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The ‘Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural
Heritage for Society’ can be considered a turning

point in the role of communities in the protection of
Cultural Heritage. It emphasises the value of cultural
heritage and its potential for wide use as a resource
for sustainable development and quality of life in a
permanently evolving society; and it also reinforces
social cohesion by fostering a sense of shared
responsibility for the places in which people live.
Technologies have improved citizens’ networks and
mobility and offered the possibility of actively engaging
communities in public policies from the beginning.
Anyway, their use in Cultural Heritage processes has
not been widely explored. The paper, built on a handful
of critical observations and literature reviews, first
looks at several rehabilitation experiences in Spain
where community participation has not been taken into
account. Another group of international experiences
where community participation has been promoted
through the use of digital tools based on social
networks, suggests that new imaginative solutions

can be found. They demonstrate not only how easy

it could be to engage communities in safeguarding
cultural heritage at risk, but also how disruptive lack of
involvement could be. Heritage is definitely more than
the sum of recognised objects and has to be approached
as a territorial system where the relationship between
the physical heritage and human actions constitutes

an integral whole. The use of digital tools such as
social networks in the case studies presented, made it
possible for these projects to obtain wide participation
of individuals not active in heritage conservation and
not always related with the stakeholders involved. When
it is given the opportunity, community engagement is
fast and proactive with important payback towards an
increased sense of place and a strong sense of belonging,
which rebounds on built heritage. Finally these latter
experiences offer several key points worth taking into
account for similar implementations in other contexts.
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