
and thus the value is more disputable or uncertain. 

Functions 

• Delphi Session 1:  

• Where are these derived from? 

• Add social function? Empowering society, diversity, political elements, citizenship 

• Is there an economic function of its own? employment, productivity, etc. 

• Delphi Session 2:  

• Do we need the functions in the table? it feels academic whereas services would be easily 
applicable. 

• Orienting: This feels overly instrumental. 

• Generative: Too vague; We get inspiration and learning from many things. In the absence of 
an asset, what would be learning from? Nothing? 
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• Hedonic: Good link with marketing theory here. 

• Functions are basically cultural policy: strategic goals, functions, what is it for. But this is not 
something we would ask of small actors on the ground. But you could ask them how they 
fulfil the services. So maybe not about removing them but about dividing them into different 
levels of action. So, descriptions of functions are about long-term strategy. Services are 
things we could ask actors on the ground to discuss and articulate. 

• Delphi Session 3: 

• because cultural heritage often has some "archival" value (acknowledged but unrealized in 
the present), does the framework account for this future value? it seems (for good reasons) 
quite presentist. 

• I like the 'creativity' services or effects here because it is so often invoked. Individual and 
collective levels of creativity and curiosity.  Again, it poses a counterfactual challenge, but 
that's a good thing. 

• Where does practice/rehearsal fit into this? Technical innovation? 

• This cell has an emphasis on "new".  This could be unnecessary or problematic. (Is it "new" 
or "more/additional"?)  I would recognize that "more" or additional is a relevant function. 

• Agree. Where does mundane, normative cultural practice fit within this? E.g., singing in 
church every Sunday? 

• Outputs or outcomes? In many cultural practices, the process is just as valuable as the 
outputs - especially with respect to mental health and social identity. 

Description of functions 

• Delphi Session 2: 

• Orienting: Seems vague to me 

Services 

• Delphi Session 1: 

• Same gaps - where are political, and economic, technical functions? 

• Delphi Session 2: 

• Table 1 is more comprehensive on services. They are too broad here. 

• Can these [services] be clustered in a different way? 

• Orienting services: I might split this into 2 or more 'social' parts. The "shared meanings" 
aspect of heritage could be unpacked further.  

• Orienting: Add Enhanced socialisation. 

• Generative: Add Lifelong learning? 

Outcomes 

• Delphi Session 1: 

• How is this differentiated from a benefit? 

• 2nd + 3rd order effects important here. 
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• Differentiate individual and societal. 

• Plus, inter-generational benefits/ outcomes. 

• Separate category of "economic" outcomes which can be measured? 

• Generative outcomes: This implies that not only artistic creativity is stimulated, but also 
scientific creativity and, overall, critical thinking.  

• “Insights gained”: Could also go in orienting. 

• Delphi Session 2: 

• Where does health fit? 

• Orienting outcomes: “Diversity” was an interesting word to see in the handout, too. It was 
presumed to be good. 

(Dis)Benefits/Impacts on wellbeing 

• Delphi Session 1: 

• Is economics an impact or a function? 

• Does productivity go here? 

• Delphi Session 2: 

• Disbenefits interesting – most services are positive.  

• I like the focus on disbenefits! 

• Definitely, there are disbenefits here ... and there should be in Table 1. 

• Are cultural heritage services always positive? can be propagandistic. 

• Table 1 looks easier to implement in terms of wellbeing benefits because existing methods 
individualise the health benefits of culture. there is a need to develop new methods to 
assess the social/community benefits of culture in terms of health/wellbeing (see WHO's tri-
dimensional definition) but this is an opportunity to further advance the literature and 
knowledge of the impact of culture. 

• Risk & exposure - Bourdieu! 

TEV valuation/ Indicators 

• Delphi Session 2: 

• I might suggest removing "TEV" from this header, as it would be hard to imagine a row-
specific sort of TEV for any asset or bit of capital. Inevitable cross-row overlap. 

• A challenge with 'identity' and orientation is in conceiving of (credibly) the alternative that is 
necessary for valuation. 
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