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Abstract: The starting point of this paper is the fact that multicriteria decision-making systems have
not had the greatest impact on cultural studies, and few researchers have addressed this problem.
The paper focuses on the analysis of the main object of an ongoing Doctoral thesis. More specifically,
it examines the proposal of a new multicriteria evaluation based on a decision-making method.
The paper intends to relate culture with multicriteria decision-making methods. This systematic review
provides the direct analysis and assessment of the existing bibliographic references, and addresses a
gap of knowledge in the intangible research field, identifying trends in the broader cultural heritage
sector. The two basic principles of the paper are the recording and the evaluation of the cultural
significance of the intangible and tangible heritage assets of a place. More specifically, the paper seeks
to address a new scientific tool that initially records and—in the process—evaluates, using quantitative
and qualitative criteria, specific cultural assets. Moreover, the paper outlines a new approach to
the calibration—from optimal to worse—of the heritage of a place according to its significance.
The purpose of the record and the evaluation is to create a ranking list of the most culturally significant
tangible and intangible asset of places, in order to manage them. The design of the multicriteria
method is based on a system that can be constantly updated diachronically, and can be fulfilled
with new cultural assets and then re-evaluated. The explanation of the system is given through a
step-by-step guide to the data analysis process, ensuring that the system has elements that are easy to
access, to understand, and to use by each state actor (institution, individual, company, etc.).
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1. Introduction

The aim of this research article is to further broaden the current knowledge about decision-making
multicriteria systems, which are set to become a vital factor in cultural heritage. It is generally
accepted that cultural heritage is a fundamental axis for Greece, but also internationally. This paper
is a preliminary attempt to develop an innovative decision-making method which evaluates the
cultural significance of the cultural assets of a place. The basic principle of this research is to set only
the appropriate quantitative and qualitative criteria related to its significance. In this framework,
other criteria—such as financial or even environmental criteria—are excluded.

A growing body of literature provides evaluation tools, through quantitative and qualitative
criteria. A major defect of the literature is that the evaluation of cultural heritage refers to environmental,
social, and economic quantitative and qualitative evaluation criteria. Despite this interest, no one—to the
best of our knowledge—has suggested the simultaneous evaluation of the tangible and intangible
cultural assets of a place. Additionally, most studies tend to focus on tangible cultural heritage,
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and only a few have been published on the evaluation of the intangible cultural assets of the
place. The protection of cultural heritage, and especially intangible cultural heritage, has emerged
internationally in recent years, especially after the ‘2003 UNESCO Convention’ about the “Definition of
intangible heritage”. A growing body of literature has examined culture as a parameter of risk
management. Most studies have only focused on the extreme climate phenomena of natural and
spatial disasters (fires, floods) [1–3]. Few studies have been published on the field of the evaluation of
tangible and—especially—intangible culture. What is known about the evaluation of cultural heritage
is still limited. Until now, this methodology has only been applied to cultural heritage as an evaluation
parameter of a wider spatial planning project, or for the evaluation of a monument (monuments at
risk, etc). Moreover, most studies tend to focus on the evaluation of the status of the materials of
monuments (impact resistance, mechanical strength, fire resistance).

In the light of recent events in the evaluation and study of the tangible and intangible cultural assets of
a place, this paper presents a specific literature review for the previous study, in order to illustrate the value
and show the significance and innovation of the study. As the Greek-language literature reviews shows,
the majority of research studies and papers concern the general interpretation of culture. Furthermore,
those researches are often impractical, theoretical or historical approaches, as culture used to be
examined in official educational systems (architecture, archeology, cultural management, digital culture,
etc.). Those multiple interpretations of culture, through the institutions, created misunderstandings,
multiple and various interpretive tools, and multiple definitions of culture. The main core of
the scientific papers focuses on the utilization, protection, recording, and management of tangible
culture [4,5]. The academic community has raised limited arguments about the theoretical research
and study of tangible [6,7] and the intangible [8–10] cultural heritage. The first investigations that tried
to introduce new technologies or multicriteria evaluation systems are segmented [11–15], and tended
to focus on tangible cultural heritage (buildings, environment, monuments). The current tools that are
used to evaluate intangible cultural heritage are unsatisfactory, and refer only to local level.

At an international level, the bibliographic review promotes theoretical research [16–19]. There are
some few scientific papers related to the evaluation of cultural heritage [20–26], but most of them
pinpoint tangible cultural assets. Regarding the study and the evaluation of intangible cultural heritage,
the literature shows that researchers have mainly focused on linking intangible cultural heritage
with new technologies (Geographical systems, 3d scanner etc. [27–29]. Despite their shortcomings,
multicriteria evaluation methods have been widely applied to cultural heritage, through economic or
tourism indicators.

In conclusion, the disadvantage of the current literature is primarily that there are no bibliographic
references related to the evaluation of the cultural significance of the cultural assets of a place, through a
multicriteria system. Additionally, previous studies failed to address a common evaluation framework
and a holistic approach of the evaluation of heritage. All of the above sufficiently confirm the ‘originality’
of the paper and reinforce the importance of this study. These new findings reveal the national and
international research gap, and the emergence of a holistic approach for the protection, recording and
evaluation of cultural heritage. Multicriteria decision-making systems have become important in this
field in terms of protection and conservation. Especially for intangible cultural heritage, due to the
fragile nature of its assets (oral, folklore, etc.), recording and evaluation are the first steps which could
ensure conservation and the protection.

2. Materials and Methods

This paper sheds new light on multicriteria decision-making systems. This methodology calls into
question the creation of a calibration of the most significant tangible and intangible cultural assets of a
place, as an integrated approach for the study of cultural heritage through a multicriteria evaluation
and decision-making method. The paper is organized into two sections: recording and evaluation.
This paper describes a new approach to the development of an innovative solution to the recording
and evaluation of the cultural assets of a place by setting the appropriate qualitative and quantitative
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evaluation criteria related to cultural significance. The study follows the following steps: (a) a brief
overview of the literature of the tangible and intangible cultural assets of places at the national and
international level; (b) the multicriteria decision-making system (in this step, the study proposes a new
procedure for the recording and evaluation of the cultural assets of a place); (c) the conclusions.

The aim of the literature review is to broaden the current knowledge of the definitions of the
basic concepts and principals of tangible and intangible cultural heritage, as a new framework for the
interpretation of the outcomes of culture and place. Additionally, the paper proceeds to the construction
of the multicriteria decision-making system. This subsection begins by examining the categories of
culture, in order to propose a more extensive and wide sub-categorization of the cultural assets of a
place. The ambition of this sub-categorization is to formulate a wider variety of all of the cultural
assets of a place. This new sub-categorization aims to create the first step of the multicriteria system
(recording), which will contribute to the following step of the evaluation. In an effort to evaluate these
sub-categories of cultural assets, a new methodology is outlined. As a result, in every sub-category,
a variety of specific quantitative and qualitative criteria are set. The last step of the multicriteria system
is the calibration of the evaluation criteria and the construction of the mathematical evaluation model.
In the end, the cultural assets of a place are calibrated according to their cultural significance.

The scientific importance of this research is twofold. Primarily, this method represents an
innovative categorization and record of the tangible and intangible assets of a place, and secondarily it
evaluates them through a decision-making multicriteria system. This procedure is a clear advance
on current methods. The proposed research lies in the fact that many uncertainties surround this
field, as it concerns the not-well-considered concept of cultural heritage and its evaluation through
quantitative and qualitative evaluation criteria. Therefore, the scientific value of the present research is
that it contains and responds to the basic principles and the international concept of culture, which is
the protection of, the rescue of, and the transition to future generations. Culture, and especially
intangible cultural heritage, is in full swing, and is a sector that is related to multiple scientific fields
and ‘actors of protection’. This also explains the existing academic gap in the field of research and
study. The diversity of the interpretations and approaches reveal the uncommon efforts to classify
the cultural significance of the cultural assets of a place. The multiple categories and definitions
used by international conventions need to be urgently addressed through the creation of a common
method for the protection, recording and evaluation of cultural heritage. Thus, the rank classification
of tangible and intangible heritage can successively, over time, protect and manage the most significant
cultural assets of each place. Furthermore, the use of a multicriteria system means that it can be
updated diachronically with new assets. Lastly, the user-friendly manual provides easy understanding
and application.

3. Cultural Heritage and Place

3.1. Tangible and Intangible Cultural Heritage

The creation of a cultural landscape begins with an idea, which is gradually shaped into forms.
The structural elements of each form are, in fact, expressed forms of energy. Collectively, for each
form to exist, it must have: (a) specific energy and potential, (b) a measurable mass, (c) some space,
and (d) an existence in time, that is, to have a certain duration (a start, middle and end). In other words,
these four elements are the generative factors of the existence of the world, which are transformed
into additional concepts (culture, place, etc.). These elements are inherent in tangible and intangible
assets, and take forms and geometric dimensions in space–time as the world evolves and progresses.
The world is a center around which all functions revolve. The forces of the earth are centrifugal and
balanced, satisfying the basic needs of the individual, ensuring not just the need for food, but also
balance, security and socialization, creating balanced places. This balance is the ecology. Ecology means
respecting the limits of all elements, so that they can be developed, rested and re-developed.



Heritage 2020, 3 1486

After all, sustainability and sustainable development are set in a new form of continuously-created
and redefined relationships. Relationships are a constant state of bonds that change, creating analogies,
similarities, affinities, interdependencies, and poles, etc., as they are articulated and arranged in the
world. Their main expression comes from three successions: 1. they are born of each other; 2. they are
attracted to each other; 3. they balance. One relationship breeds the next and, in turn, they attract
each other in an equilibrium state. Relationships are born between people, between man and nature,
between nature and society, between society and culture, etc.: they are interrelated, continuous, new or
older, and are related to man, nature and culture. These relationships create natural and human
ensembles, places, landscapes, and societies [30].

In this perspective, every city has a past and a form, and it’s a new experience both tangible and
intangible [31]. Every community creates a culture to show, to protect and to manage. Culture and
cultural heritage act in everyday life [32]. Beginning by the theory that culture is much more than the
legislation, the main conventions, and the declarations of a society, culture is everywhere [33]. In other
words, culture is an ongoing process that leaves significant traces without affecting the progress of
communities and their futures. Cultural heritage is the inherited culture that communities tend to
preserve in order to transfer knowledge to future generations. Culture is a completely expanded
and tricky concept that is constantly being renewed and revised, and it incorporates new inputs of
interpretation from mankind, art, folklore, and architecture, etc. [34]. Besides this, every community is
an ensemble of speech and myth, where each individual creates its own speech and myth, at a reasonable
and spiritually-corresponding level. In other words, they create an identity [35]. Cultural identity is
something wider than culture; is the result of a collective historical experience of many fields, creating a
common set of values. The coexistence of the people, in which these values and the social consciousness
are composed, is the creation of a man-made landscape: a city [36]. As a space of interaction with
and experience of a set of values, a city is always an “on the move” concept, which brings together
citizens and, through their co-operation, helps to develop the individual consciousness that leads to
the collective consciousness of the place [37].

Every city is a place filled with motivation, emotions and people, and every city has a past,
a present, and a future expressed through time and energy. In this concept of the three parameters
(time, place and energy), the rhythm of a place is grouped into programmed events, cultural assets,
and history, etc., and the above-mentioned triptych interferes with alternations, repetitions, etc.,
through the dynamic of each place [38,39]. Thus, urban spaces are transformed, mainly through
actions, into new spaces that are completely mutated. Static urban space is not always the same
and commonly used. It gives its place to new events, structures, and explorations, new possibilities
of opening, producing new rules and fluxes of interaction within these constantly-changing urban
entities, affecting the vitality, publicity and sharing of urban spaces [39]. The above description refers
to the city, and automatically creates an inner and outer contour space, in the form of repeatability
and ephemerality, etc. Each form has a shape and limits of its content. Tangible forms are all
dimensional, as intangible forms are non-dimensional. Each form is a place, expressed mainly through
the community. Tangible cultural assets concern material assets, such as buildings, monuments etc.
The term “intangible cultural heritage” is considered to represent an “English translation” of the
Japanese expression “mukei bunkazai” [40]. In the Western world, the word ‘intangible’ means:
a/ something that does not have a material existence, i.e., the spirit is immaterial, yielding and
intangible. b/ (For a material body) very transparent, ethereal and immaterial, i.e., the intangible forms
of Byzantine hagiographies.

In a deeper analysis of the above, each place—or even the world—is divided into three main
expressions of resources: natural resources (flora, seas, hills, etc.), man-made resources (buildings, roads,
schools), and intangible resources (customs, folklore, myths). Through these three expressions, there is
a common way of setting all the goals, priorities and decisions for each society’s future. They are the
initial components for the evolution of the future. For its smooth operation, the world—through natural,
human and intangible resources—sustains the continuation of the transmission of a movement, in the
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sense that they are preserved today only if they are in an endless relation with their perpetual creative
force. They are not self-propelled, but they are moved and move each other, creating a chain of sequential
movements until the end [41]. The main correlation of intangible and tangible (manmade and natural)
culture is the realization that culture, as a conquest, is always at the same time immaterial and
material. The separation of the two concepts concerns mainly the reasons of understanding and legal
protection. Tangible heritage has a variety of legislations, texts, and conventions, which began after
the Second World War, as a huge number of monuments, treasures and cultural assets were lost or
destroyed. [42,43]. The first legislation text about intangible culture is the UNESCO convention on the
‘Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage in 2003’ [44], which defines intangible cultural heritage as:
“practices, representations, expressions, knowledge and techniques—as well as the tools, objects, handicrafts and
cultural sites associated with and which communities, groups and, where appropriate, individuals recognize
as part of their cultural heritage” (Article 2 (1)). In the context of the present study, this separation of
tangible and intangible culture (Figures 1 and 2) will be followed for reasons of understanding, and the
easy management and organization of the categories of the cultural assets of a place [45].

Figure 1. Tangible cultural heritage (the Monument of Erechtheion, Acropolis).

Figure 2. Intangible cultural heritage (Traditional Masticulture in Chios).

3.2. Categories of the Cultural Assets of a Place

In this subchapter, the article attempts to organize the categories and sub-categories of tangible
and intangible cultural assets in order to create a complete record of them. Subsequently, the paper is
organized as a record, from general to special. Explanatorily, the paper proposes the development of the
categories of culture from general to special, from the wider category to specific ones. The sequential
description of the categories from the general to the specific is described in Figure 3. Firstly, the paper
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examines the two main cultural categories: ‘Tangible’ and ‘Intangible’, which are from this point on
referred to as ‘Main cultural assets’. As mentioned below, each place (or the world) is divided into three
main expressions of assets: natural assets (flora, seas, hills, etc.), man-made assets (buildings, roads,
schools), and intangible assets (customs, folklore, myths) [46,47]. Following this finding, we decided
to use of these three categories (natural assets, man-made assets, and intangible assets) as the second
more extensive category, under the name ‘Assets’. The third category is called ‘Categories’, and the
last is called ‘Records’.

Figure 3. Sequential description of ‘Records’.

Clarifying the above, the third categorization, called ‘Categories’ consists in a sub-categorization
of ‘Assets’. For example, for the Natural assets (categorization ‘Assets’) the ‘Categories’ are shown in
the below Table 1.

Table 1. Example of categories.

Assets Categories

Natural assets
1. Morphology

2. Blue surfaces

3. Biodiversity

Natural assets consist of three more descriptive sub-categories. Additionally, the same
sub-categorization is used for the last category of culture, the ‘Records’. The ‘Records’ consist
in a sub-categorization of the ‘Categories’. If Biodiversity is the ‘Category’, the ‘Records’ are as shown
in Figure 4.

Figure 4. Categories of Biodiversity.
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To summarize the above in the below Table 2, a detailed description is given, through the detailed
description of the final ‘Record’ flora.

Table 2. Detailed description of Flora.

Main Cultural Assets Assets Categories Record

Tangible cultural assets Natural assets Biodiversity Flora

The design of this method is based on repeating patterns. The same steps of sub-categories are
used for each cultural asset, in order to record the whole cultural heritage of a place and identify the
more descriptive records. After this step, all of the categories and sub-categories create the first step of
the multicriteria system. In the end, the paper presents the most extended and describable categories
of cultural heritage, called ‘Records’. We decided that the best method for this study was to gather all
of the possible categories and sub-categories of tangible and intangible cultural heritage of a place.
‘Records’ is the category in which quantitative and qualitative evaluation criteria will be applied in the
second step of the evaluation of the multicriteria decision-making system [48].

4. Development of the Multicriteria Decision-Making System

The remarkable feature of the evaluation is the multicriteria decision-making system. As mentioned
below, our study provides the framework for a new way to record and evaluate the cultural assets of
a place. Evaluation is increasingly becoming a vital factor in heritage. The key point of this chapter
is the subcategory named ‘Records’. This subcategory is recognized as being the most important
and remarkable feature of record. With this in mind, in this chapter, the paper tries to set the
appropriate qualitative and quantitative criteria for each Record. In order to identify the appropriate
ones, the paper examines and proposes the steps below. After a literature review of the methodologies
of decision-making processes and the most suitable decision-making methodology called MAUT
(Multiple Attribute Utility Theory) is selected. Multi-attribute utility theory identifies the relevant
objectives for any given decision. Where a decision is typified by multiple objectives, it can be difficult
to quantitatively compare these objectives one against another. In order to provide insight into this
problem, a utility function is assessed for each of the relevant objectives. This allows an appropriate
multiple-objective utility function that is then used to identify the trade-offs and compare the various
objectives in a consistent manner [49]. A striking feature of the decision-making methodology of MAUT
is the ‘Multiple-criteria evaluation problem’. The evaluation problem is set by the ‘decision maker’,
and it describes the aim of the multicriteria system. In the proposed research, the author of this article
is formed as a ‘decision-maker’, and set the ‘evaluation problem’, which is ”The calibration of the
most significant tangible and intangible cultural assets of a place”. After the completion of the first step,
in each ‘Record’, either quantitative or qualitative evaluation criteria, related to cultural significance,
are placed. A major challenge of the study is that any other evaluation criteria (e.g., tourism or economic
criteria) are deemed unsuitable for use. Due to the literature gap of suitable criteria, this specific area
of qualitative and qualitative criteria has remained unclear. In this context, the paper seeks to identify
the suitable criteria, through multiple tests, in order to select the appropriate ones. As such, in the end
of this procedure, a set of specific quantitative and qualitative criteria are developed in each ‘Record’.
The number of the quantitative or qualitative criteria differ, and concern the nature and structure of
each Record.

Therefore, the second step (Evaluation) focuses on the sequential steps given in Figure 5.
Regarding the evaluation criteria, the initial philosophy of the system is that, in each ‘Record’,

five evaluation criteria are set. According to the main principal of the decision-making process,
the evaluation criteria must be odd numbered, in order to calculate the ‘average price’ [50]. Therefore,
as mentioned above, five either quantitative or qualitative criteria are applied in each ‘Record’ [51].
After some descriptive data and screening test results, the evaluation criteria are calibrated (step:
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Calibration 0–4). For the further understanding of the above, the below Table 3 describes the evaluation
criteria, for Record ‘Flora’.

Figure 5. Sequential description of Evaluation.

Table 3. Description of the evaluation criteria.

Record Evaluation Criteria

Flora

1. Level of maintenance of the initial existence of species

2. Existence of important habitats

3. Uniqueness of protected species

4. Variety of species

5. Connection with the history and tradition of the place

As the Table 4 shows, the selected criteria for ‘Flora’ are both qualitative and quantitative.
The last step of the evaluation is the ‘Description of calibration’. This means that, for each of the five
evaluation criteria, a 0–4 scale is subscribed. This detailed description ensures and provides a common
interpretation and evaluation of the system. An additional commitment of the calibration system
is that it follows the logic from the worst to the best. Consequently, for each calibration value ‘0’ is
insignificant and ‘4’ is extremely significant, with intermediate values [52]. Particularly, if a monument
is in a dilapidated condition, it receives from all of the users of the system a value of 0. In the context of
this assumption, the selection of the criteria and the manner of their expression is made so that they can
be calibrated and evaluated from the negative to the positive. Furthermore, the detailed description
helps the respective user or researcher to understand the decision-making system, and ensures the
system’s reliability. In explanation of the above, the below table shows the description of the calibration
of one of the above evaluation criteria of Flora (‘Variety of species’).

After completing this step, the entire Table 5 of «Records» has five values in the column of
‘Selection 0–4’. In the following table, for the Record ‘Flora’, random values of the five criteria are
recorded, in order to understand the last step of the multicriteria system, which is the construction of
the mathematical model.

The last step of the multicriteria decision-making system is the creation of the ranking list of the
cultural assets of a place. As such, in the last column, the «average price» is calculated by taking the
sum of the values of the five evaluation criteria and dividing it by the number of criteria (5) being
examined. For the example of flora, the ‘average price’, is

0 + 3 + 2 + 2 + 3
5

= 2 (1)
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Table 4. Description of calibration of Flora.

Record Evaluation Criteria Description of Calibration Selection from 0–4

Flora 1. Variety of species

0: Up to 10 different species of flora are identified

0 (random value)
1: Up to 20 different species of flora are identified

2: Up to 50 different species of flora are identified

3: Up to 100 different species of flora are identified

4: More than 100 different species of flora are identified

Table 5. Description of the values of the five criteria of Flora.

Record Evaluation Criteria Selection from 0–4

Flora

0: Up to 10 different species of flora are identified 0

1: Up to 20 different species of flora are identified 3

2: Up to 50 different species of flora are identified 2

3: Up to 100 different species of flora are identified 2

4: More than 100 different species of flora are identified 3

Therefore, there is an ‘average price’ for each record. In the end, the whole calibration of the
tangible and intangible assets of each place creates a ranking list. This list is based on the values of the
average price. For example, if flora, a monument, folklore music and fauna have the ‘average prices’ of
4, 2, 3 and 1, respectively, that means that Flora is more cultural significant than folklore, music, etc.,
and the ranking list is:

1. Flora (average price: 4),
2. Folklore music (average price: 3),
3. Monument (average price: 2),
4. Fauna (average price: 1).

The base point of the proposed multicriteria system is the creation of an open multicriteria system.
In particular, its importance is threefold. First, it is not limited to local use, but has a universal character.
Secondly, it can evaluate and calibrate the most culturally significant assets for each place in order to
protect and manage them. Thirdly, it can be continuously and over time fulfilled with new cultural
assets and re-evaluated.

5. Discussion

As culture, and especially the intangible culture of the places, shows fragility and tends to
disappear due to natural (decay, oblivion, natural disaster) or artificial (wars, deliberate disasters)
disasters, this paper is an overview of the need to protect and save the intangible and tangible cultural
assets of a place. For this reason, the scientific value of this paper is the extensive and multilevel
recording and evaluation of the cultural significance of intangible and tangible cultural assets through a
decision-making multicriteria system. The value of this step lies in the fact that, in a digital environment,
it can crystallize and save, through the record, the existing cultural assets of the places. The second
contribution to science is the evaluation of intangible and tangible cultural assets by the introduction
of calibrated qualitative and quantitative indicators, in an attempt to evaluate and rank cultural assets.
This paper sheds new light on the creation and proposal of a common effort to interpret culture,
through a step by step multicriteria system. The detailed explanatory structure of the decision-making
multicriteria system makes it understandable and easy to use for each user.

This paper has highlighted the importance of the evaluation of the intangible and tangible cultural
heritage of a place. Our study provides the framework for a new way to classify and rank the cultural
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assets of a place by their cultural significance. As mentioned above, in the specific subject of the
proposed research project there is currently not a satisfactory level of knowledge, as this incorporates a
new methodology of recording and evaluation which has not yet been extensively and systematically
analyzed in a national and international context. The investigation into this area is still in progress,
and seems likely to confirm our hypothesis. This research could be a useful aid for decision makers
and a strong axis for new research papers.

This could eventually lead to development of new ways of viewing, interpreting, quantifying and
classifying of the cultural assets of a place. The findings of the research have important managerial
implications. The present paper aims to validate those new findings regarding cultural heritage.
The results of the research may improve the knowledge of the recording and evaluation of cultural
heritage. Additionally, the aim of this study is to help the various stakeholders of heritage (state actors,
ordinary users, local communities, international organizations, etc.). A further important implication is
that the system can be constantly updated and re-evaluated. The prospect of being able to re-evaluate
the tangible and intangible cultural assets of a place serves as a continuous impulse for future research.

Cultural heritage empowers cities and regions to strengthen their policies and initiatives, as well
as to develop innovative solutions to preserve their assets. As such, this system will help and empower
the various national and international stakeholders. More specifically, the qualitative and quantitative
criteria of the decision-making system can be used as an example for the evaluation of the cultural
assets of the places in their proposals in international institutions as ‘historic cities’ of UNESCO or
‘intangible heritage’ of the World, etc. Especially for the intangible cultural assets, the criteria of
the system can be a common evaluation framework for the ‘List of Intangible Cultural Heritage of
UNESCO’, or the ‘National Index’, etc., at a universal level.

6. Conclusions

This paper attempted to develop a new multicriteria decision-making system for cultural
significance, using quantitative and qualitative evaluation criteria. The aim of this study was to
formulate a new methodology for the evaluation of culture. This work highlighted the terms of tangible
and intangible cultural assets in order to redefine and classify them by the concepts of the environment,
humanity, and society into the context of culture and heritage. This may be considered a further
validation for governments, groups, or operators of culture, or anyone involved in cultural management.

Additionally, the importance of the proposed research is that:

A. The paper outlines an innovative solution for the protection and evaluation of the cultural
heritage of places. In addition, these findings provide additional information about both tangible
and intangible cultural assets.

B. The value of our contribution lies in the proposed system. Our study provides the framework
for a new way to evaluate the cultural heritage of each place, nationally and internationally.
Additionally, this new evaluation system can be easily fulfilled and shared, among the respective
users (governments, organizations, and ordinary users).

C. Collectively, our results appear to be consistent with the evaluation criteria. The use of
quantitative and qualitative criteria provides a powerful methodology for the evaluation of
culture, as it describes new knowledge or ideas based on original research. The proposed
research may provide a useful resource for future studies.

D. Finally, the most important impact of the research is the creation of a new innovative multicriteria
decision-making system. The broad implication of the present research is that it records and
evaluates culture, and especially intangible culture, which so far has not be sufficiently studied,
particularly at a scientific level.
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