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Abstract

The industrial heritage landscape constitutes a complex phenomenon whose 
study has been addressed belatedly by the scientific community in general. This 
has given rise to a situation of conceptual and methodological insufficiency to 
undertake its study, which forces us to rethink the ways in which these have 
been approached until now and to develop a methodological framework that 
takes into account their specificity. In this sense, this article aims to design 
a methodology for the identification and characterization of these landscapes 
based on their heritage and cultural considerations. The method used contem-
plates a conceptual approach to the industrial heritage landscape, a study of 
the different dimensions that characterize it and the design of methodological 
keys for its identification and characterization. Based on the results obtained, 
an explicit methodological proposal has been made that addresses the study of 
these landscapes from a holistic, open, and integrative approach.

Keywords: Industrial heritage; industrial heritage landscape; landscape 
characterization; landscape identification; methodology; postindustrial 
landscape. 

Resumen

El paisaje del patrimonio industrial configura un fenómeno complejo cuyo 
estudio ha sido abordado tardíamente por la actividad científica en general. 
Esto ha dado lugar a una situación de insuficiencia conceptual y metodoló-
gica para acometer su estudio que obliga a replantear los modos en los que 
hasta el momento éstos han sido abordados y elaborar un marco metodológi-
co que contemple su especificidad. En este sentido, este artículo tiene como 
objetivo diseñar una metodología para la identificación y caracterización de 
estos paisajes a partir de su consideración patrimonial y cultural. El método 
empleado contempla una aproximación conceptual al paisaje del patrimonio 
industrial, un estudio de las distintas dimensiones que lo caracterizan y el 
diseño de unas claves metodológicas para su identificación y caracterización. 
En base a los resultados obtenidos, se ha explicitado una propuesta metodo-
lógica que aborda el estudio de estos paisajes a partir de un enfoque holístico, 
abierto e integrador.

Palabras clave: Caracterización paisajística; identificación paisajística; meto-
dología; paisaje del patrimonio industrial; paisaje postindustrial; patrimonio 
industrial.
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Introduction

The Industrial Revolution represented one of 
the most significant changes in the history of 
humanity (Andrei, 2010). The phenomenon of 
industrialization, with a wide presence worldwi-
de, both in quantity and variety, has constituted 
a substantial part of the life of peoples, marking 
not only economic development, but also the 
evolution of society and culture (Leal del Ojo, 
2021), introducing new values and identities re-
lated to the culture of work and the memory of 
the territories. It has also promoted significant 
changes in the landscape that have led cities to 
take on a new appearance and a new order (Agui-
lar, 1990).

In its natural evolution, industry has gone 
through different stages. A previous one, ca-
lled proto-industry, has been linked to tradi-
tional industries prior to the eighteenth cen-
tury. And another, the Industrial Revolution 
as such, whose starting point is generally pla-
ced between the second half of the eighteenth 
century and the first decades of the nineteenth 
century, which began when the steam engine 
was incorporated in key sectors of industrial 
development.

In the second half of the twentieth century, be-
tween the 1960s and 1980s, the effects of globa-
lization, deindustrialization, economic restruc-
turing, etc., produced the obsolescence of a wide 
range of industrial facilities throughout the 
world, leaving behind a legacy of abandoned and 

underutilized industrial landscapes (Antrop,  
2000; Loures, Heuer, Horta, Santos & Silva, 
2008). From the 1980s to the present, in the 
stage that has been called post-industrial, this 
industrial past has been defended for its cultu-
ral and heritage value.

Today, these remnants of industry, devoid of 
the function and use for which they were exclu-
sively created, involuntarily take on new values 
that have nothing to do with those bestowed 
upon them by the modern age pioneers. If at 
first, the buildings, infrastructures, facilities, 
etc. that emerged during the industrial revo-
lution were considered symbols of progress, of 
the future and the maximum expression of the 
modern spirit, these, once industrial activity 
ceased, stand as symbols of the past.

The landscapes generated during this indus-
trial past acquire a physical, territorial, cultu-
ral, social, environmental, economic, producti-
ve, and heritage dimension, which reflects the 
territories and architectures that were created 
and manipulated during this past, as well as 
the history, culture and collective identity of 
that society.

In this article we will focus on those landsca-
pes generated during the industrial revolution, 
and we will discuss them from a broad and com-
prehensive perspective that contemplates the 
various dimensions involved in these landsca-
pes, and taking into consideration their herita-
ge status, which is a relatively recent develop-
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ment. This is set in the second half of the last 
century, at the time when the concept of heri-
tage began to expand to include a past that is 
much closer to the present (Choay, F., 1992), 
and linking it not only to the idea of monument 
or to assets of historical-artistic value, but also 
to those that contribute to the identity of peo-
ple, whether material or intangible, and that 
are associated with the concept of cultural pro-
perty. As a result:

The concept of heritage has evolved to 
contain the idea of landscape and has ex-
panded to include a heritage that until 
recently had not been given adequate at-
tention, such as industrial heritage. The 
legacy that industry has left us from the 
recent past is the most representative ele-
ment of a rich culture of production that 
must be preserved and recovered as a he-
ritage reality (Alba, 2010, p. 334).

Similarly, the evolution of the concept of 
landscape has a long history. It has been a sub-
ject of study and attention in Europe for a long 
time. The landscape, originally linked to a con-
ceptualization of pictorial roots and a philoso-
phical component that considered it mainly a 
visual phenomenon, over time has been incor-
porating various meanings depending on the 
prevailing social concerns and trends (Hunt, 
1994; Watkins and Cowell, 2012).

The enactment over two decades ago of the 
European Landscape Convention (hereinafter 
CEP) (Council of Europe, 2000) has promoted 
an extensive field of work based on the expan-
ded concept of landscape that it adopted, which 
contemplates not only the most outstanding or 
exceptional landscapes, but also those of every-
day life. This has been a catalyst in the field of 
landscape studies, reviving the conceptual and 
methodological debate around the study and 
management of landscapes (Gómez & Riesco, 
2010; Scazzosi, 2004). Although the CEP does 
not define a methodological procedure to ad-
dress these actions, it does arouse interest in 
them. Its implementation, based on the unders-
tanding that the landscape is the entire terri-
tory, implies that these actions must be carried 
out in a general way.

However, the discussion on the heritage di-
mension of landscapes is very recent. While it 
is true that there is a certain track record in the 
social recognition and institutional protection 
of natural heritage sites, this is less true in the 
case of those of a cultural nature (Fernández, 
2013), with little interest displayed in connec-
tion with the industrial heritage landscape. 
This new sensitivity towards industrial herita-
ge has been slow to take shape and has done so 
with unequal recognition and acceptance in di-
fferent countries. Thus, although the concept 
of heritage linked to the idea of monuments 
or sites with a certain historical-artistic value 
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may be easily accepted, when it comes to assets 
characterized by their pragmatic and func-
tional aspect, and that, in addition, generally 
have austere aesthetic qualities in terms of for-
ms and ornaments, this issue is more complex. 
And, if we add to this the negative image that 
the remains of this industrial past may have in 
the post-industrial society, because they repre-
sent the environmental impact that industry 
has had on the territory (Leal del Ojo, 2021), 
this issue becomes even more complex.

This has led to the study of the industrial he-
ritage landscape being belatedly approached by 
the scientific community in general, with inte-
rest in them being relatively recent. Thus, the-
se landscapes currently make up an emerging 
heritage that has not been sufficiently valued 
and studied to date (Álvarez, 2008; Benito et 
al., 2016; Sobrino & Sanz, 2019).

Starting in the 1960s, industrial heritage be-
gan to be a matter of concern for Europe and other 
territories such as the United States. An exam-
ple of this is the Venice Charter (ICOMOS, 1964), 
which contemplates a broad concept of heritage 
that integrates those elements or groups that 
in a general way refer to the culture of a people, 
are linked to a territory, or are part of a lands-
cape. However, industrial heritage did not have 
a document on its protection and conservation 
until the creation by the International Commi-
ttee for the Conservation of Industrial Heritage 
(ICCIT) in 2003 of the Nizhny Tagil Charter on 

Industrial Heritage. This document is the first 
international reference text for the protection 
and conservation of this heritage. Another nor-
mative and practical instrument that in recent 
years has made it possible to establish guidelines 
or references for the protection of industrial he-
ritage (sites, constructions, areas and landsca-
pes), recognizing its particularity and the cha-
llenges and threats to which it is subject, is the 
Dublin Principles. These were approved in 2011 
and include the joint criteria of the Internatio-
nal Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) 
and TICCIH for the conservation of this type of 
heritage. In addition, the Council of Europe, in 
its efforts to draw up guidelines and recommen-
dations for the protection of this heritage, speci-
fically devotes two documents to industrial heri-
tage, namely Recommendation No. R (87) 24 on 
European Industrial Cities (Council of Europe, 
1987) and Recommendation No. R (90) 20 on 
the protection and conservation of technical and 
industrial heritage and works of art in Europe 
(Council of Europe, 1990). Similarly, in 2013 
the Council of Europe drew up a series of recom-
mendations for its study and protection, which 
are included in Resolution 1924: Industrial He-
ritage in Europe (Council of Europe, 2013).

However, despite the increasing importance 
that industrial heritage has acquired in recent 
years, the legal concern for its conservation 
and the fact that it has the recognition of ins-
titutions specialized in heritage and various 
practical instruments, regulations, recommen-
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dations, etc. that recognize its value, the truth 
is that there are few and insufficient proposals 
that address the study and management of this 
heritage from a landscape perspective.

Thus, although these landscapes constitute a 
valuable resource for society, capable of provi-
ding economic, social and environmental bene-
fits, promoting processes of economic growth 
and urban and landscape regeneration and ha-
ving a historical and cultural role of great rele-
vance as an integral part of the collective iden-
tity of a society, the truth is that many of them, 
once they have lost the functionality for which 
they were created, are abandoned, subjected to 
serious processes of deterioration and degrada-
tion, and facing significant difficulties in safe-
guarding them (Alba, 2016; Leal del Ojo, 2021).

This currently raises the need to study these 
landscapes, to assess their value and intervene 
in them, in order to reintegrate them into their 
current context. To this end, it is necessary 
to first define theoretical and methodological 
approaches that address questions related to 
their study and management that are capable of 
assessing the specificity of these landscapes and 
the numerous challenges they face, in terms of 
their recovery and use (Altena & Linden, 2002; 
Brebbia, Almorza & Klapperich, 2002; Mclean, 
2020), compared to other types of landscapes, 
due to their extraordinary complexity.

The current state at the conceptual and me-
thodological level is insufficient to address 

in depth the study and intervention of these 
landscapes. The profound changes that have 
taken place in recent decades around the con-
cept of heritage and landscape have generated 
numerous uncertainties, new questions and 
challenges that imply conceptual and metho-
dological redefinitions in the field of study, for 
the enhancement and protection of industrial 
heritage landscapes. Many of the traditional 
theoretical, conceptual and methodological 
principles used for the study of landscapes in 
general are of limited use for landscapes that 
have been heavily transformed by human ac-
tion, as is the case of industrial heritage lands-
capes, since they are unsuitable for addressing 
their complexity and/or are insufficiently de-
veloped (Alba & Romero, 2022a, 2022b; Brady, 
2008; Zoido, 2012). Likewise, there are few 
studies that directly address the specificity and 
identity of these landscapes and the multiplici-
ty of dimensions in which they are involved.

So far, many of the studies that have addres-
sed the matter have done so in a partial or tan-
gential manner. Thus, it has traditionally been 
approached from a physical-material dimension 
by the natural sciences, or from a cognitive di-
mension by the social sciences and humanities. 
However, an integrative study model is nee-
ded that goes beyond these disciplinary limits 
and defines common frameworks to compile 
and synthesize knowledge. A transdisciplinary 
approach would facilitate the development of 
comparative and more systematic studies wi-
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thin and between disciplines, as well as favor 
not only the production of new knowledge about 
the landscape through collaborative learning, 
but also identify new problems and challenges, 
and define more solid solutions (Ojeda, 2013; 
Wu, 2006; Naveh, 2007).

In this sense, this article aims to address exis-
ting methodological and conceptual insufficien-
cies regarding the study of industrial heritage 
landscapes, contributing to fill the void of the 
scarcity of research in this field, and the obsoles-
cence of the methodologies used in their study, 
rethinking the ways in which they have been 
approached so far, often limited to traditional 
parameters, in order to advance in the design 
of a series of guidelines and indicators that will 
serve as a methodological basis for their identi-
fication and characterization. In this sense, the 
aim is to design a methodology for these landsca-
pes that addresses their specificity and identity 
and that approaches their study through a holis-
tic, open and integrative approach that opera-
tes between the multiple dimensions (physical, 
material, social, perceptive, temporal, cultural, 
etc.) attributable to them, and that advocates an 
approach that goes beyond any specific discipli-
ne, in a manner that contemplates their study in 
a unique and interdisciplinary manner, and fur-
thermore, through transdisciplinary analytical 
approaches that can address the complexity of 
these landscapes, focus on their specific charac-
ter, and approach their study based on their he-
ritage and cultural features.

Methodology

In this study, firstly, we discuss the conceptual 
approach to industrial heritage from a lands-
cape and heritage perspective. To this end, we 
review how these landscapes have been studied 
and reflect on the weak points and challenges 
involved in their identification and characteri-
zation, providing a summary of the theoretical 
approaches that have been used in this field, and 
of the practical and regulatory instruments and 
recommendations that discuss how to appraise 
and protect them. Secondly, we further elabo-
rate on the various dimensions (physical, ma-
terial, social, perceptive, temporal, cultural, 
etc.) that characterize these landscapes in order 
to highlight their complexity and unique iden-
tity as landscapes that have been deeply trans-
formed by industrial activities in the past, and 
which incorporate high cultural and heritage 
value. Thirdly, we advance the design of me-
thodological keys to identify and characterize 
these landscapes. These guidelines seek to ad-
dress the existing methodological and concep-
tual insufficiencies regarding the study of the-
se landscapes, to reassess the manner in which 
they have been approached until now. Lastly, 
we put forward a specific methodological pro-
posal that has been designed seeking to remain 
consistent with currently existing documents 
at the international level on the subject of in-
dustrial heritage landscapes.
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In this sense, the CEP and the Guidelines for 
its application, which are instruments sponso-
red by the Council of Europe, have been consi-
dered key documents insofar as they stand as 
a reference framework for the design of poli-
cies for the study, protection, management and 
planning of landscapes. Similarly, the stan-
dards, guidelines and recommendations drawn 
up by the Council of Europe for the identifica-
tion, protection and dissemination of heritage 
have been taken into consideration, especially 
those that specifically address industrial heri-
tage, such as Recommendation No. R(87)24 on 
European industrial cities, Recommendation 
No. R(90)20 on the protection and conservation 
of the technical and industrial heritage and 
works of art in Europe, and Resolution 1924: 
Industrial Heritage in Europe. Other instru-
ments that have been considered are those of a 
normative and practical nature that in recent 
years have made it possible to establish guideli-
nes, references or framework standards for the 
enhancement and intervention of such types of 
heritage at the international level, such as the 
Nizhny Tagil Charter on Industrial Heritage 
and the Dublin Principles.

The design of this methodological proposal is 
also based on the study of the conceptual and 
methodological advances made to date in the 
landscape field. Although this proposal consti-
tutes a new methodological tool that has very 
few precedents at the international level, the 
truth is that numerous conceptual and metho-

dological contributions have been made from 
various approaches and disciplines and whose 
theoretical and methodological aspects should 
not be ignored.

In this sense, in Europe we find extensive ex-
perience in the study of landscapes that has pro-
duced a substantial body of knowledge. Some 
of the most noteworthy landscape experiences 
carried out by public agencies from different 
countries and regions of Europe that propose 
new ways of analyzing and studying the lands-
cape include the Landscape Character Assess-
ment methodology (LCA), created by The Coun-
tryside Agency and Scottish Natural Heritage 
(currently English Nature) in the United King-
dom. This methodology focuses on the notion of 
landscape character, that is, that which consis-
tently characterizes a landscape and makes it 
unique (Swanwick, 2002). Its prestige is backed 
by a well-proven scientific background, long ex-
perience and a large demonstration of results. 
This fact, together with the central importan-
ce that this methodology gives to the charac-
terization of the landscape in order to obtain 
in-depth knowledge has led us to use this me-
thodology as a frame of reference for the design 
of our methodological proposal.

In using this methodology, we have sought to 
go beyond a simple exercise of methodological 
mimesis. We have contemplated revisions and 
adaptations in order to offer a comprehensi-
ve response to the needs of industrial herita-
ge landscapes. This involves some limitations, 
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but it also contributes enhancements and in-
novations that make it possible to advance in 
the design of a specific methodology for these 
landscapes. Some of the aspects we have wor-
ked on have been its adaptation to the diversi-
ty of scales of the industrial landscape in order 
to facilitate its study and analysis at different 
interrelated scales, as well as the incorpora-
tion of Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 
to support this study, in addition to collecting 
and presenting the data in map format. It has 
also been necessary to guide and adapt some 
of its considerations to the guidelines and re-
commendations proposed by the CEP (Gómez & 
Riesco, 2010).

We have also paid special attention to other 
methodologies that have emerged as an evolu-
tion of certain procedural aspects of the LCA 
methodology. This is the case of the Townscape 
Character Assessment and Historic Landscape 
Assessment methodologies, whose development 
is relevant for the study of landscapes located 
in urban environments, and the characteriza-
tion of landscape elements of a heritage nature.

Other sources of inspiration have been the 
experiences in identifying and characterizing 
landscapes in countries such as Belgium, Fran-
ce, Slovenia and Spain and their respective 
landscape atlases; landscape projects such as 
PAYS.DOC and PAYS. MED. URBAN deve-
loped within the framework of the European 
Union’s transnational cooperation program for 

the Mediterranean area; as well as the expe-
rience in Spain in the preparation of landscape 
catalogues and the promotion of various lands-
cape work methodologies and analysis carried 
out by centers such as the Center for Landscape 
Studies with the Landscape Catalogues of An-
dalusia and the Landscape Observatory with 
the Landscape Catalogues of Catalonia.

However, the specificity of these industrial he-
ritage landscapes has made it necessary to take a 
closer look at various landscape research studies 
or practices that, according to different inte-
rests and objectives, have approached the study 
of these landscapes in a partial or tangential 
manner or have approached the design of certain 
methodological aspects that address the study 
of these landscapes using a cultural landscape 
approach (Alba, 2017; Alba & Romero, 2022a).

Likewise, other experiences that have inspi-
red the development of this proposal come from 
research that, although not focused specifically 
on the study of industrial heritage landscapes, 
does address issues closely related to these and 
which invite us to explore the incorporation of 
certain methodological aspects (Loren, Mata, 
Ruiz & Pinzón, 2016).

The design of this methodological proposal 
has also been based on the review of specific 
studies that have structured the characteri-
zation of these industrial landscapes based on 
their cultural and heritage components. Thus, 
examples in the field of urban planning have 
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been studied, such as the Urban Master Plan of 
Colonias del Llobregat and the Urban Master 
Plan of the industrial heritage of Ter and Freser  
(Sabaté, 2001, 2006), or projects such as 
Emscher Landscape Park (Pérez & Parra, 
2004) and The Blaenavon Industrial Landsca-
pe World Heritage Site (Alba, Iranzo & Hermo-
silla 2018).

Once this methodological proposal was desig-
ned, its feasibility was tested and studied in 
the specific case of an industrial landscape, na-
mely the mining landscape of Minas de La Réu-
nion in Villanueva del Río y Minas, in Sevilla 
(Spain). This industrial landscape was selected 
due to the site’s relevance, whose activity dates 

back to the seventeenth century. The breadth 
of its facilities and the variety of its typologies 
has allowed us to test a great diversity of ca-
suistry and to test the methodology developed 
in a broad way. Likewise, its location in Sierra 
Norte de Sevilla, linked to a territory that has 
been highly anthropized since ancient times 
due to the development of extractive activities, 
the construction of infrastructures, the rai-
lway route, etc., leading to the participation of 
this landscape in various territorial scales, has 
allowed the proposed methodology to be tested 
at different representative scales, not only at a 
local scale, but also at other scales of a higher 
level (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Mining landscape of Minas de la Reunión in Villanueva del Río y Minas, Sevilla (Spain).  
View of the facilities of Well No. 5 and different scales of study -regional, subregional and local. 

Source: Prepared by the authors.
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Results

The dimensions of the industrial heritage 
landscape

The identification and characterization of an in-
dustrial heritage landscape requires a broad and 
integrated study that takes into consideration 
its complexity, using a multidimensional pers-
pective that contemplates not only the elements 
that have been inserted in the territory as a re-
sult of an industrial activity, but also their rela-
tionship with the social, cultural, economic and 
historical context in which they have developed.

These landscapes participate in a multiplicity 
of dimensions, of which it is worth highlighting 
those that the CEP refers to in relation to the new 
expanded concept of landscape, which it defines 
as “any part of the territory (physical-material 
dimension) as perceived (perceptual dimension) 
by the population (social dimension), whose cha-
racter is the result of the action and interaction 
of natural and/or human factors (temporal di-
mension) (nexus between nature and culture)” 
(Council of Europe, 2000, p. 2).

These five dimensions on which the CEP builds 
the concept of landscape, although they can be 
described separately, do not exist in isolation. 
The very conceptualization of landscape unites 
them all in a single synthesis. Below, for metho-
dological reasons, each of these dimensions is de-
tailed, one after the other, for the specific case of 

the industrial heritage landscape, although, as 
already mentioned, they do not exist separately.

Physical-material dimension

The landscape, as a spatial entity, has a physi-
cal-material dimension that refers to the terri-
torial system in which it is formalized. It forms 
the basis and represents the measurable, sin-
gular and inherent characteristics of the terri-
torial structure and process. In the case of an 
industrial landscape, the processes are highly 
complex as a result of the territorial relevance 
that these landscapes often acquire, given their 
size, logic of implantation and territorial occu-
pation (Trachana, 2017; Sobrino, 1996). These 
landscapes are often linked to productive sett-
lements that are located along riverways, port 
fronts, infrastructures or energy distribution 
networks, etc. As a result, in many cases they 
may cover a diversity of spatial scales, ranging 
from those of a more local nature, to others of 
a regional or provincial nature. In these lands-
capes, the interaction of elements at different 
spatial levels, such as infrastructures, commu-
nication routes, buildings, housing, equipment, 
facilities, machinery, etc., linked to the deve-
lopment of an industrial activity, whether it is 
exploitation, extraction, manufacture or trans-
port, defines a territorial system that characte-
rizes these landscapes.
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Temporal dimension

The dynamic nature of these landscapes and their 
transformation over time define their temporal 
dimension. These landscapes are not static, but 
dynamic entities. They are subject to continuous 
changes intrinsically linked not only to the pas-
sage of time, but especially to transformations 
in production modes and systems as a result of 
the rapid evolution of technology, changes in la-
bor and economic markets, etc., which produce 
the obsolescence of procedures, infrastructures, 
facilities, machinery, etc., forcing their conti-
nuous renewal or replacement to respond to new 
technological, functional, productive, economic 
and social needs and demands.

At present, these industrial landscapes, even 
when the industrial activity that generated 
them has ceased, are in continuous transforma-
tion as a result of a process of deterioration and 
ruin of the different elements, buildings and 
infrastructures that make them up.

Thus, the temporal dimension of the indus-
trial landscape takes shape in times, rhythms, 
layers of experiences of past lives and memo-
ries, which give rise to a hidden and unexplored 
dimension, as well as a presence in the present. 
Consequently, its definition contemplates di-
fferent historical moments, although they con-
verge with the present moment.

Perceptive dimension

The perceptual dimension of the landscape re-
presents the mental construct built by those who 
perceive a territory and interpret it based on 
their experience of the senses (Alba, 2021). “A 
landscape is not a reality in itself, separate from 
the gaze of those who contemplate it” (Kessler, 
2000, p. 17). In its conceptual development, 
its creation is conditioned by the perception of 
an observer who constructs and qualifies it. It 
therefore has no identity outside of perception. 
This dimension is very similar to a sensorial 
conception of the landscape, as a sensory mani-
festation of the territory, capable of mobilizing 
all our perceptions. This is linked to the more 
widespread meaning of landscape, which con-
siders it as “the perception of the environment 
by the individual through the senses, although 
most of this perception is produced by eyesight”  
(Gómez, 1989, p. 28).

However, this perception goes beyond the 
physical and integrates other perceptual and 
cognitive forms that give rise to a broader and 
deeper perception where ideas, feelings, sensa-
tions, emotions and experiences are an indivisi-
ble part of the landscape. Thus, the perceptual 
dimension of a landscape is not only referred 
to purely sensory issues. It is influenced by our 
culture, our way of thinking, of living and be-
ing in a world that is defined by a social and cul-
tural context.
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In the case of an industrial landscape, it may 
undergo significant changes in the way it is per-
ceived over time. Thus, if at first the buildings, 
infrastructures, facilities, etc. that emerged 
during the industrial revolution were for deca-
des considered symbols of progress, of the futu-
re and the maximum expression of the modern 
spirit, today, once the industrial activity has 
ceased, they stand as symbols of the past. These 
landscapes acquire a new meaning outside the 
context in which they were created that is far 
removed from the way they were originally con-
ceived (Alba, 2016, 2018).

This situation forces us to look at and reflect 
on these landscapes in a new way and with a sen-
sibility that has nothing to do with the way the 
modern pioneers approached them to exalt in-
dustrial aesthetics. These industrial remains, 
many of them abandoned and scattered throu-
ghout the territory, devoid of the function and 
use for which they were exclusively created, cu-
rrently involuntarily acquire formal, spatial, 
aesthetic values, etc. for which they were not 
initially conceived, giving rise to unique and un-
repeatable landscapes. These are, in the words 
of Peter Latz (1999), “the fantastic landscapes 
after the industrial age” (p. 199).

Socio-cultural dimension

The industrial landscape acquires meaning be-
yond its physical and objective identity as a so-
cial and cultural construct. The imprint that 

industrial activity and the processes linked to 
it have exerted on the territory throughout his-
tory has contributed decisively to the construc-
tion of new landscapes and the formation of cul-
tural scenes, defining the hallmarks of a society, 
its ideals, beliefs, ways of life and work (Alba, 
2010). These have been engraved in the landsca-
pe and in the collective memory over time.

These landscapes currently take on a heritage 
character, as they are bearers of values related 
to the culture of work, related to the definition 
of the identity of generations of workers, the 
history of a people and the scientific and tech-
nological culture of a very recent period in the 
history of humanity that must be preserved 
and recovered as a heritage reality. The mar-
ked or erased traces of the action of industry on 
the territory make these landscapes an expres-
sion of the culture of a people and possessors of 
great cultural significance.

Landscape as a link between nature and culture

In its definition of landscape, the CEP states 
that what characterizes it is “the result of the 
action and interaction of natural and/or human 
factors” (Council of Europe, 2000, p. 2). The two 
are deliberately linked in this definition, so that 
it is these mutual relations between the natural 
and cultural features that define the core of its 
conceptualization.

In the case of the industrial landscape, this 
relationship has been built over time, through 
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the development of different industrial acti-
vities that have modified the environment, in 
which the exploitation of existing natural re-
sources, both raw materials and energy resour-
ces, have played a role in the definition of these 
landscapes. In the same way, these landscapes 
have influenced the construction of the signs of 
the cultural identity of a society.

Systemic dimension

The definition of industrial landscape acquires a 
broader and more complex meaning that goes be-
yond each of the dimensions described above. It 
is not possible to simplify the industrial lands-
cape to only one of these dimensions, as they 
do not exist separately. Only when all of them 
are combined, interrelated or intertwined with 
each other, is it possible to speak of an indus-
trial landscape. It defines a physical, material, 
temporal, perceptual, social and cultural reality 
that contemplates both objective and subjective, 
natural and cultural, ideal and material, indivi-
dual and social aspects, etc. The very concept of 
industrial landscape provides a broad and all-en-
compassing vision that integrates and articula-
tes all these dimensions and their interrelations, 
which leads to it being perceived in a context of 
synthesis as a coherent whole.

Methodological keys for the analysis and 
identification of the industrial heritage 
landscape

The epistemological debate on the new para-
digm of industrial heritage from the perspecti-
ve of the landscape must be approached not only 
from a conceptual outlook, but also through the 
definition of methodological approaches that 
facilitate the implementation of its axioms in 
the territory as a prior and unavoidable step for 
the identification and characterization of these 
landscapes, as well as for the advancement of 
actions that aim to assign value, protect and 
plan them.

The complexity of these industrial heritage 
landscapes, which involve a large number of 
structures, facilities and social systems related 
to the culture of work, have marked not only 
economic development, but also the evolution 
of a society and culture itself. Likewise, its link 
to technological changes, the use of new mate-
rials and production and communication sys-
tems has had an impact in one way or another 
on all areas of life. That is why their study must 
go beyond the assessment of industrial structu-
res and processes themselves.

The definition of a specific methodological 
proposal for the identification and characteri-
zation of these landscapes makes it necessary 
to contemplate a new approach with framewor-
ks that transcend the conventional approa-
ches, often linked to specific disciplines, to 
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instead contemplate a holistic and integrative 
approach that operates between the multiple 
physical, material, temporal, perceptual, cul-
tural, and heritage dimensions, etc. attribu-
table to these landscapes, and advocate for an 
inter- and trans-disciplinary approach for their 
study (Romero, 2017), in a manner that addres-
ses both the objective and subjective, natural 
and cultural, ideal and material, individual and 
social characteristics that broadly define these 
landscapes, focusing attention on those aspects 
that over time have been decisive in defining 
their inherent qualities and configuring their 
distinctive character. Therefore, it is necessary 
to advance in the contribution of methodologi-
cal enhancements and innovations that contem-
plate the nuances and singularities that charac-
terize these landscapes based on their cultural 
and heritage considerations (Alba & Romero, 
2022a, 2022b).

Below we define a series of methodological keys 
for the identification, systematization and des-
cription of the industrial heritage landscapes:

Determination of the territorial scale of the 
industrial heritage landscape survey

For the analysis and interpretation of an indus-
trial landscape, it is necessary to reflect, first of 
all, on what is, or are, the scales of territorial 
approximation to be considered for the effects of 
the heritage survey. This definition constitutes 
a decisive preliminary step for the study of the-

se landscapes, given the implications that this 
aspect has on the work methodology. Thus, the 
analysis of the spatial and material aspects of 
the physical environment in which these lands-
capes are formalized, the identification of the 
historical keys, the uses and activities that have 
marked their character and the heritage resour-
ces that define them must be carried out on the 
basis of data and information sources that are 
adequate and relevant at the scale and level of 
detail that has been previously defined.

In this sense, given that the study of these 
landscapes is approached from their heritage 
and cultural dimension, it is the characteristics 
of their heritage and cultural values that con-
dition the scale(s) at which their study must be 
approached. Initially, two scales could be con-
sidered. On the one hand, a subregional scale 
that is consistent with the scale of the lands-
cape boundaries. This offers a broader view of 
the landscape that provides the context of the 
study to achieve a heritage reading of the terri-
tory as a whole. On the other hand, a more local 
or regional scale linked to smaller extensions 
of territory in which the heritage dimension of 
these landscapes is developed requires specific 
study strategies.

In each of these scales of study, certain as-
pects become more or less relevant. Thus, on 
a subregional scale, the physical and material 
aspects of the landscape display realities and 
rhythms that should not be underestimated in 
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the heritage analysis of the territory, while in 
the closer scales of a local or regional nature, 
which correspond to more limited places, cul-
tural characteristics acquire greater relevance.

Delimitation of territorial areas featuring 
homogeneous heritage invariants

In each of the scales of study of these landsca-
pes, it is necessary to identify and delimit those 
spaces where homogeneous features are present 
from the perspective of cultural heritage, due 
to the presence of a significant form of certain 
industrial elements (infrastructures, factories, 
workshops, facilities, etc.), traces of the action 
exercised by the industry in the territory (mi-
ning spaces, etc.), or by a character of recognized 
historical trajectory that defines its identity.

This delimitation is a complex task, since the 
landscape features are continuously manifested 
throughout the territory. Although landscapes 
in which the physical and biological dimension 
predominate this delimitation is more evident, 
in those where both historical processes and the 
industrial activities carried out have shaped 
their heritage, their delimitation is more com-
plex, since this heritage dimension rarely has 
a clear spatial delimitation (IKT and Paisaia, 
2005; Tévar, 1996).

Summary of the historical processes

A multiplicity of time periods converges in the 
industrial landscape that define its character. 
The temporal dimension of these landscapes 
takes shape in times, rhythms, layers of expe-
riences that define different historical processes. 
It is crucial to include these in the identification 
and characterization of these landscapes in or-
der to assess their heritage dimension. However, 
as in the case of the spatial dimension, where it 
is necessary to take into account the diversity of 
spatial scales in which these landscapes partici-
pate, a similar problem arises in the choice of the 
different time scales.

In this sense, the treatment of time, unders-
tood as historical time, for the effects of the 
identification and characterization of these 
landscapes, should go beyond the descriptive 
or documentation aspects of the territory, to 
offer a coordinated framework of integration 
between the temporal scale and the chosen spa-
tial scale, which constitutes a purely analyti-
cal exercise. The analysis and presentation of 
time and space must be coordinated in order to 
transmit a coherent story, in which the effect 
of certain historical processes in the definition 
of the character of these landscapes can be re-
cognized (Fernández et al., 2013).
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Identification of uses and industrial activities 
that define the heritage character of these 
landscapes

It is impossible to conceive the industrial lands-
cape without considering the action of human 
beings on the environment, through the exploi-
tation of natural resources, raw materials and 
energy resources. This has given rise to landsca-
pes that were shaped by the industrial activities 
carried out, their historical contexts and the 
social needs they addressed. These industrial 
activities make it possible to outline in broad 
strokes, suitable for each scale, the main proces-
ses that have shaped the character of a territory.

The imprint that industrial activity and the 
processes linked to it have exerted on the te-
rritory throughout history has contributed 
decisively to the construction of new cultural 
landscapes. The action of industry on the te-
rritory has left a material imprint, but also an 
immaterial dimension that defines the identity 
symbols of a society, its ways of life and work 
that over time have been engraved in the lands-
cape and in the collective memory (Alba, 2010). 
These industrial landscapes acquire a heritage 
dimension as bearers of values related to the 
culture of work, the definition of the identity 
of generations of workers, the history of a peo-
ple, and the scientific and technological culture 
of a very recent period in the history of huma-
nity. Hence, the importance of considering the 
analysis of the industrial activities carried out 
in the territory over time.

This analysis must be carried out according to 
the spatial scale in which the study is approa-
ched, since depending on the scale the activi-
ties may be multiple or limited, heterogeneous 
or homogeneous. A synthesis exercise must be 
carried out to delimit the activities that cha-
racterize these landscapes, taking into account 
those that have had the greatest impact on the 
configuration and functional articulation of 
the territories.

Analysis of the perceptual and discursive 
dimension of the industrial landscape

In the identification and characterization of the-
se landscapes, it is considered relevant to assess 
the different ways in which they have been per-
ceived over time. Such perceptions have under-
gone significant changes. Thus, if at first the 
buildings, infrastructures, facilities, etc. that 
emerged during the industrial revolution were 
considered a symbol of progress and future, to-
day they acquire, outside the context in which 
they emerged, a new meaning as symbols of the 
past (Alba, 2016).

In this sense, their study must take into ac-
count both the perceptions and interpretations 
built around these landscapes throughout his-
tory with the aim of building a heritage image 
that avoids stereotypes and over-simplifications. 
The way in which a landscape is understood and 
signified is linked to a perceptual dimension, ba-
sed on experiences in the environment, and to a 
discursive dimension, which represents a social 
construct (Fernández et al. 2013).
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Thus, it is essential to analyze both the ima-
ges projected of these landscapes over time in 
literature, painting, photography, music, etc., 
and the interpretations made by those who live 
and inhabit these landscapes. To this end, it is 
necessary to implement techniques that ma-
nage all this diversity of perceptions through 
processes of identification of the elements that 
give it a unique character, but also through par-
ticipatory social processes that help to make 
visible its most idealized or symbolic elements 
(Rodrigo et al., 2012).

Methodological proposal

The proposed methodology involves the perfor-
mance of a series of descriptive and analytical 
actions for the identification and characteriza-
tion of the industrial heritage landscape, aimed 

at advancing in the contribution of methodolo-
gical enhancements and innovations. Its objec-
tive is to obtain extensive knowledge about the 
landscape under study, to identify it throughout 
its territory, to establish a census or inventory 
of the different clearly defined and delimited 
landscape units that make it up, based on the 
elements that characterize it (natural, cultural, 
heritage, perceptive, symbolic, etc.), in order to 
build its identity and configure its distinctive 
character.

The specific methodological proposal is explai-
ned below. Its design has contemplated the me-
thodological keys set out in the previous section, 
as well as the specific features of these landscapes 
that were previously discussed in greater detail 
when addressing the dimensions that characte-
rize them. Figure 2 shows in a simplified way the 
structure of this methodological proposal.

Figure 2. Structure of the designed methodological proposal. 
Source: Prepared by the authors.
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The identification of the landscape is the first 
step in the characterization process. It invol-
ves the performance of a series of descriptive 
actions aimed at identifying a landscape, such 
as the delimitation of the different landscape 
units that make it up, based on those elements 
that build its identity and distinctive charac-
ter, producing a particular, differentiated and 
differentiable physiognomy.

The identification and characterization work 
does not seek to define a hierarchy of landscape 
units according to their quality, but rather to 
obtain a general overview of the landscape, not 
only with a description of its character, but also 
its individualization, focusing on that which 
allows the landscape studied to be placed in a 
context, to show its extension and to confront 
it with others through the detection of its di-
fferentiating features (Mata, 2002).

Each landscape unit defines a homogeneous 
territory that is clearly delimited and differen-
tiated from neighboring territories, and which 
has its own dynamics. It is the set of qualities in-
herent to a landscape that over time has defined 
and configured it, as well as the meanings and va-
lues that society has assigned to it, which defines 
its character and differentiates it from the rest.

In the development of this methodology, 
it has been considered relevant to adopt the 
landscape identification and characterization 
process proposed by the British agencies Coun-
tryside Agency and Scottish Natural Heritage. 
In this sense, and in line with the approaches 
included in the LCA methodology, a landscape 

study procedure is established that contempla-
tes the identification not only of those aspects 
that are distinctive and that individualize some 
landscape units from others, but also those of 
a more general nature that are shared by diffe-
rent units with separate distributions (Lipsky 
& Romportl, 2007).

Thus, it is proposed, on the one hand, to iden-
tify and map out those landscape areas that 
have an unequivocal landscape and territorial 
identity and are internally homogeneous and, 
on the other hand, at a more abstract level, to 
define the different landscape types, each of 
which results from the grouping at a certain 
scale of areas with common features distribu-
ted throughout the territory. This work of se-
gregating into areas and grouping into landsca-
pe types is flexible, and repeated iterations may 
be performed to achieve more detailed classifi-
cations, which enables studying the landscape 
at various related scales.

This constitutes a key parameter in the study 
of industrial heritage landscapes, since they 
may involve a diversity of scales, and an in-dep-
th study may require their hierarchical syste-
matization for their analysis at different sca-
les. Each of them will direct the study of the 
landscape in a certain direction. Thus, the use 
of small scales for large territorial areas will 
provide an overview of the landscape’s diversi-
ty and serve as a framework for more detailed 
identification studies. However, as the scale 
of study expands, the data to be taken into ac-
count in the landscape study vary, so that from 
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a strictly perceptual description we give way 
to integrated concepts of a cognitive nature in 
which social participation is necessary. Hence 
the need to facilitate the involvement and par-
ticipation of citizens and other social agents 
related to landscape policy in this process of 
landscape identification and characterization.

Given the difficulty of these landscapes and 
the number of different variables involved in 
their characterization, the development of a 
methodology based on the definition of a sim-
ple procedure is proposed, which maximizes the 
use of the available information, and which is 
structured in the phases detailed below:

Phase 1.1. Definition of the scope and coverage 
of the study

The objective of this phase is to frame the diffe-
rent study areas according to the parameters 
used for their delimitation. Thus, prior to the 
identification and characterization of the lands-
cape, it is advisable to carry out a series of tasks 
that allow the definition of the scope of the lands-
cape study, such as the definition of the objecti-
ves pursued, the delimitation of the study area, 
the establishment of a work plan and schedule, 
the definition of the different scales of study, and 
the identification of the professionals and social 
agents who will participate, as well as the resour-
ces necessary for their adequate execution.

It is recommended that the work team be made 
up of professionals from different disciplines 
such as architects, urban planners, archaeolo-

gists, geographers, historians, sociologists, an-
thropologists, etc. It is also advisable to draw 
up a map of social agents that includes a list of 
potential participants (local population, asso-
ciations, town councils, etc.) in the identifica-
tion and characterization process.

Phase 1.1.1. Definition of objectives

This first section consists in defining the objecti-
ves, both general and specific, in a precise, clear, 
concise and realistic manner, that the landscape 
study seeks to achieve during the planned execu-
tion period.

Phase 1.1.2. Delimitation of the area of the study

The objective of this section is the delimitation 
and basic description (written and cartographic) 
of the study area(s). This first identification of 
the landscape to be studied should cover the en-
tire territory.

Phase 1.1.3. Define the procedure, size and scale of the study

Firstly, a work timetable will be set out in a 
schedule that includes the activities to be ca-
rried out and their expected execution periods. 
Subsequently, guidelines on the extent of both 
the report and the planimetry to be carried out 
will be defined, depending on the features of the 
landscape to be studied, and the different scales 
of the landscape study will be established depen-
ding on whether it refers to a local, regional or 
subregional area.
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Likewise, this section will briefly discuss the ba-
sic methodological principles on which the lands-
cape study is based, and will identify the profes-
sionals who will participate in the work, as well 
as the resources required for its adequate execu-
tion, and a map of social agents will be drawn up 
that includes a list of potential participants.

Phase 1.2. Information resources

When undertaking the study of these landsca-
pes, it is convenient to be aware of the starting 
point offered by the available information. To 
this end, it is necessary to previously gather in-
formation based on the meticulous search, com-
pilation and restructuring of the existing in-
formation from various sources (bibliographic, 
graphic, cartographic, oral, statistical, etc.) 
and from a diversity of perspectives. This search 
must be carried out systematically in libraries, 
archives, institutions, etc. that may contain in-
formation related to the landscape under study. 
Generally, much of this material is available and 
accessible electronically. Likewise, new spatial 
analysis tools based on geographic information 
systems, remote sensing systems, etc., tend to 
enrich the available information base.

The formation of a multidisciplinary team 
aims to collect the information available to 
each member from the perspective of their res-
pective disciplines. This will allow the creation 

of a sum of multidisciplinary approaches to the 
physical, material, spatial, temporal, percepti-
ve, social, cultural, economic, etc. keys of the 
landscape under study that, through dialogue 
and consensus, will help reveal the different di-
mensions of the landscape under study, produ-
cing an expert and interdisciplinary reading.

Phase 1.3. Desktop work

The objective of this phase is to perform an 
analysis and synthesis, in an integrated way, of 
the structures and variables that make up the 
foundations of the landscape under study, on 
which each team member obtained information 
from their respective discipline in the previous 
phase. This analysis will take into account the 
diversity of dimensions that define it, highligh-
ting its specific features. Thus, this study will 
refer both to those elements, processes or struc-
tures that define the homogeneity, boundaries 
and properties of the different areas (historical 
processes and socio-economic foundations, na-
tural foundations of the landscape, etc.) and to 
those that contribute to their individuality with 
respect to the rest of the territory, in referen-
ce to their visual and scenic structure or that 
show the links that society maintains with these 
landscapes (cultural, social, perceptive, tradi-
tional, etc.) (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Conceptual scheme of Phase 1.3 Desktop Work. 
Source: Prepared by the authors.
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Special attention will be paid to the dynamics 
and interrelations between the different com-
ponents that define each landscape, identifying 
in each case the most noticeable discontinuities 
that allow the definition of different landscape 
units. This analysis must be carried out based 
on an integrated procedure that brings toge-
ther the diversity of considerations associated 
with these landscapes and available studies. 
To this end, the disciplinary approaches con-
tributed by each researcher must be oriented 
towards the landscape under study, understood 
as a reality in which a diversity of spatial, terri-
torial, perceptive, temporal, cultural, social, 
etc. aspects converge. Consequently, the tea-
mwork must move from a multi-disciplinary to 
inter-disciplinary effort, and from partial dis-
ciplinary analyses to a consensual and compre-
hensive understanding of the landscape.

This study must also consider the different 
scales of the landscape and be referred to the 
territory as a whole, so that it contemplates not 
only those parts or elements considered signi-
ficant or exceptional, but also those parts that 
are more everyday and degraded.

Likewise, it must contemplate the evolutio-
nary processes of these landscapes by verifying 
both past and present temporal dynamics and 
those that are foreseeable, derived from human 
or natural factors or from the existence or ab-
sence of pressures exerted on the territory of 
study, bringing together the historical view and 
the prospective outlook (dynamics and threats).

Figure 4. Application of Phase 1.3 Desktop Work for the study 
of the mining landscape of Minas de la Reunión at a local scale. 

Source: Prepared by the authors.
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In this phase it is also essential to include the 
participation of the population and social ac-
tors who establish a daily relationship with this 
landscape, in order to identify the different 
landscape units through the study of social re-
presentations and cultural patterns.

From this study, a first draft of landscape 
areas and types at different scales will be pre-
pared, which will include the partial results of 
the analyses carried out. The landscape units 
will be delimited, mapped and characterized 
with a brief text that describes their main fea-
tures. The description will be accompanied by 
an explanatory sheet that should be stored in 
a database where all its components appear in 
summarized form. Likewise, it will be essential 
to identify and assign names or codes to the di-
fferent areas identified and to define their arti-
culation, hierarchical relationships, delimita-
tion and boundaries.

The treatment of these first results by means 
of geographic information systems will yield 
a preliminary proposal for the delimitation of 
landscape units. This first delimitation must be 
contrasted and verified through fieldwork and 
subjected to a process of successive rectifica-
tion until its definitive definition is reached.

This process of delimitation is not an easy 
task, since the landscape is configured as a 
continuous whole. Although this delimitation 
may be straightforward in landscapes where 
the physical and biological dimensions predo-

minate, it becomes more complex in landscapes 
that have been highly transformed by man, as is 
the case of the landscapes arising from indus-
trial decline, where we find social and cultural 
parameters, especially those linked to percep-
tion (Boira, 1992; Bofarull, 1982). Hence the 
importance of paying special attention to the 
elements that constitute transition areas or 
boundaries between adjacent landscape areas. 
Additionally, it will also be necessary to take 
into account that this delimitation must be ca-
rried out in a manner that is consistent with the 
instruments of territorial and urban planning.

Once the different landscape units have been 
delimited, they will be named and codified at 
different scales in order to facilitate their iden-
tification and georeferencing.

Phase 1.4. Field work

During this phase, the team will carry out an 
on-site survey of the landscape in order to get to 
know it in depth, since there are elements and 
dynamics that cannot be perceived in any other 
way. The appreciation of features of an aesthe-
tic and perceptual nature, their assessment and 
the detection of recent dynamics and trends not 
recorded so far will allow us to check, comple-
ment, contrast and update the data obtained in 
the previous phase, validating or correcting as 
necessary the definition and delimitation of the 
identified landscape units, thus contributing to 
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orient the different views and attentions towards cer-
tain aspects and themes, and specific and significant 
places of these landscapes. The convergence of the di-
fferent researchers’ direct and shared views on very 
specific and representative aspects of the landscape 
will allow making progress in the delimitation, iden-
tification and characterization of the different lands-
cape units that make up the overall landscape.

To this end, it is advisable to carry out a first cam-
paign once the general scope of study has been defined, 
in order to make a first contact to directly observe the 
landscape elements, the relationships that have made 
its structure possible, and to start building a photo-
graphic catalogue. A second campaign will be carried 
out once the different landscape units have been iden-
tified and delimited. This will consist of visiting each 
and every one of the landscape units in order to con-
firm or correct their delimitation and evaluate them 
directly (Figure 5). Finally, a third campaign will be 
carried out to collect information through citizen 
participation. This will be carried out through inter-
views with landscape experts and surveys of the local 
population.

Figure 5. Application of Phase 1.4 Field Work of the study of the mining landscape  
of Minas de la Reunión at a local scale. 

Source: Prepared by the authors.
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Phase 1.5. Identification and characterization

The objective of this phase is to perform the final iden-
tification and characterization of the different areas 
and landscape types outlined above. To this end, based 
on the information and reflections collected so far, syn-
thesis documents will be prepared that contemplate the 
following aspects:

	• Identification and general description of the key 
characteristics that define its landscape charac-
ter.

	• Analysis of the pressures, factors and evolutio-
nary processes that currently affect its characte-
rization, as well as the dynamics responsible over 
time for its current structure and physiognomy.

	• Preparation of a definitive map that contempla-
tes the spatial delimitation and final characteri-
zation of the different areas and landscape types 
and integrates the diversity of elements that 
compose them.

	• Name of the different landscape units. They must 
be brief, clear, descriptive, understandable and 
representative of the identity of each territory.

	• Preparation of a broad and complete characteri-
zation sheet for each of the areas and types iden-
tified that incorporates the results of this phase 
(Figure 6).

Figure 6. Application of Phase 1.5 Identification and characterization of the study of the mining  
landscape of Minas de la Reunión at a local scale. 

Source: Prepared by the authors.



Methodological Proposal for the Identification and Characterization of Industrial Heritage Landscapes

74

This documentation must reflect a transdisci-
plinary approach that contemplates new speci-
fic approaches, both creative and disciplinary, 
that are determined by the new keys offered by 
an interdisciplinary reading, but also by the 
need to overcome disciplinary limits through 
cooperation, collaboration and communication 
between experts from different disciplines that 
make it possible to study these landscapes from 
a diversity of perspectives (territorial, social, 
environmental, economic, urbanistic, geogra-
phical, archaeological, historical-functional, 
perceptual-visual, etc.), so as to ensure new 
comprehensive and interpretative readings 
that address the study in all its complexity. It is 
also advisable that this information be updated 
regularly, especially when the landscapes are 
affected by rapid transformations.

The incorporation of citizen participation in 
the work of landscape identification and charac-
terization is relevant to the extent that it allows 
the incorporation of the local population’s sym-
bolic and perceptive perspective, which enables 
highlighting non-material aspects of the lands-
cape that are important for understanding its 
complexity and the relevance of certain spaces. 
Likewise, the use of a database that includes the 
use of GIS systems will facilitate the develop-
ment of this work, allowing to link the informa-
tion generated in the study to a specific lands-
cape, serving as support for the application of 
the methodology in each of its phases, but also 
favoring the effective coordination of the diffe-
rent disciplines and agents involved in its study.

Discussion and conclusions

The methodological proposal that was develo-
ped is intended to address the challenges faced 
in the study of industrial heritage landscapes, 
which contributes in part to solve the current 
scarcity and/or embryonic state of research on 
industrial heritage from a landscape perspec-
tive, as well as the obsolescence of the instru-
ments and methodologies used in such studies. 
The extraordinary complexity of industrial he-
ritage landscapes represents a new paradigm 
that incorporates new assets and new actors, 
which therefore requires the development of 
new and renewed concepts, methods and ins-
truments. This is a priority for their protection 
and for the implementation of the CEP.

Thus, this methodological proposal contri-
butes enhancements and innovations that ad-
dress, among other matters, the complexity 
that characterizes these landscapes through a 
global and comprehensive study that specifica-
lly takes into consideration the multiple dimen-
sions that define them (physical, material, tem-
poral, cultural, social, heritage, etc.). Likewise, 
it addresses the diversity of spatial scales in 
which these landscapes participate, taking as 
a reference the entire territory in which they 
are formalized; it addresses their dynamic na-
ture of continuous change and transformation, 
contemplating in its study the convergence of 
times that occur in these landscapes and the 
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coexistence of historical and contemporary di-
mensions, and it addresses their highly anthro-
pized character, incorporating social agents in 
their study.

Likewise, this methodology proposes the de-
velopment of a holistic, broader and more in-
tegrated approach, which aims to bring toge-
ther multidisciplinary perspectives that offer 
a more complex reading through an inter- and 
transdisciplinary exercise that contemplates 
the dissolution and transgression of the boun-
daries between disciplines to define common 
frameworks that allow the compilation and 
synthesis of knowledge (Ostrom, 2009). Thus, 
the identification and characterization of the-
se landscapes has been structured through di-
fferent phases that move from a multi-discipli-
narity to inter-disciplinarity approach, to end 
up being transdisciplinary. The complexity of 
these landscapes and the convergence of histo-
rical, heritage, social, economic, perceptive, 
symbolic, identity, memory, etc. components 
within them requires that their detailed analy-
sis, as well as their subsequent and necessary 
understanding, be carried out through a mul-
tidisciplinary work team in which each expert 
analyzes the landscape under study from their 
own discipline. Progressively, this multidisci-
plinary work team must move towards an inter-
disciplinary approach in which all experts seek 
to converge in a unitary reading of the landsca-
pe and, finally, develop a transdisciplinary rea-
ding in which they transgress the limits of their 

various disciplines. To this end, it is important 
to define strategies for cooperation, collabora-
tion and communication between experts from 
different disciplines aiming for the conver-
gence of disciplinary perspectives in order to 
approach the study of these landscapes from a 
diversity of perspectives that guarantees their 
analysis in all its complexity.

This transdisciplinary approach of the propo-
sed methodology constitutes an opportunity for 
the production of innovative knowledge in the 
study of these landscapes. As Liu et al. (2007) 
point out, the integrated study of the landsca-
pe helps reveal patterns and new and complex 
processes that are not evident when they are 
studied separately. Although each discipline 
independently makes valuable contributions to 
the understanding of the landscape, they face 
limitations, since they fail to capture its com-
plex and complete reality. Only a broader vision 
based on the exchange of knowledge between 
disciplines allows a deeper and more compre-
hensive reading capable of addressing its com-
plexity. In this sense, the use of digital tools 
such as GIS favors the effective coordination 
between the different disciplines, supporting 
the development of inter- and transdisciplinary 
readings, but also the coherent representation 
and analysis of the diversity of data and infor-
mation that these landscapes contain.

Even though this article defines a methodolo-
gical procedure for the identification and cha-
racterization of industrial heritage landscapes, 
this methodological proposal must be further 
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supplemented in future research, in order to 
develop a specific method for these landscapes 
that not only focuses on gathering adequate in-
formation, but also on their enhancement and, 
especially, their integrated management in a 
manner that supports their protection based on 
their heritage and cultural considerations.

With regard to the valuation of these lands-
capes, there is still much to be done, not only 
in terms of identifying their heritage values, 
but also in their dissemination and promotion. 
With regard to their protection, many of these 
landscapes, once they have lost their functio-
nality, are subject to serious processes of dete-
rioration and degradation, which makes them 
a particularly fragile heritage that is at risk of 
disappearing. This has awakened the need not 
only to study and value these landscapes, but 
also to protect them in order to recover them as 
a valuable resource for society and/or to rein-
tegrate them into their current context. Howe-
ver, interest in these landscapes is relatively 
recent. The development of landscape-specific 
policies and the definition of policy, legal and 
planning frameworks relating to landscape in 
general is still very limited. Hence, those dedi-
cated to the industrial landscape are even much 
less frequent.

In this sense, further institutional, normative 
and technical reflection on these landscapes is 
currently necessary, not only in terms of their 
theoretical conceptualization, but also their 
methodological treatment from a systemic pers-
pective of cultural heritage. This should lead to 

making progress in the scale of consideration 
of this heritage, until recently ignored or little 
treated, which points to more complex analy-
sis methodologies that address the specificity 
and identity of these landscapes with respect 
to other types of cultural landscapes, and that 
from a systemic approach interprets industrial 
heritage and contributes to its critical analysis 
from a landscape perspective.
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