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Introdu c t i on
Public Heritage as Social Practice
Angela M. Labrador and
Neil Asher Silberman

The field of cultural heritage is no longer simply a past-oriented discipline, dependent on
the expertise of art and architectural historians, archaeologists, conservators, curators,
and site and museum administrators. It has dramatically expanded across disciplinary boundaries and social contexts, with even the basic definition of what constitutes
cultural heritage being widened far beyond the traditional categories of architecture,
artifacts, archives, and art. Heritage now includes vernacular architecture, intangible
cultural practices, knowledge and language, performances, and rituals, as well as environmental landscapes that are inscribed with cultural meanings (Jokilehto 2008, Logan,
Nic Craith, and Kockel 2015, Poulios 2014, Waterton and Watson 2015). Cultural heritage has also become increasingly entangled with the broader social, political, and economic contexts in which heritage is created, managed, transmitted, protected, or even
destroyed (Graham and Howard 2008). Finally, in terms of methodology, heritage protection now encompasses a growing set of methodological approaches whose objectives
are not necessarily focused upon the maintenance of material fabric, which has traditionally been cultural heritage’s primary concern (Deacon et al. 2004).
Working amidst these expanding dimensions can be both exciting and frustrating.
On one hand, cultural heritage professionals are increasingly engaging with projects
that have broader social and economic objectives. For instance, museums are no longer
seen as stuffy storerooms for dusty relics but as active foci for communities to engage
with important contemporary social issues through a historical lens. Heritage site
managers are serving growing numbers of cultural tourists who seek enriching personal experiences that go far beyond the facts, dates, and figures presented on interpretive panels. Neighborhoods are being planned and reconceived as cultural districts,
drawing upon heritage to both create a sense of place and grow local economies. On the
other hand, the slipperiness of core concepts such as authenticity, collective memory,
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landscape, and even heritage itself has contributed to a growing dissatisfaction with
universal or standard definitions, typologies, rules, and policies—even as an orientation toward universal human rights has undergirded the contemporary cultural heritage protection discourse (Langfield, Logan, and Craith 2009, Silverman and Ruggles
2007). Thus, heritage scholars have been looking beyond their traditional fields of archaeology, art history, museology, architecture, and history to find potential answers
and best practices from other disciplines including political science, economics, urban
planning, cultural anthropology, sociology, ecology, geography, psychology, and education. In turn, scholars in these other fields are engaging with cultural heritage as a
subject of study, resulting in a body of literature that is increasingly multidisciplinary,
interdisciplinary, and in some cases even transdisciplinary.
This handbook charts some of the major sites of convergence between the humanities
and the social sciences—where new disciplinary perspectives are being brought to
bear on heritage. These convergences have the potential to provide the inter-disciplinary expertise needed not only to critique but also to achieve the intertwined intellectual, political, and socioeconomic goals of cultural heritage in the twenty-first century.
Additionally, these convergences more often than not represent some of the cross-
cutting skills necessary for professional and academic advancement in the contemporary cultural heritage scene.

Why “Public” Heritage?
The decision to preserve something and hand it down to future generations is, at its heart,
an ethical one. And like any ethical decision, it is entangled within political, social, cultural, historical, logistical, economic, environmental, and even psychological concerns.
However, such decisions about which places or things should be preserved for the future have typically been relegated to small circles of experts, technocrats, and esoteric
advocates whose work is often underfunded, underestimated, and misunderstood—or
whose values have been critiqued as part of a hegemony that restricts the diversity of
values and meanings attributed to cultural heritage (L. Smith 2006). Our usage of the
term “public heritage” is a strategic reframing to emphasize that heritage is a matter of
wide public concern, in which ethical decisions and management practices must engage with the public directly in the identification, planning, and management of cultural
heritage.
This handbook’s emphasis upon public engagement tracks with the overall turn toward community participation in the field—a turn that has been paralleled in related
fields such as natural resource conservation (Brown, Mitchell, and Beresford 2005),
tourism (Richards and Hall 2000, M. Smith and Robinson 2006), international development (Brett 2009, Otsuki 2014), and public policy (Evans and Campos 2013). The
contemporary turn toward community in heritage conservation differs markedly from
its nineteenth-century and early twentieth-century frameworks, which presumed that
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heritage was in danger due to the vast changes being experienced under industrialism
and modernization, the same forces that projected the romantic ideal of community
back in time and focused instead upon the assertion of modern, national, “imagined”
communities (Agrawal and Gibson 1999, Adell et al. 2015, Anderson 2006, Macdonald
2013). The romantic ideal of community was associated with heritage in terms of being
part of a vanishing rural, pre-modern past. Thus, seeing a constructive role for community in heritage conservation seemed unthinkable.
The tides changed following World War II. In the United States, the sociologist Floyd
Hunter penned a study of power structures within urban Atlanta (1953), ushering in
new scholarship that framed communities as contemporary, complex, overlapping,
and diverse social units with differing relations and access to power. While scholarship
in political science, sociology, history, and other fields further developed these ideas,
outside the academy the backlash to urban renewal policies, the rising environmentalist movement, and concern over destruction of rural heritage under Eisenhower’s
highway infrastructure projects shifted public policy toward recognizing the need for
increased consultation with local communities in planning projects. Furthermore, the
Civil Rights Movement and the American Indian Movement brought attention to how
certain communities had been consistently and systemically marginalized throughout
the country’s history. The ethical imperative to tell multiple and diverse narratives began
to emerge. While different ethnic groups and property relationships distinguished
the European turn toward community from the post-colonial English contexts (e.g.
America, Australia, Canada), a similar trajectory was followed with a clear parallel to be
seen between, for instance, the rise of a European discourse around social inclusion to
the American discourse around civic engagement (Waterton and Smith 2010: 6).
As the community concept grew in predominance, it rose to a mythic, almost
panacea-like status for not only correcting the methodologies of many fields, cultural heritage included, but also in solving any number of social problems (Agrawal
and Gibson 1999, Waterton and Smith 2010, Joseph 2002). Waterton and Smith note
the “ ‘feel good’ factor” of community was infectious—not just in academic circles but
in popular press and discourse as well (2010: 6–7). Scholars, especially those coming
from a critical theory perspective, contributed helpful reviews of the “community” concept (Agrawal and Gibson 1999, Creed 2006, Crooke 2010, Gibson-Graham 2006a,
Hart 2011, Joseph 2002, Waterton and Smith 2010), tracing its genealogy through several turns in Western epistemology, peeling back the “ ‘feel good’ factor” to reveal the
many layers of meaning hidden underneath—and the discursive work that those hidden
meanings were capable of. Such contributions, including Mulligan’s in this volume, help
to nuance the application of the community concept, and when heeded return us to a
more value-neutral usage, which acknowledges the capacity for communities to both
work for and against specific objectives (Agrawal and Gibson 1999).
This understanding has perhaps brought us back closer to Hunter’s original framing
of community as a social unit with an evolving internal power structure and differing
relations to external power—all of which coexist and overlap in the jumble of lived experience. Postmodern and poststructuralist thought has brought further focus to power,
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and the ways in which it is exercised, accessed, and experienced by communities and
individuals through the social practices that comprise their daily lives and internalized
identities. Such work has contributed to the most recent paradigm shift now being experienced, especially influenced by science and technology studies and anthropology: the
ontological turn (Pickering 2017). This turn attempts to move beyond the social-
constructivist theory that implicitly undergirds most of the “community turn” scholarship. Rather than explaining difference through a culturally relativist lens, difference
instead is to be found at an ontological, and thus, material level. The implications for
cultural heritage theorists and training of professionals is great: the turn toward community corresponded with a turn away from the material—whether in terms of authenticity in the Nara Document (Larsen 1995) or in definitions of cultural heritage as in the
Intangible Cultural Heritage Convention (UNESCO 2003). The ontological turn heralds a return to the material while keeping the knowledge gained from the community
turn: that is, the recognition in Pickering’s (2017) and Gibson-Graham’s (2008) terms of
truly “different worlds”—of diversity that runs so deep it reaches the material levels.
Today, the turn toward community in heritage studies is maturing. More and
more, the field is placing its focus on the social dynamics and the many values that
communities ascribe to cultural heritage while withstanding a wave of self-reflexive
critique, especially from the growing critical heritage studies movement. At the same
time, the ontological turn is still just beginning as scholars are pushing back against the
static foundational definitions and irresolvable contradictions that have comprised cultural heritage epistemology for the last 150 years—especially regarding the binaries of
authentic/inauthentic, tangible/intangible, and culture/nature. This handbook’s usage
of “public heritage” is a way to acknowledge that these binaries are actually just the extreme ends of a spectrum of values ascribed by a multitude of social actors. And the
resulting actions taken to preserve, restore, reconstruct, transmit, commemorate, ignore, protect, or even destroy are ethical decisions that depend upon judgments taken
along those spectra by every member of society, thereby both being affected by—and
affecting—the material world.

The Contribution of the Social
Sciences to Public Heritage
The growing interest in the social practices that comprise cultural heritage and its transmission to future generations as well as the recognition of the broader social impacts
of and on cultural heritage makes the social sciences a promising realm for several
reasons. First and foremost, social science places the social body at the heart of its research questions, enabling us to ask questions about how heritage is understood, valued,
and communicated by individuals and collectives within their daily lives. Under the
social scientific lens, the focus shifts from whether an expression of cultural heritage
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is authentic or whether its historical interpretation is accurate to how authenticity is
perceived and what impacts various historical narratives have had on differing social
groups. As a consequence of this understanding, public heritage may be able to offer a
more inclusive foundation for multiple, coexisting identities, rather than its more traditional role in differentiating “us” vs. “them.”
As cultural heritage institutions and organizations struggle for financial sustainability
and political support, the need to document and communicate the economic and social benefits of cultural heritage has increased—for better or worse. Many scholars have
critiqued the impact that neoliberalism has had on traditionally public institutions such
as those concerning culture, history, and the arts (e.g. Benhamou 2014, Coombe 2013,
Scher 2011, Wilson 2004), but such critiques, although helpful to understand current
political forces at work, don’t necessarily help those civil servants, executive directors,
and advocates who must rally their supporters now. The social sciences’ methodological orientation toward data can help in this regard: the disciplines’ analytic approaches
may translate more effectively to public policy and philanthropic contexts where stake-
holders, share-holders, and donors want to know what their return on investment is.
The social sciences can also provide a bridge between the humanities and the natural sciences—bringing environmental sciences, neuroscience, maybe even quantum
physics in to the cultural heritage dialogue. Such conversations are even more critical at
the present juncture of the Anthropocene, an epoch marked by humanity’s global impact upon earth systems at a geologic scale—both the result of and added complication
to the intensifying pace of social change. Thus, the exercise of applying social science
approaches to cultural heritage should not be seen merely as an idle experiment in
interdisciplinarity, but as a theoretical and methodological necessity. In the no-analogue
future of our present era, cultural heritage—or as we prefer to call it, public heritage—
must be seen as a social process and attendant social ethic that is deeply embedded in
the unpredictability of the coming decades, rather than a clearly defined body of knowl
edge and collection of material objects and sites.

New Ways of Seeing Heritage
in Contemporary Society
While the chapters in this volume present the potential contribution of theoretical and
methodological approaches from a wide variety of social sciences, many of them share
overarching theoretical and methodological shifts in the academy that we find especially relevant to the reconceptualization of public heritage.
We have already mentioned the common use of the concept of “community” in
heritage studies, seeing community as the predominant extra-governmental social
entity with which to engage in practical heritage work. Yet as we have also seen, the
very notion of community has become an analytical concept now ripe for critique.
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For cultural heritage, the importance of the emphasis on community—rather than
the earlier emphases on the nation-state or universalized World Heritage—is its
implicit acknowledgment that heritage values are not intrinsic, but are ascribed
to sites, objects, and traditions by multiple communities simultaneously. Thus, a
multiplicity—or diversity—of values may coexist in relation to a specific cultural
heritage element, and the coexistence of these differing perspectives may not always be peaceful. The increasing incidence of direct conflict over the interpretation or even possession of cultural heritage resources (in issues such as repatriation,
conflicting claims to control, and, in the most violent cases, outright destruction)
obviously requires serious reflection that moves beyond problems of physical preservation to questions concerning methodologies of dealing with the heritage conflict
and dissonance that often ensues. In this respect, the generic use of the term “community” tends to create artificial equivalences between many different social groups
as alternative and equally valid perspectives, without examining more deeply how
many different kinds of groups are often lumped together under the catch-all term
“community.”
This tendency naturally leads to the next continuing theme in this volume: a consideration of the role of power—in particular, the relative social, economic, and
political power of various groups to control or exclude other groups from the management and interpretation of heritage resources. Although the subject of power has
been extensively discussed with regard to the concept of the Authorized Heritage
Discourse (AHD) (L. Smith 2006), it has been carried out as an exercise in deconstruction, which, for the most part, is a critique of hegemonic ideologies and state
power in their instrumental use of heritage for cultural homogenization and/or
marginalization of minority populations and subaltern groups. In recognizing that
public heritage is a dynamic social process rather than a single approved canon of
heritage resources, it is essential to question the role of power in determining the
elements of commemorated collective memory, even within subaltern groups. Such
an understanding of the workings of heritage power has the potential to transcend
postmodern deconstruction of governmentality writ large (primarily in nationalism
and capitalism) and the often-times reductive binary between rulers and oppressed.
Social scientific research that analyzes the micro-politics of bureaucracies such as
Zan and Shoup’s chapter reveal how decision-makers don’t have it all figured out—
especially when trying to work with the idealism of heritage professionals outside the
bureaucracy. And frank assessments of such idealism, such as that offered by La Salle
and Hutchings in their chapter on collaboration, reveal the ways in which even well-
intentioned heritage professionals continue to perpetuate the alienation of subaltern
groups. Although a bitter pill to swallow, such contributions can ultimately inform
our praxis and ethics when considering how to work in an era of accelerating privatization and social conflict.
Further nuancing our understandings of the social world of public heritage are
those theorists engaging with the “ontological turn” (González 2013, Howitt and
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Suchet-Pearson 2006, Pickering 2017), who desire to move beyond modernist dualisms
(such as nature/culture, public/private, authentic/inauthentic), universalizing “strong
theory” (Gibson-Graham 2006b, Walther 2004), and the sometimes self-defeating
relativism that results from social constructivist thinking. It has become evident that
differing ontologies about the relationship between the past and present can coexist,
without privileging any of them as the definitive and exclusive means of valuing heritage, as universal criteria such as Outstanding Universal Value in the UNESCO World
Heritage process has done (Jokilehto et al. 2008). Furthermore, recent scholarship
has suggested that the impulse to preserve may not be the only management strategy
for the significance of heritage, and that “curated decay” may be a valid alternative
(DeSilvey 2017). Such recognitions require a transformation in our ways of seeing, and
thus in our ways of “doing,” as related in Schaepe’s auto-ethnographic chapter and in
Keitumetse and Sikorei’s detailed case study of protected area management. Once again,
this volume is meant to present approaches that reject sharp binaries and recognize the
social complexities of public heritage as an entangled process of meaning-making that
impacts the future (as Willett’s chapter proposes) rather than a self-evident and timeless
reflection of the past.
A deeper reflection on the dynamics of community and of ontological diversity has
not only expanded the cultural heritage field to include non-Eurocentric scholars and
political actors but has also resulted in important attempts to reframe authenticity from
a discrete and intrinsic quality to an ever-evolving perception of “pastness” that exists in
a wide range of simultaneous forms (Holtorf 2013). Continuing scholarly efforts to precisely define the necessary components of authenticity have resulted in ever-wider and,
consequently, ever-vaguer definitions to the point where this quality—still so central
to existing heritage conservation strategies—has dubious value and is badly in need of
thorough reconsideration. Social scientific scholarship around the perceptions of authenticity, such as those contributed by Mock’s methodology for “mapping authenticity”
and Lukas’s reframing of heritage as “remaking” constructively move us toward such a
reconsideration for public heritage.
The acknowledgment of the arrival of the proposed Anthropocene epoch and the desire to move beyond postmodernism to a post-post-modernism (Nealon 2012) or some
other -ism that enables a more constructive stance has inspired a resurgence of interest
in Deleuzean theory and its relevance to emerging approaches to heritage. The idea of
heritage as a complexly interconnected assemblage of people, ideas, feelings, and things
has opened up new conceptual understandings of the rhizomic extension of heritage
values and objects (see Lukas’s chapter), the function of heritage in the process of social “becoming” (see Willett’s chapter), the deterritorialization of formerly coherent
assemblages (see McGuigan’s chapter), and “nomadic ethics” (Braidotti 2013). Perhaps
the most promising aspect of a Deleuzean speculative realism or new materialism is its
philosophical orientation toward pragmatism: on creating and actively testing methods
that accept their transformative nature while acknowledging the fluidity and contingency of heritage politics, identity, and authenticity.
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Major Themes in Public Heritage
Although many of the issues raised in this introduction are thoroughly interconnected,
this handbook has been divided into sections that address certain aspects of the impact
of contemporary heritage practices and goals.

Heritage, Development, and Global Relations
When Jon Hawkes declared culture the “fourth pillar of sustainability” (2001), the
cultural sector within the international development community jumped at the opportunity to finally join the “adults’ table” and to be taken seriously as something
more than a luxury or optional amenity. At a time of global climate change, worldwide financial volatility, and massive demographic movements, the goal of sustainability has been primary since the United Nations sponsored Brundtland Report was
published (United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development
1987). For at least two decades, sustainability had been focused upon three pillars: economic growth, social welfare, and environmental health. Although heritage has
been increasingly seen as a field that contributes to social welfare (Jones 2016), its
main function in development theory has been economic—with newly established
or refurbished heritage sites seen as a platform for increased employment and investment in regions seeking to increase their share in the worldwide traffic in cultural
tourism. Although the 1972 World Heritage Convention was not originally intended
to be an economic development program, its appeal to states parties has increasingly
turned to revenue generation. In his chapter in this section, Brumann traces its historic trajectory, from an exclusive concern with conservation and preservation to a
wider range of heritage discourses and lived experiences that sometimes advance,
sometimes obstruct.
Yet today, with culture now being recognized as a fourth pillar of sustainability, the
cultural sector in general and cultural heritage in particular finds itself moving away
from the periphery of the broader development agenda to take its place within the
indicators, activities, and even the objectives of development projects. This new status
requires heritage and development scholars and professionals to engage with each
other’s theories and methods and reconcile the sometimes contradictory approaches
to measuring success—let alone sustainability itself. Keitumetse and Sikorei’s chapter
uses two World Heritage sites to demonstrate how such contradictions are embedded
in international development policy frameworks, especially with regard to approaches
to Indigenous peoples and the triadic relationship between cultural heritage, natural
resources, and local people. Rojas and Winter both urge us to shift focus in order to realize the full potential of international heritage initiatives. For Rojas, the field of urban
politics can offer heritage studies a critical lens for understanding the decisions made
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(and their context) regarding heritage conservation in urban contexts. Perhaps most
helpful is urban politics’ ability to illuminate the diversity of social actors and their
roles vis-à-vis urban heritage—moving the field beyond an overly simplistic stake-
holder management framework to acknowledge the many different “-holders” that
emerge when urban conservation issues arise. Such work can further nuance the conceptualization of “community” for any public heritage project. Winter acknowledges
the important work that has been done on conflict within critical heritage studies, but
asks us to turn our gaze toward instances in which cultural heritage is part of international diplomatic efforts.
Indeed, better understanding the politics of cooperation as it applies to heritage may
lead to a more sophisticated understanding of its use in the international development
context. The judicious use of cultural heritage projects as an aspect of diplomatic or
“soft” power relations—though far more subtle than military interventions or threats
of force—may, in the long run, have a significant social effect among the populations
in conflict zones. The utter failure of military force and pressure in such international
fora as UNESCO to prevent the destruction of ancient monuments by terrorist groups
demonstrates that in many cases the focus on mobilizing international support for the
physical preservation of heritage resources may in fact make the monuments more
attractive targets for anti-Western fundamentalist groups. A broader vision of development has increasingly come to view heritage as a social resource in the construction
of new futures—and Willett’s important contribution asks cultural heritage scholars to
turn their attention as much to the future as to the past and to begin reflecting upon
what future worlds cultural heritage narratives make possible in development contexts
at any scale.

Heritage, Markets, and Management
Since the 1980s, with the growing influence of neoliberalism and the enforcement of economic austerity strategies on deeply indebted governments, most countries have seen a
steady divestment in public expenditures for social services and non-revenue producing
amenities such as cultural heritage protection. Indeed, the era of big government has
been steadily replaced by a neoliberal approach to public services once deemed to be the
essential responsibilities of the public sector. Market logic and associated audit-based
performance management models now permeate the civil service and the growing
cadre of non-governmental organizations and public–private partnerships that are
stepping in to fill the administrative gaps. Outsourcing and privatization of heritage
resources have thus become highly contentious subjects among the professional community (Palumbo 2006), since its results have sometimes not lived up to its projected
economic goals (Silberman 2013).
In this section of the volume, the contributors deal with some of the pitfalls and
cautionary tales of a Taylorist approach to heritage management—believing that the
increased efficiency and productivity of private sector perspectives can indeed achieve
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the goals of heritage protection and promotion. Dantas de Figueiredo’s chapter, for example, unpacks the compound “heritage management” concept, tracing its development
and its inherent contradiction to values that cannot be calculated by return on investment metrics. For as we have stated above, the very idea of a “public heritage” must be
seen as a dynamic social process in which there are no permanent standards of success
that encompass all of its social and economic effects. To concentrate on the performance
of heritage within a market economy is to focus on a kind of top-down governance that
prioritizes “the trains running on time” to the exclusion of other social effects. And indeed the very management structures, divided among government agencies, cultural
institutions, and private interests create internal conflicts and contradictions that create
obstacles to the efficiency and productivity that is now sought. The public engagement
in cultural heritage sites and practices are ever-evolving, and as Zan and Shoup demonstrate so clearly, neither heritage professionals nor professional management experts
have so far succeeded in reconciling their differing approaches or synchronizing their
goals. While the path toward effective heritage management may be paved with good
intentions, it is costly, conflict-ridden, and chronically unable to achieve either prompt
or sustainable results.
One of the most serious uncertainties in a management approach to the protection and promotion of cultural heritage is the question of valuation. Over the
years, especially as the economic dimension of cultural heritage has come to the
fore, many methods have been proposed, ranging from public surveys of “willingness to pay” to more quantitative appraisal of the value of heritage as real prop
erty (Mason 2008). In this section of the volume, Ellwood provides a welcome
explanation, from the perspective of accounting, of the various tools available for
use, highlighting their pitfalls and their advantages for the valuation of cultural
heritage. Indeed, as Barrère points out in his chapter, the very concept of heritage as “cultural capital” is one that must be completely rethought. He suggests
that its application may actually create difficulties in evaluating the full range of
benefits that society may accrue from an approach to heritage management that is
multidimensional.
Another prime challenge in the management of cultural heritage is recognizing its
changing role in the twenty-first-century world. In his thought-provoking contribution, Lukas reframes heritage management as a process of remaking rather than carefully managed preservation. He suggests that the establishment, design, and promotion
of heritage sites (and the often considerable investment involved in those actions)
should be viewed as collective attempts to reinterpret contemporary realities through
selective interpretations of the past; that is, heritage management doesn’t preserve the
past but transforms the present. Concluding this section is Winthrop’s thoughtful examination of the social justification for heritage management itself. His description of
“culturally reflexive stewardship” moves the discussion from the traditional concerns
of what should be managed and how it should be managed to the more basic, yet harder,
questions of why and to what ends.
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Heritage and the Use of Power
Moving beyond old nationalist frameworks to looking at how power operates in a
neo-liberal, global community, this section examines how the deconstruction of traditional sources of power and the long-unquestioned identification of cultural heritage as a public good (rather than the instrumentalization of the remains of the past
to serve contemporary interests) requires a reconsideration of the character of heritage
landscapes—in terms of both inherited physical monuments and the visibility of cultural heritage in cyberspace. As seen in the ongoing critique of imperial monuments
and heritage places that celebrate the heroes and institutions of imperial governance—and in the United States the controversies over heritage sites that celebrate the
Confederate defense of slavery and the genocidal successes of Manifest Destiny—intellectual deconstruction is simply not enough. In fact, as McGuigan forcefully argues, the
physical retention of monuments of imperial power, especially when accompanied by
public debate and re-interpretation of their historical significance, tends to naturalize
the monuments in question as inarguably significant, thus allowing their social power to
remain uncontested—and failing to displace the very concept of imperial power from a
commemorative context.
In sharp opposition to the imperial perspective is the view that the processes of
globalization and instantaneous digital communication can become the basis for
a new world order, whose physical center is nowhere and whose power can be felt
everywhere. The sheer scale of social media—surely just the first, halting steps of
evolving technologies of intercultural digital communications—has already begun to
serve as a global platform for the dissemination of news and information about cultural heritage (Giaccardi 2012). In this section, Kidd provides an enlightening preview of the promise and perils of social media, suggesting that while its wide reach
can offer unprecedented access, it also poses the ethical dangers of trivialization, further downsizing of cultural institutions, and reducing heritage to an entertainment
medium.
We have already spoken of the fraught issue of “community,” yet while many have
regarded this vaguely defined social grouping as a liberatory target, only a few have
spoken of the power conflicts and vested interests that every community creates.
Mulligan’s review of the literature on the relationship of community and heritage
reveals some of the unspoken assumptions and misconceptions that a romantic concept of community often overlooks. Furthermore, the practice of community engagement in the existing discipline of archaeology has the unintended consequence
of often naturalizing unequal power relations, as La Salle and Hutchings point out. In
the case of public commemoration and public history, Burgard and Boucher forcefully
call for counteracting the messages of white supremacy that are so deeply embedded
in the mainstream narratives of American history—and how education scholars can
assist heritage professionals with the challenge. Indeed, if public heritage management
could be seen as a collaborative act of ontological reframing, as Schaepe explains in his
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contribution to this section, it may become possible to conceive of the transformation of
power relations between and within communities.

Living with Change
Change has always been central to cultural heritage studies. Yet historically, change
has always been seen as the enemy. Indeed, just the term “historic preservation” gives
this away. However, the field’s relationship to change has been shifting over the past few
decades, especially as the inevitability of change grew more apparent and the taxidermic
approach to heritage has fallen out of favor. A shift to “managing change” rather than
overcoming it has been the subject of considerable controversy in recent years within
the international heritage community (cf. Araoz 2011, Petzet 2010). Yet the intensifying
environmental, political, and economic transformations that we are now experiencing
makes the old approach an entirely nostalgic, even quixotic one. As Kaufman notes in
his wide-ranging contribution, heritage must incorporate emerging insights from social science and environmental science to make heritage a more effective instrument of
collective adaptation and social equality.
The unprecedented scale of demographic movement has, as mentioned above, created
its own constellation of socioeconomic changes, not the least of which is the fragmentation of formerly distinct national heritage traditions and the detachment of tradition
from place. The homogenized cultural assimilation of the “melting pot” is no longer the
primary means of social cohesion, yet the challenge of truly multicultural heritage has
remained elusive. As Buckley demonstrates, a turn toward the shared celebration of cultural expressions and an occasional shift in viewpoint from that of long-settled residents
to those of the newcomers may offer avenues to accommodate change through the creation of a more dynamic and flexible cultural environment. The boundaries between
public heritage, public art, public amenities, and placemaking are extremely difficult to
determine, but Okabe, Silver, and Clark offer a variation of their “scenescapes” approach
that can combine the strengths of all of them. In their analysis of urban environments,
and the factors that can make them more livable, they show how intentional change and
reshaping of the urban landscape need not come in the form of hostility-creating gentrification, but in a shared aesthetic that can offer a distinctive and evolving sense of place.
This section of the volume also addresses the enormous changes that have swept
over two other geographic zones, suburbs and rural districts, symptomatic of the
transformations brought about by modernity. Lawrence-Zúñiga illustrates how post-
1945 suburbs—those planned bedroom communities where modern nuclear families
sought to “keep up with the Joneses”—have now become something of a heritage (or
more precisely, historic preservation) battlefield. Through case studies of two suburban communities in southern California, she shows how the differing attitudes of
residents to the establishment of historic districts are reflective of unresolved and largely
misunderstood differences in domestic sensibilities that contribute to a sometimes incoherent heritage landscape. Likewise, the dramatic transformation of rural economies

Public Heritage as Social Practice    13
from subsistence agriculture to industrial farming has given birth to a few nostalgic
islands of agricultural heritage. As Niles persuasively argues, traditional agricultural
methods should be seen as something more than tourist attractions and romantic
oddities; their potential value in demonstrating alternative attitudes toward subsistence
and their merging of “culture” and “nature” may offer new models for public heritage
and strategies for coping with—or countering—the Anthropocene.
Global climate change and the arrival of the unpredictable Anthropocene epoch is
perhaps the greatest existential challenge of current generations. Yet in this section’s
concluding and provocative essay, Albrecht looks beyond the present degradation of our
planetary existence to a time when the lessons have all been learned. He imagines that
time, far in the future, which he terms the Symbiocene, as an era in which heritage is no
longer seen as a nostalgic pearl in the irritated oyster of modernity, but as an invisible
and intangible presence deeply embedded in the course of people’s reframed symbiotic
relationship with the world.

Heritage, Memory, and Well-Being
The last section of this volume seeks to undergird the familiar slogans and often empty
clichés about the value of cultural heritage to the individual and to society at large.
Advances in behavioral psychology, cognition, collective memory, and intergenerational learning have provided new insights into the influence of cultural heritage on society. Mock’s contribution describes how heritage professionals can better understand
and analyze perceptions of authenticity and its associated emotions—both positive and
negative. In a similar methodological vein, Sayer presents the findings of her ethnographic research of public heritage engagement and suggests an evaluation strategy to
more effectively document the social impacts of such projects, especially in terms of
public health.
The study of collective memory has been closely connected to heritage sites
and monuments since the pioneering work of Halbwachs (1992 [1952]), Nora
(1989), Anderson (2006), and Connerton (1989)—and the many other scholars
who have dealt with this subject (cf. Olick, Vinitzky-S eroussi, Levy 2011). In this
section, Fagin examines the mechanics and function of collective memory through
the psycho-social factors that determine its usefulness for identity making—without
regard to whether the shared memories are historically factual. This insight may provide a useful understanding of the character of public heritage as something more
than the communication of historical or archaeological facts. This section concludes
with an analysis by Cortellesi, Harpley, and Kernan of the benefits of intergenerational learning about heritage for both the elderly and the young. As a tool for cultural
communication, not only for members of different communities, but also for different
generational cohorts, this contribution offers a practical roadmap for productive
discussions about the past in the present that bridges some of modern society’s most
intractable gaps.
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Connecting Wider Conversations
In addition to the specific foci of this volume’s five main parts, several cross-cutting
themes are frequently addressed. Global climate change and its devastating physical
effects on material culture is an element that goes far beyond preservation techniques
and can be seen as both symptom and effect of the dawning Anthropocene epoch. With
environmental and social conditions all over the world growing increasingly unpredictable, the basic approach of historic preservation—of overcoming the natural process of decay to enshrine contemporary values in material form and bequeath them to
future generations—must take into account the uncertainty of the present governance
frameworks of global society and the likely discontinuity of tradition in some places. It
is a challenge that public heritage must adapt to, not ignore.
Indeed, in recent decades we have already witnessed the gradual transformation of heritage and visitation to cultural sites from a didactic to a performative activity (Chakrabarty
2002). Certainly part of this change is due to the rise of identity politics, in which heritage is
increasingly seen as material legitimization of the rights and history of long-marginalized
social groups (Liu and Hilton 2005). Even more significant—at least in sheer numbers and
impact on heritage sites and traditions—is the explosive growth of tourism to heritage
sites. So much has been written—both positive and negative—about the impact of heritage
tourism in our present “Experience Economy” (cf. Pine and Gilmore 2011, and for representative works, see Chhabra 2010, Staiff, Bushell, and Watson 2013, Timothy and Nyaupane
2009) that we chose to concentrate on public heritage as a matter for local governance and
participation in heritage activities rather than an as an aspect of the global tourist economy.
We trust that this body of literature will continue to grow and encourage scholars to apply
the cross-disciplinary perspectives found in this volume to tourism studies.
As disciplinary silos are being breached and bridges built between fields that were
once on opposite sides of campuses and libraries in order to address the pressing issues
of the twenty-first century, we believe that social science is not only relevant but has a
critical part to play. The convergences between the humanities, environmental sciences,
and social science as seen in the emerging inter-, multi-, and transdisciplinary literature concerning cultural heritage has been especially fruitful and inspiring. We therefore hope that the essays in this volume will contribute to the redefinition and reshaping
of the multi-faceted collective process of public heritage.
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chapter 1.1

Cre ating Unive rs a l Va lu e
The UNESCO World Heritage Convention in Its
Fifth Decade
Christoph Brumann

The Rise of World Heritage
While honoring the relics of the past, the “Convention Concerning the Protection of
the World Cultural and Natural Heritage” has itself reached a respectable age: when
the General Conference of the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) adopted this international treaty in 1972, one of the buildings
now on the “World Heritage List”—the Sydney Opera House—was not even completed.
One wonders when heritagization will turn on itself here, with the Convention and its
organs, discourses, practices, and founder figures becoming the objects rather than
the agents of conservation. And indeed, there are indications that the World Heritage
Convention will be less of a mobilizing force in the future, both in terms of cultural and
natural conservation and for shaping the face of what we see as heritage.1
If alone for the active US contribution to its gestation, it is difficult to imagine that
this intergovernmental treaty would be adopted today. Yet with the rise of environmental consciousness and modernity’s discontents in the late 1960s, it offered itself to
combine the efforts of the US National Park Service and the International Union for the
Conservation of Nature (IUCN) for a UN-backed register of important nature reserves
with UNESCO steps towards a legal tool for cultural conservation. The latter followed
up on UNESCO’s much-publicized rescue operation for the Nubian monuments of Abu
Simbel (Allais 2013, Betts 2015) and other safeguarding campaigns. The drafts of the treaty
were finalized in the run-up to the famous 1972 Stockholm UN summit on the human
environment and after adoption later that year, ratification had proceeded sufficiently
for the Convention to enter into force by 1976 (Batisse and Bolla 2005, Cameron and
Rössler 2013, Stott 2011, Titchen 1995). The “World Heritage Committee”—composed
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of twenty-one (initially fifteen) elected “States Parties” (i.e. treaty states)—assembled
for the first of its annual sessions in 1977; in 1978, the Galapagos Islands inaugurated
the World Heritage List; and a further year on, the earthquake-stricken “Natural and
Culturo-Historical Region of Kotor,” Montenegro, was the first entry into the “List of
World Heritage in Danger,” the sub-list for the most pressing cases.2
Yet these were still the days when the Committee sessions attracted only a couple
of dozen participants and secretariat duties were fulfilled by no more than two
UNESCO employees alongside their regular tasks. The surge into public consciousness was still to come, mostly in the 1990s when Japanese and German TV documentary series celebrating the sites were exported all over the world, converting “World
Heritage” into a household name. Participation figures at Committee sessions and
the print presence of the phrase in major languages3 soared in the second half of
that decade. A powerful global brand was established, to the surprise of the advertising industry that—as a former World Heritage centre official told me—still marvels
at how many waves have been made with so little investment. The potential of World
Heritage was also recognized within UNESCO where the secretariat was transformed
into an independent unit alongside the conventional visions as the “World Heritage
Centre,” swelling greatly in staff numbers and attracting considerable “extrabudgetary
funding” from the treaty states.

Globalizing the List
World Heritage was already transforming by that time: while there were quite a few
inscriptions from the Global South in the first two years, European countries had been
quickest in realizing the potential of the World Heritage List and submitting their
candidates so that already by the late 1980s, criticism of what appeared to become a
Eurocentric affair was rising. While the inclusion of both cultural and natural sites—
based on the North American model—had been innovative, the initially intended parity
never materialized. Instead, conventional cultural heritage—cathedrals and temples,
palaces, and historical town centers—dominated the List.
The World Heritage institutions responded with reform efforts that made the 1990s
the “heroic age” of World Heritage. “Cultural landscapes” as a new category, devised for
unique kinds of human interaction with the environment rather than pristine wilderness, premiered in 1992; the “Global Strategy for a representative, balanced and credible
World Heritage List”4 promoting a less elite, more vernacular, and broadly anthropological conception of cultural heritage was adopted in 1994; and in the same year, the
“Nara Document on Authenticity”5 widened the potential manifestations of that elusive
quality beyond the physical fabric. Listing criteria were reformulated to play down elitist
connotations (masterpieces of “human creative genius,” rather than of art or architecture; mutual “interchange,” not unilateral “influence”) and new categories of heritage
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were introduced (cultural routes, canals, railway lines) or significantly strengthened
(vernacular buildings, industrial sites, modern architecture and planning, “sites of conscience” commemorating atrocities and human-rights violations) over the following
years (Brumann 2014b: 2180–2183). As Gfeller has outlined (2013b, 2015, 2017), key
protagonists of these reforms came from outside Europe or its fringes and from new
disciplines, with the earlier hegemony of (Western) European art history and architectural history waning.
In precisely these reform years, however, European countries continued to voraciously push their largely conventional candidates, setting all-time records for single-
year World Heritage inscriptions by country (ten Italian properties in 1997) and
continent (thirty-four European properties in 2000).6 The Committee decided to
stem the flood in 2000 and imposed a limit of one candidate site per state and year
that, however, has been under attack ever since, with the current compromise being
two per state and year. Overall European success was hardly affected, given that the
well-funded conservation authorities of this continent adapted to the new possibilities
smoothly: the most common cultural landscape on the World Heritage List today is
the European wine region, not the holy mountains or rice terraces initially evoked,7
milestones of industrialization and architectural modernism cluster in Europe too,
and a maze of national borders together with histories of cooperation ensure that
European countries are most likely to profit from the exemption of “transboundary
sites” from the national quotas.
Frustration in many other parts of the world was compounded by rising
demands: when career diplomats entered the Committee sessions in large numbers
around 2000, they found what some perceived as vague decision texts and a lack of
transparency, follow-up mechanisms, and accountability. In response, the Bureau—a
sub-body of the Committee that heretofore had done much of the work—was stripped of
its powers, the Committee sessions were extended, and World Heritage procedures were
greatly systematized and elaborated. Yet the Operational Guidelines of the Convention
have grown with every update8 and while nomination documents had a couple of
pages in the beginning, some of the voluminous tomes that States Parties submit these
days run in the thousands of pages—the nomination manual9 alone has almost 140.
Countries from the Global South are most challenged to play along, and the 2000s saw
European nomination machineries in full swing but inscribed sites in the South listed
as “in Danger” with disproportional frequency.10 When first attending a Committee
session in 2009, I thus found a clear sentiment among Southern participants that
World Heritage was a venture of and for the Northern countries, whatever the world-
embracing rhetoric espoused. Fifteen years into the Global Strategy, the European share
of the World Heritage List had in fact grown, not shrunk. One may take issue with such
counting exercises: is Switzerland with its twelve World Heritage properties better
represented than Tanzania when a single one of that country’s seven sites—the Selous
Game Reserve—is larger than Switzerland? But for many participants in Committee
processes, Northern self-serving seemed evident.
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“Politicizing” the Committee
This encouraged a turning of the tables in the memorable 2010 Committee session of
Brasilia (Brumann 2014b: 2184–2185). To an unprecedented extent, Committee states
supported each other in brushing aside the advice of the International Council on
Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) and IUCN, the Advisory Bodies of the Convention.
The Committee relaxed conservation demands for a number of inscribed properties—
with the Galapagos Islands again going first—and awarded World Heritage honors liberally. In heated debates resorting to the most far-fetched arguments, three Committee
states—Switzerland, Sweden, and Estonia—defended expert advice and proper procedure yet their peers—led by China, Mexico, Egypt, Russia, and the host nation Brazil—
overruled them time and again. In a way, the Global South was finally taking its due: all
twelve unsupported List inscriptions were from outside Europe and only one of them
from a “Northern” country (Australia) whereas the three European resisters embodied
past Northern hegemony, leading all their Committee peers in terms of World Heritage
properties per population. While the new mode of operation was still controversial in Brasilia, resistance waned over the next years, given that incoming Committee
states—North and South—found it agreeable for their interest in maximizing World
Heritage titles while minimizing Committee interference. The 2015 session saw peace
return to the Committee but also the largest proportion of recommended inscriptions
by ICOMOS in a decade.11 Some amount of lobbying with Committee peers coupled
with sheer persistence often suffices to achieve desired outcomes by now, and a decision
as in 2009 when anguished Committee delegates voted for ignoring German pleas and
deleting the Dresden Elbe Valley from the List has become all but unthinkable. Critics
including UNESCO officials have deplored the “politicization” of the Committee, seeing
it reduced to intergovernmental horse-trading (Meskell 2015c) and diagnosing “gridlock” (Meskell 2015b) or a “current crisis” (Meskell et al. 2014: 13), but many treaty states
have little reason to complain.
They are also less likely to be hindered from appropriating World Heritage for political purposes: China, for example, would instrumentalize the multinational Silk
Roads nomination (inscribed in 2014) both for promoting its contemporary “Silk Roads
Economic Belt” initiative to its Central Asian neighbors and for disseminating to its own
citizens a Sinocentric narrative from which all disturbing elements—such as the Muslim
sites—were ultimately cleansed (Cheung 2016), without any questioning by ICOMOS
or the Committee. National supremacy extends to challengers such as indigenous peoples who have repeatedly deplored violations of the UN Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples of 2007 in connection with World Heritage candidacies in recent
years. Yet when the respective national delegations claim that all is well, this is to little
avail (Brumann 2016a: 306–309), a pattern familiar from the failed attempt to install a
World Heritage Indigenous Peoples Council of Experts (WHIPCOE) in the early 2000s
(Meskell 2013, Logan 2013).
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And neither would most bearers of the World Heritage title complain. It is intriguing
how even for the likes of the Great Barrier Reef, news coverage invariably mentions the
UNESCO distinction, obviously assuming that this adds significance in the general
reader’s eyes. The mobilization of people, resources, and enthusiasm around World
Heritage candidacies is often impressive, even in the core countries of “old heritage,”
as just observed for two unsuccessful nominations close to my home (the Francke
Foundation in Halle and the cultural landscape around Naumburg Cathedral). The impact of World Heritage on the general heritage boom, the spread of university programs
and the rise of the “critical heritage studies” movement (Winter and Waterton 2013)
can hardly be overestimated, as is evident from the readiness of States Parties to set
up “Category 2 Centres” for World Heritage with UNESCO blessing12 and the space
that World Heritage occupies in heritage handbooks, overviews, and programmatic
statements (e.g. Harrison 2012, Logan, Nic Craith, and Kockel 2016, Meskell 2015a, Smith
2006, Tauschek 2013, Waterton and Watson 2015). The Convention has strengthened
global “heritage belief ” (Brumann 2014a) like little else—which, I hasten to add, is not
the same as facilitating conservation or the implementation of other stated goals.

World Heritage and Global
Custodianship
Whether the venture has really managed to transform prime cultural and natural sites
into the “common heritage of mankind” is a different question. The extension of this
new concept in international law, previously applied to the high seas, outer space, and
Antarctica (Höhler 2014), to parts of national territories was an innovative move. By
nominating their properties, nation states agree to constrain their own sovereignty,
sharing obligations but also rights with all of us, as many as fifty-one times in the case
of Italy and for a total of 1052 properties in 165 countries (as of 2016). The components
of this quasi-extraterritorial utopia, when taken together, would be the eighth largest
country in the world.13 No state waives its visa requirements for visits to World Heritage
sites, however, and neither did the Abu Simbel precedent mobilize huge resources for
the World Heritage Fund. Setting up systematic reporting and monitoring procedures
took a long time (cf. Cameron and Rössler 2013, 109, 114, 124, 130, 133, 151) and is still
largely based on the States Parties’ self-reporting. For their personnel and financial capacity alone, the secretariat and the Advisory Bodies can do little in terms of systematic monitoring beyond pursuing the most egregious cases and offering themselves as
contact points for whistleblowing. Given that the growth of the World Heritage List
outpaces everything around it, this is unlikely to change.
Moral co-ownership on a global scale does not automatically translate into peaceful
cooperation either. The ancient Khmer temple of Preah Vihear, listed in 2008, has the
dubious distinction of having provoked the first World Heritage war when the troops
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of Cambodia (nominating the site) and Thailand (claiming it as its own territory)
clashed in the aftermath (Hauser-Schäublin 2011a, Silverman 2011, Williams 2011). The
“Medieval Monuments in Kosovo” and the Church of the Nativity in Bethlehem and the
cultural landscape around Battir, both nominated on an emergency basis by Palestine,
are other inscriptions that become the nodes for political conflicts that transcend them,
requiring the most delicate closed-door negotiations, and they are all dwarfed by the
attention that the Old City of Jerusalem has absorbed over the years (De Cesari 2014,
Gfeller 2013a). Tensions also emerge when a hydroelectric dam in Ethiopia has long-
distance repercussions for Lake Turkana in Kenya or when a Japanese nomination of
early industrial sites fails to mention a history of South (and North) Korean forced labor,
bringing the two to loggerheads and having everyone else walk on tiptoes in the 2015
session (Brumann 2016b). Clearly, heritage conservation is often the least of concerns
in these conflicts. Yet World Heritage also brings countries together for such multinational sites as the Struve Geodetic Arc (in twelve countries), the architectural work of Le
Corbusier (seven countries on three continents), or the Qhapac Ñan, the Andean road
network of the Incas (six countries), and participants believably profess that this leads to
rewarding international exchanges.
Most of the time, however, the World Heritage title is left to unfold its own, unfunded magic. Once obtained, it can work miracles for investments, development
funds by other organizations such as the World Bank, and tourist streams, although
there are also cases that disappoint such hopes. For Cologne Cathedral and the historic centers of Vienna, Riga, and Saint Petersburg, the World Heritage title was crucial in suppressing high-rise advances, and the stop of mining in Kakadu National
Park, Australia (Logan 2013), or of the highway through the Serengeti was also
credited—or conveniently conceded—to the World Heritage Committee. A knowledgeable IUCN official assured me that no other designation of nature reserves is
as powerful, and a World Heritage Centre official claimed that without their World
Heritage status, the national parks in the Democratic Republic of Congo and their
okapis and mountain gorillas would long be gone. Obviously, such claims are difficult
to test, and there are scores of cases where Committee reprimands achieve very little
against recalcitrant or powerless nation states or against assertive local authorities (as
in Dresden or in Liverpool). Sometimes, defeat seems to be almost expected, such as
when calling for “visual integrity” and extensive viewing corridors for the Tower or
the Westminster sites in the midst of the London skyscraper rush. The construction of
the Metro Bridge over the Golden Horn in Istanbul was an instructive case in point: as
this affected the famous vistas of the historic peninsula and its mosques, ICOMOS
managed to include threats of Danger Listing in the draft decisions, but Turkish
lobbying and minor compromises with the size and design of the structure averted
this, to the disenchantment of local opponents who had had expected more support
from presumably powerful “UNESCO” (Marquart 2015). Whether World Heritage is
a boon or a bane here is very much in the eyes of the beholder: it did prevent the worst
(from a conservationist perspective) but does it prevent enough? What is safe to say is
that the weight it acquires, because of the structural weakness of its core institutions,
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is precisely the one that national and local actors, in their internal debates, are willing
to concede to it—which, depending on the political climate, can still be considerable
or even decisive.

World Heritage and Heritage
Conceptions
On a conceptual level, World Heritage has contributed to a more democratic and egalitarian notion of cultural heritage, away from the celebration of elite privilege and from
ignoring the victims of history. Turning the heritage gaze to the aforementioned new
categories either profited from the imprimatur of the World Heritage organizations or,
in the case of the cultural landscapes, was largely their brainchild to begin with, and
this has left an imprint even in the core countries of “old heritage.” World-spanning
narratives in the appreciation of cultural heritage have been strengthened alongside, for
transboundary properties and for sites of long-distance trade, voluntary and forced migration, cultural routes, pilgrimage, cross-continental communication (such as Varberg
Radio Station in Grimeton, Sweden), and cultural fusion (such as the Osun-Osogbo
Sacred Grove, Nigeria). Indirectly, World Heritage has also contributed to honoring intangible cultural heritage with its separate UNESCO convention in 2003, both by the
discontents it had created in the Global South and by the—sometimes positive, sometimes negative—role model it provided.
World Heritage has done far less in terms of conceptual clarity. Committee debates
often feel improvised and there is little consistency and cross-reference over the years in
such matters as how to conceptualize and what to include in a cultural route (Brumann
2015), how to treat sites deriving their fame from celebrated individuals (Brumann
2013: 10–12), where to locate the authenticity of a (perennially changing) cultural landscape, or how to operationalize the “in danger” threshold. “Serial” properties combining
up to several hundreds of discrete components into a single entry (and narrative) provide challenges of their own, especially when the selection appears arbitrary or when the
same site features in two different candidate series (such as San Luis Potosí, Mexico, did
in 2010).
Most crucially, the core quality of “outstanding universal value”—
“OUV”—
demanded for a World Heritage inscription continues to be intuited rather than precisely defined and measured, particularly for the cultural properties; unsurprising for an
anthropologist though this is. The required “comparative analyses” in the nominations,
too, often content themselves with demonstrating the distinctiveness of a candidate,
not its relative rank (Brumann 2017). In the end, the string of expert meetings and
“Thematic Studies” by the World Heritage Centre and the Advisory Bodies can only
make suggestions, as the right to nominate or not nominate specific sites and categories,
of an innovative or entirely conventional character, rests with the States Parties. Future
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innovation too—battlefields? sports stadiums? subway lines? urban slums?—will depend on the vicissitudes of their uncoordinated initiatives.
It is also not too likely that the residues of Northern hegemony and bias will be
removed. Asia competes with Europe now for leading the nomination rush but this
largely falls on (the Asian part of) Turkey, Iran, India, China, South Korea, and Japan.
These countries team up with the Western European list leaders against anything that
might inhibit their submission stream, and the parallels with similar struggles in the
World Bank or the International Monetary Fund suggest that the lack of Southern/
non-Western solidarity is not germane to heritage (Brumann under review). The World
Heritage Unit of IUCN, the World Heritage Advisors of ICOMOS, and the World
Heritage Panels of both organizations continue to be dominated by Europeans and
North Americans, and the ICOMOS World Heritage Panel is an assembly of practicing
conservation architects and elected office-holders, rather than having the scientific
credentials that the organization routinely claims and the interdisciplinary composition
that the nature of submitted sites might suggest.14 I see this reflected, for example, in the
vastly uneven treatment that cultural landscape nominations from Denmark, Kenya,
and Uganda received in the 2015 session cycle (Brumann under review). Yet as long as
the larger Southern countries get what they want, the momentum for a more fundamental revision appears unlikely to arise.

World Heritage on the Ground
As for what happens with and around World Heritage on the ground, there are as many
stories as properties, and the royal road to “benefits beyond borders” (Galla 2012) has
not been found yet. Take for example Angkor in Cambodia, a World Heritage site
that has seen a quite spectacular international mobilization for conservation activities. Ancient structures have indeed been stabilized and visitor numbers skyrocketed,
supporting a struggling national economy, yet the local population sees its old rights and
practices—having fish ponds and rice paddies between the ruins, continuing worship in
the temples—constrained and is under pressure to resettle, with profits from tourism
often bypassing them (Hauser-Schäublin 2011b).
A series of ethnographic site studies co-edited by myself (Brumann and Berliner
2016b) found the loss of local control to be a constant, less to UNESCO bodies than
to national authorities that impose their vision of World Heritage glory and propriety
(Brumann and Berliner 2016a: 24). The assessment of World Heritage effects is a
challenge: for example, in Melaka, Malaysia, the World Heritage listing of the historical
center has brought renewed estimation to the city’s multiethnic heritage, and the colonial buildings and Sino-Dutch shop houses are, by and large, well-kept and protected
from modern incursions. Yet the ring of high-rises just a step outside the buffer zone—
often on reclaimed land that removes the famous port ever further from the coastline—
is thickening at the same time. Tourism has multiplied, sending an incessant stream
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of cars, motor rickshaws, and motor boats through the streets and canals, and shop
houses re-open as cafés, boutique hotels, or galleries, feeding demand for the high-
rise apartments. Most locals approve of the economic boost this brings but old-time
shop house residents feel alienated by the loss of local community and the Chetti—
descendants of the earliest Indian traders—do not find support in their struggle to protect their neighborhood outside the property, much as it is their downtown temples and
sites that are celebrated (De Giosa 2016). Whether World Heritage status has improved
things here depends very much on the beneficiaries (or victims?) considered and
the standards applied, and the only thing that is certain—as for much other heritage
designation—is its contribution to change.

The Future of World Heritage
That said, I expect World Heritage to play a decreasing role in the future. The growth
of the List with an ever larger proportion of sites looking for the title to shine (rather
than the other way around) will continue, as so much—happy World Heritage news, the
countries’ commitment to the venture, UNESCO’s and the Advisory Bodies’ visibility
and perceived importance—depends on it. While almost everyone in the arena is able
to name absurd inscriptions, almost everyone points to unlisted sites that deserve the
global label. I have yet to meet anyone suggesting immediate closure and Advisory Body
personnel confirm that, other things equal, every additional property extends their
sphere of legitimate interference. But this directs attention and resources away from
other concerns such as the condition of inscribed sites, general questions, and the larger
sense of mission. Even the global headlines that the Islamist insurgents then in control
of Timbuktu, Mali, had justified their deliberate destructions of the mosques and Sufi
tombs with a Committee decision (the Danger Listing of the property a couple of days
earlier) did not suffice to give the machinery pause: instead, listing business as usual
continued in the 2012 session, delaying an official condemnation of the acts (Brumann
2016a: 309–314).
Yet now when almost all states have joined the treaty and contributions cannot increase any further, added growth strains the resources that have suffered immensely
from the financial crisis and the US withdrawal from UNESCO after Palestine’s admission in 2011. In the course of subsequent restructuring, the much-reduced personnel of
the World Heritage Centre has been reabsorbed into the Culture Sector of the organ
ization. With such a curtailed operational base, conceptual innovation such as in the
1990s or any kind of ambitious change is unlikely to occur. More than ever, the World
Heritage institutions’ influence on the properties will depend on what the respective
country allows, cannot suppress, or even actively seeks, such as when using Committee
warnings as a stick against subsidiary government levels. The openness to State Party
wishes has reached an all-time high so that the status quo of the World Heritage arena
will be, shall we say, conserved.
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Yet the World Heritage title will continue to work its magic for the foreseeable future. I do not think that it can be endlessly protected from the reputational
damage done by the listing of not-so-impressive sites and by mass media coverage
of Committee horse-trading and of (where it applies) the powerlessness of UNESCO
site protection. But for the time being, World Heritage still inspires awe and even
worries about its unchecked powers (e.g. Meskell 2016: 85–88), and it is a major vehicle for “world-making” (Brumann 2014b), that is for imagining and experiencing
the world. This is also confirmed by the frequency with which the “World Heritage”
label is (wrongly) applied to the laureates of other UNESCO registers such as those for
intangible cultural heritage or the “Memory of the World” archival resources. World
Heritage will continue to be harnessed to all kinds of aspirations, uplifting or sinister, conservationist or otherwise. But what is being done in its name will be ever less
under the control of the global community and the organizational apparatus set up for
this purpose.

Notes
1. For this chapter, I rely on ethnographic observation of the World Heritage Committee
sessions of 2009–12 and 2015, the World Heritage General Assemblies of 2011 and 2013,
and other meetings such as the forty-year celebration of the Convention in Kyoto 2012;
countless casual conservations with fellow participants; several dozen formal interviews
with key individuals from all contributing organizations; and the Committee documents
available at <http://whc.unesco.org>. Initial funding was provided by the German
Research Association (DFG).
2. Background information, documents, and decisions for all mentioned World Heritage
properties can be retrieved from <http://whc.unesco.org/en/list>.
3. Cf. <https://books.google.com/ngrams>.
4. <http://whc.unesco.org/en/globalstrategy>.
5. <https://www.icomos.org/charters/nara-e.pdf>.
6. Cf. <http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/stat>.
7. Cf. <http://whc.unesco.org/en/culturallandscape>.
8. Cf. <http://whc.unesco.org/en/guidelines>.
9. <http://whc.unesco.org/document/116069>.
10. Cf. the figure “Number of World Heritage properties inscribed each year by region”
(<http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/stat>) and the list of new “in Danger” entries (<http://
whc.unesco.org/en/list/stat#s7>) for that time period.
11. There were only very few natural candidate sites in that session.
12. <http://whc.unesco.org/en/category2centres>.
13. According to the table “Areas of properties inscribed each year” (<whc.unesco.org/
en/list/stat>) and assuming that the figures for forests in that table are included in the
totals for natural sites, natural and mixed properties have an aggregate surface area of
2,864,697 square kilometers (including some sea) which the usually much smaller cultural
properties cannot bring up to the size of country number seven (India).
14. Cf. <https://w ww.icomos.org/i mages/D OCUMENTS/World_Heritage/2 0160613_
ICOMOS_2015_Panel.pdf, https://w ww.iucn.org/t heme/world-heritage/our-work/
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advisor-world- heritage/iucn-world-heritage-panel> and the information available about
the listed individuals on the public internet and the LinkedIn professional network.

References
Allais, Lucia. 2013. “Integrities: The Salvage of Abu Simbel.” Grey Room 50: 6–45.
Batisse, Michel, and Gérard Bolla. 2005. The Invention of “World Heritage. Paris: Association of
Former UNESCO Staff Members.
Betts, Paul. 2015. “The Warden of World Heritage: UNESCO and the Rescue of the Nubian
Monuments.” Past & Present 226(10): 100–125.
Brumann, Christoph. 2013. “Comment le patrimoine mondial de l’Unesco devient immatériel.”
Gradhiva 18: 5–29.
Brumann, Christoph. 2014a. “Heritage Agnosticism: A Third Path for the Study of Cultural
Heritage.” Social Anthropology 22(2): 73–88.
Brumann, Christoph. 2014b. “Shifting Tides of World-Making in the UNESCO World Heritage
Convention: Cosmopolitanisms Colliding.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 37(12): 2176–2192.
Brumann, Christoph. 2015. “Vom Nutzen der Verbindungen: Die ‘Cultural Routes’ im
UNESCO-Welterbegeschehen,” in Kulturstraßen als Konzept: 20 Jahre Straße der Romanik,
ed. Andreas Ranft and Wolfgang Schenkluhn. Regensburg: Schnell and Steiner, 211–221.
Brumann, Christoph. 2016a. “Conclusion. Imagining the Ground from Afar: Why the
Sites Are So Remote in World Heritage Committee Sessions,” in World Heritage on
the Ground: Ethnographic Perspectives, ed. Christoph Brumann and David Berliner.
Oxford: Berghahn, 294–317.
Brumann, Christoph. 2016b. “UNESCO-Welterbe, ostasiatische Nachbarn und japanische
Altlasten,” in Japan 2016: Politik, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft, edited ed. David Chiavacci and
Iris Wieczorek. Munich: Iudicium, 93–115.
Brumann, Christoph. 2017. “The Best of the Best: Positing, Measuring and Sensing Value
in the UNESCO World Heritage Arena,” in Palaces of Hope: The Anthropology of Global
Organizations, ed. Ron Niezen and Maria Sapignoli. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 245–265.
Brumann, Christoph. Under review. “Slag Heaps and Time Lags: Undermining Southern
Solidarity in the UNESCO World Heritage Committee.”
Brumann, Christoph, and David Berliner. 2016a. “Introduction. UNESCO World Heritage—
grounded?,” in World Heritage on the ground: Ethnographic Perspectives, ed. Christoph
Brumann and David Berliner. Oxford: Berghahn, 1–34.
Brumann, Christoph, and David Berliner, eds. 2016b. World Heritage on the
Ground: Ethnographic Perspectives. Oxford: Berghahn.
Cameron, Christina, and Mechtild Rössler. 2013. Many Voices, One Vision: The Early Years of
the World Heritage Convention. Farnham: Ashgate.
Cheung, Ah Li. 2016. De-foreignizing the Past: The Politics of Heritage in Xi’an, Central China.
PhD thesis. Martin Luther University Halle-Wittenberg.
De Cesari, Chiara. 2014. “World Heritage and the Nation-State: A View from Palestine,” in
Transnational Memory: Circulation, Articulation, Scales, ed. Chiara De Cesari and Ann
Rignety. Berlin: de Gruyter, 247–270.
De Giosa, Pierpaolo. 2016. Heritage below the Winds: The Social Life of the Cityscape and
UNESCO World Heritage in Melaka. PhD thesis. Martin Luther University Halle-Wittenberg.

32   Christoph Brumann
Galla, Amareswar, ed. 2012. World Heritage: Benefits beyond Borders. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Gfeller, Aurélie Elisa. 2013a. “Culture at the Crossroad of International Politics: UNESCO,
World Heritage and the Holy Land.” Fondation Pierre du Bois Current Affairs in Perspective 3,
<http://www.fondation-pierredubois.ch/Papiers-d-actualite/jerusalem.html>.
Gfeller, Aurélie Elisa. 2013b. “Negotiating the Meaning of Global Heritage: ‘Cultural
Landscapes’ in the UNESCO World Heritage Convention, 1972–1992.” Journal of Global
History 8(3): 483–503.
Gfeller, Aurélie Elisa. 2015. “Anthropologizing and Indigenizing Heritage: The Origins of the
UNESCO Global Strategy for a Representative, Balanced and Credible World Heritage List.”
Journal of Social Archaeology 15(3): 366–386.
Gfeller, Aurélie Elisa. 2017. “The Authenticity of Heritage: Global Norm-Making at the
Crossroads of Cultures.” American Historical Review 122(3): 758–791.
Harrison, Rodney. 2012. Heritage: Critical Approaches. London: Routledge.
Hauser-Schäublin, Brigitta. 2011a. “Preah Vihear: From Objects of Colonial Desire to a
Contested World Heritage Site,” in World Heritage Angkor and Beyond: Circumstances
and Implications of UNESCO Listings in Cambodia, ed. Brigitta Hauser-
Schäublin.
Göttingen: Göttinger Universitäts-Verlag, 33–56.
Hauser-Schäublin, Brigitta, ed. 2011b. World Heritage Angkor and Beyond: Circumstances and
Implications of UNESCO Listings in Cambodia. Göttingen: Göttinger Universitäts-Verlag.
Höhler, Sabine. 2014. “Exterritoriale Ressourcen: Die Diskussion um die Tiefsee, die Pole und
das Weltall um 1970,” in Global Commons im 20. Jahrhundert: Entwürfe für eine globale Welt,
ed. Isabella Löhr and Andrea Rehling. Berlin: de Gruyter, 53–82.
Logan, William. 2013. “Australia, Indigenous Peoples and World Heritage from Kakadu to
Cape York: State Party Behaviour under the World Heritage Convention.” Journal of Social
Archaeology 13(2): 153–176.
Logan, William, Máiréad Nic Craith, and Ullrich Kockel, eds. 2016. A Companion to Heritage
Studies. Chichester, West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell.
Marquart, Vivienne. 2015. Monuments and Malls: Heritage Politics and Urban Struggles in
Istanbul. PhD thesis. Martin Luther University Halle-Wittenberg.
Meskell, Lynn. 2013. “UNESCO and the Fate of the World Heritage Indigenous Peoples Council
of Experts (WHIPCOE).” International Journal of Cultural Property 20(2): 155–174.
Meskell, Lynn, ed. 2015a. Global Heritage: A Reader. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell.
Meskell, Lynn. 2015b. “Gridlock: UNESCO, Global Conflict and Failed Ambitions.” World
Archaeology 47(2): 225–238.
Meskell, Lynn. 2015c. “Transacting UNESCO World Heritage: Gifts and Exchanges on a Global
Stage.” Social Anthropology 23(1): 3–21.
Meskell, Lynn. 2016. “World Heritage and WikiLeaks.” Current Anthropology 57(1): 72–95.
Meskell, Lynn, C. Liuzza, E. Bertacchini, and D. Saccone. 2014. “Multilateralism and UNESCO
World Heritage: Decision-Making, States Parties and Political Processes.” International
Journal of Heritage Studies 21(5): 423–440.
Silverman, Helaine. 2011. “Border Wars: The Ongoing Temple Dispute between Thailand and
Cambodia and UNESCO’s World Heritage List.” International Journal of Heritage Studies
17(1): 1–21.
Smith, Laurajane. 2006. Uses of Heritage. New York: Routledge.
Stott, Peter H. 2011. “The World Heritage Convention and the National Park Service, 1962–
1972.” The George White Forum 28(3): 279–290.

Creating Universal Value   33
Tauschek, Markus. 2013. Kulturerbe: Eine Einführung. Berlin: Reimer.
Titchen, Sarah M. 1995. On the Construction of Outstanding Universal Value: UNESCO’s World
Heritage Convention (Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and
Natural Heritage, 1972) and the Identification and Assessment of Cultural Places for Inclusion
in the World Heritage List. PhD thesis. Australian National University.
Waterton, Emma, and Steve Watson, eds. 2015. The Palgrave Handbook of Contemporary
Heritage Research. Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan.
Williams, Tim, 2011. “The Curious Tale of Preah Vihear: The Process and Value of World
Heritage Nomination.” Conservation and Management of Archaeological Sites 13(1): 1–7.
Winter, Tim, and Emma Waterton. 2013. “Special Issue: Critical Heritage Studies.” International
Journal of Heritage Studies 19(6): 529–609.

chapter 1.2

The Suffo cated C u lt u ra l
H eritage of Sub- S a ha ra n
Af ric a’s Protec t e d A re as
Susan O. Keitumetse and Arpakwa O. Sikorei

Introduction and General Context
Management of sub-Saharan Protected areas have been characterized with most
countries signing up to a majority of international conventions aimed at protecting
not only the natural environment, but also collectively managing political threats that
are likely to emanate from other states’ interest to harness cross-border environmental
resources (Keitumetse 2016b). A typical example in this regard is southern Africa’s
Okavango River system that extends across three countries and the case of Ngorongoro
Crater landscape that extends across two countries. These conservation efforts however
are at a broader scale that overlooks geo-place-specific contexts, as well as resources-
specific conservation challenges. This chapter looks at the micro scale conservation
complexities of African protected landscapes to illustrate some of the gaps that need
to be addressed by adopting land management approaches that account for each of the
resources found in landscapes that have been dissected from their social and cultural
contexts. To achieve this, conservationists should ask questions such as “what diversity
of resources do protected landscapes host?”; “how can they all be accounted for?”; “how
is each resource of value to the broader conservation of the landscape surrounding it?”
This paper focuses on and discusses two World Heritage sites as case studies from sub-
Saharan Africa to illuminate on these questions: the Ngorongoro Crater Conservation
Area World Heritage site in Tanzania and the Okavango Delta World Heritage site in
Botswana.

