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1. Introduction: heritage protection and social purpose - twin ap-
proaches

Since their inception heritage laws and associated instruments –
whether enacted in a national or an international context – have invari-
ably focussed on the protection of selected elements of the cultural
heritage. This was evident as early as the 17th century in Sweden with

* Secretary General of ICAHM-ICOMOS, adrian.olivier@btinternet.com.

In most countries the social values of heritage have always existed alongside the more in-
strumental values of identification, regulation, and protection. Likewise, social objectives
have been explicit features of international instruments (conventions, recommendations,
declarations) since at least 1945. However, these have been difficult to operationalise in
practice, and attention has generally focussed on the more technical aspects of heritage
management. Only in recent years have serious and realistic steps been taken to trans-
late these aspirations into a meaningful reality. However, despite many advances, some
very serious challenges and obstacles remain that must to be overcome if heritage is to
be the vehicle that can successfully deliver the socially cohesive objectives that have been
claimed for the subject. 
Keywords: conventions, heritage and social values, community engagement, public benefit

Nella maggior parte dei paesi il valore sociale del patrimonio è sempre stato preso in con-
siderazione accanto ad altri valori strumentali per la sua identificazione, regolamentazione
e tutela. Obiettivi sociali sono stati anche esplicitamente citati negli strumenti internazio-
nali (convenzioni, raccomandazioni, dichiarazioni) almeno dal 1945. Tuttavia, tutto ciò è
stato difficilmente messo in pratica e l’attenzione si è generalmente focalizzata sugli
aspetti più tecnici della gestione del patrimonio. Solo di recente sono stati compiuti dei si-
gnificativi passi avanti per tradurre queste aspirazioni in realtà. Nonostante i progressi,
molti e seri ostacoli rimangono da superare, se il patrimonio culturale deve essere lo stru-
mento per raggiungere obiettivi di coesione sociale che gli si vuole attribuire. 
Parole chiave: convenzioni, patrimonio culturale e valori sociali, coinvolgimento della comu-
nità, interesse pubblico
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a royal proclamation of 1666 which declared all objects from antiquity to
be the property of the Crown and which protected ancient monuments
and sites from treasure hunters and unthinking acts of vandalism
(Lingdén 2018). More generally, interest in heritage protection through-
out Europe was triggered in the 19th century, at a time of increasing
scientific curiosity and enlightenment, by discoveries resulting from agri-
cultural intensification, accelerating industrial development, and a
growth in cultural tourism (Thurley 2013, pp. 5-23). 

In Britain, the nascent conservation movement came into being in the
1860s and 1870s with the creation of a number of campaigning organ-
isations including the Commons Preservation Society (1865) and William
Morris’ Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings (1877). Attempts
to formulate legislation to protect cultural heritage culminated in the An-
cient Monuments Protection Act in1882, the appointment of Pitt Rivers
as the first Inspector of Ancient Monuments in the same year, and the
Ancient Monuments Act in 1900 which strengthened both the degree of
protection that could be afforded to monuments and the nature and
scope of what could be protected. 

During the same period Octavia Hill, HD Rawnsley, and Robert
Hunter – three Christian-socialist reformers concerned with issues of
social welfare and education founded the National Trust in 1896 - initially
as a pressure group to preserve ancient rights of access to the coun-
tryside (Murphy 2006). In 1907 the National Trust Act gave state
recognition to the Trust and empowered it to hold land inalienably. In
1927 the Trust was granted the ability to take into its care historic
houses rather than just land and in 1945 the establishment of the na-
tional Land Fund enabled the Trust to purchase large tracts of land on
behalf of the people of Britain as a reward for their efforts during the
two World Wars (Waterson 1999). The Trust’s initial focus therefore
was on providing public access to the countryside as part of a social pro-
gramme of mass education. Since then it has developed strong interests
in the protection, conservation, and interpretation of historic buildings,
country houses, historic gardens, landscapes, ancient monuments, ar-
chaeology and industrial sites, and the coastline (https://www.national-
trust.org.uk/our-cause). However, although the responsibilities of the
National Trust include ‘preservation’ and ‘protection’ in its widest sense,
its functions are not regulatory (Thurley 2013, p. 63). The National
Trust has never lost sight of its founders’ campaigning and social pur-
pose, and today remains true to their principles of social inclusion and
engagement: ‘the preservation for the benefit of the nation of lands and
tenements (including buildings) of beauty or historic interest and as re-
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gards lands for the preservation (so far as practicable) of their natural
aspect features and animal and plant life’ – the words of the Act suc-
cinctly summarised by the Trust’s strap line: ‘for ever – for everyone’.

The state apparatus for the protection of the heritage in Britain also
evolved over the same period (Thurley 2013). Legal and administrative
mechanisms to inventorise, regulate, and protect historic buildings and
monuments were deployed by the Office of Works (implementing the An-
cient Monuments Act for Historic Buildings and Monuments), the Royal
Commissions on the Ancient and Historical Monuments (separately of
Scotland, England, and Wales), and latterly by various ministerial depart-
ments and non-departmental public bodies. Similar moves to identify and
protect monuments of course also took place in many European countries
during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (cf. this volume: Benetti,
Santacroce, Delgado, Civantos, Karl, Möller, Rizner for summaries of de-
velopments respectively in Italy, Spain, Austria, Germany and Croatia). 

In Britain therefore, there has always been a twin-track approach to
heritage protection and preservation. The socially inclusive objectives es-
tablished by the reforming Founders of the National Trust – which re-
main at the heart of its operations today – and the legal and administra-
tive measures and instruments developed and implemented by govern-
ment and its various agencies. 

A similar twin track approach to heritage occurred in the United
States of America. The 1906 Antiquities Act is the foundation of the
legal preservation and protection of America’s archaeological sites and
codified state control over archaeological resources (Sonderland 2012,
p. 38). Alongside this, USA National Park Organic Act (1916) estab-
lished a governmental agency to manage and conserve the nation’s
scenery, wildlife and natural environment for the public and for posterity.
This echoed Britain’s National Trust Act and was as much about setting
out philosophical objectives as about the actual management of the
(heritage) resource (Sonderland 2012, p. 38). Implementation of the Na-
tional Park Act today has extended well beyond the care of individual
places to include many other initiatives which combine to deliver wide-
ranging educational and recreational outputs which incorporate diverse
narratives of the past and can support real social outcomes (Sonderland
2012, p. 53). From beginnings in the 19th and 20th centuries, to this
day, approaches to cultural heritage in the UK and the USA at least have
always comprised two main strands: inventorisation, regulation, and pro-
tection of cultural heritage on the one hand, and on the other hand the
deployment of cultural heritage as a social good that supports broader
social outcomes. 

Socialising heritage: polity and praxis
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2. Doorways to democracy: social objectives 

During the middle years of the 20th century, national heritage legisla-
tion in European countries evolved in direct response to the widespread
destruction (especially of historic town centres) during the Second
World War. The creation in 1945 of UNESCO signalled a collective in-
ternational desire to counter the nationalist imperatives that had led to
world-wide conflict in first half of the 20th century, and to build interna-
tional collaboration through education, science, and culture as a means
of underpinning universal respect for justice, the rule of law, and for
human rights and fundamental freedoms (Hall 2011, p. 2). However, the
significance of a human rights based approach to the preservation and
protection of tangible cultural heritage may lie more in its conceptual and
rhetorical, rather than its legal, value (O’Keefe 2013, p. 87). This hu-
manist focus on using culture (and heritage) as a way to realise universal
principles to cement and safeguard greater international unity was fur-
ther emphasised by the founding principles of the Council of Europe in
1949. These specifically identified the need to safeguard and ensure ac-
cess to a common (European) cultural heritage (Pickard 2002, p. 11).
This concept was reinforced by the Hague Convention for the Protection
of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict which stated that
‘damage to cultural property belonging to any people whatsoever means
damage to the cultural heritage of mankind’ (UNESCO 1954).

Since this time, there has been a proliferation of international instru-
ments (conventions, recommendations, declarations) which have been
adopted with varying degrees of success by individual states, and the
provisions of which have been translated to a greater or lesser extent
into national legislation examples of which are set out in other papers in
this volume. Generally, these all incorporate (in principle at least) the
concept of a common (universal) heritage and, alongside the need for
heritage protection and regulation, a consideration of the social values
of heritage. Characteristically each instrument articulates the value of
heritage as a common good and the need to safeguard this from destruc-
tion and/or dispersal on behalf of society, and each sets out - in their dif-
ferent spheres - the actions needed to safeguard those elements of her-
itage that are identified and selected as having particular significance. 

Practical consideration of the full range of social values of heritage,
however, only emerged towards the end of the 20th century when the con-
cept that heritage conservation is an integral part of civil society began to
be explored in more detail (Avrami, Mason, de la Torre 2000, p. 1). At this
time, concerns about the inherent tension between the protection of indi-
vidual cultural rights and the collective cultural rights of groups focussed
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attention not just on the relationship between culture and human rights
but also on the role of community in defining heritage. This concept of cul-
tural rights was the philosophical cornerstone of approaches to managing
culture and heritage in the aftermath of the Second World War, and al-
though it was embedded in almost all subsequent international heritage in-
struments, specific measures to protect and conserve elements of her-
itage only emerged on the international stage some time later. 

In 1972 the UNESCO Convention for the Protection of the World Cul-
tural and Natural Heritage (UNESCO 1972) stated explicitly that ‘the
deterioration or disappearance at any time of the cultural or natural her-
itage constitutes a harmful impoverishment of the heritage of all nations’
(Dingli 2006, p. 223). This concept of a universal cultural heritage was
then deployed to justify the need to identify and select natural and cul-
tural heritage sites of ‘outstanding universal value’ and to develop mea-
sures to share responsibility among the international community to con-
serve and preserve them for future generations. Although the concept
of a shared global responsibility to protect universal cultural heritage is
relatively simple, in practice, operationalisation by individual states is not
without national and local tensions (Omland 2006, pp. 244-245). Like
other instruments of the period, the World Heritage Convention actively
encourages democratisation of cultural heritage at a global level but
without explicitly linking protection measures to human rights. Neverthe-
less, the concept of World Heritage continues to evolve as practice
evolves, and the latest iteration of the Operational Guidelines reflects
growing concerns for example with the role of minority groups and em-
phasises the increasing importance of incorporating social (and political)
values in the implementation of the convention (Labadi 2010, p. 67). So
much so that, today, many regard the ‘soft power’ of the UN social and
cultural programmes (including the World Heritage Convention) as the
best way of delivering the global humanist objectives of peace, interna-
tional cooperation, and cultural respect (Long, Labadi 2010, pp. 5-6).

In 1979 the Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Signifi-
cance – the Burra Charter (further developed and revised in 2013)
adopted a more directly values-led approach to conservation and her-
itage management (Australia ICOMOS 2013). This grew out of the ex-
plicit need to adapt European cultural heritage instruments to a country
where the understanding of significance – and therefore related heritage
management practice – often used different perspectives and assump-
tions to those then current in Europe (Clark 2005, p. 318). The original
Burra Charter adapted the principles of the Venice Charter to the Aus-
tralian locus by focussing on place rather than individual buildings and
sites. It put cultural significance at the heart of decision-making and set

Socialising heritage: polity and praxis
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out the practical steps necessary to use significance to underpin policy
and management frameworks (Clark 2005). Later revisions broadened
the definition of significance to include social values and multiple values,
and the key principles and approaches of the Burra Charter have now
gained widespread currency, and indeed have been adopted and incorpo-
rated into many subsequent cultural heritage conventions and other in-
struments (international and national) worldwide.

Article 2 of the 1990 ICOMOS Charter for the Protection and Man-
agement of the Archaeological Heritage - the Lausanne Charter (ICOMOS
1990) calls for active participation by the general public as part of the de-
velopment of wider policies for the protection of the archaeological her-
itage (although the Charter focuses mainly on the provision of information
to the public as a component of integrated protection). Importantly, Arti-
cle 6 also emphasises the need actively to seek and encourage local com-
mitment and participation as a means of promoting the maintenance of the
archaeological heritage. This imperative therefore recognised not only the
role of communities in safeguarding cultural heritage, but also, and per-
haps more importantly, the need to operationalise public (and community)
responsibilities in this sphere by ensuring that individual members of soci-
ety can feel that they are participating actively in defining the national vi-
sion rather than simply being recipients of it (Stanley 2006, p. 81).

3. Pathways to protection: expert approaches

Despite the underpinning philosophical and social objectives of most
international heritage instruments during the second half of the 20th

century, implementation was generally directed at the practical mea-
sures necessary to identify, protect, regulate, and manage heritage and
only rarely was any meaningful practical weight given to its social pur-
pose. Attention was therefore focussed more on technical, scientific,
legal, and administrative aspects of heritage related to specific topics
(e.g. archaeology, architecture, landscape) and/or specific policy areas
(e.g. spatial planning, regional development etc). 

The International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of
Monuments and Sites – the Venice Charter (ICOMOS 1964) provided an
international framework for the conservation and restoration of buildings;
in particular it stressed the need to respect the contribution of all periods
in the restoration of buildings and set out the (then agreed) technical pa-
rameters for the restoration and reconstruction of buildings and monu-
ments (Pace 2012, p. 291). In 1969, stimulated by economic growth and
the development of towns and cities during the post-war period, the Eu-
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ropean Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage – the
London Convention (CoE 1969) placed particular emphasis on the impor-
tance of material culture recorded as a result of archaeological work.

In 1975 the European Charter of the Architectural Heritage set out
the need to integrate conservation in town planning, preserve groups of
historic buildings and their environment, and take the heritage into account
as a part of economic and social life (CoE 1998, pp. 147-151). The sub-
sequent Convention for the Protection of the Architectural Heritage of Eu-
rope – the Granada Convention (CoE 1985) gave these principles greater
legal force and set out the minimum arrangements needed to protect and
conserve architectural heritage. The Granada Convention echoes Article 5
of the Venice Charter (ICOMOS 1964) by identifying some associated so-
cial values such as the need to recognise ‘the use of protected properties
in the light of the needs of contemporary life’; and ‘the adaptation when ap-
propriate of old buildings for new uses’ (Article 11). The Convention also
promotes the development of ‘public awareness of the value of conserving
the architectural heritage, both as an element of cultural identity’ and ‘as
a source of inspiration and creativity for present and future generations’
(Article 15). However, despite such ambitious social aspirations, the
Granada Convention does not identify any other values to supplement the
intrinsic ‘historical’ values with which it is concerned and adopts a funda-
mentally criteria-led, rather than a values-led, approach.

The European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Her-
itage (Revised) – the Valletta Convention (CoE 1992a) specifically reflect-
ed the changing approaches to the management of the archaeological her-
itage that had developed since the London Convention of 1969 (CoE
1969). The Convention established a body of new basic standards for Eu-
rope, to be met by national policies for the protection of archaeological as-
sets as sources of scientific and documentary evidence, in line with the
then emerging principles of integrated conservation and focused almost
entirely on the scientific and technical values that were matters of profes-
sional concern at the time of drafting. The Valletta Convention also high-
lights the role that archaeology can play as an important source of Eu-
rope’s collective memory and like the Granada Convention references the
need to develop public awareness and to promote public access (Article
9.i & 9.ii). The explanatory report to the convention also echoes the Lau-
sanne Charter by recognising peoples’ need to access their past and their
identity as a fundamental right but then goes on to state that this ‘can
only be met by specialists – archaeologists – who can interpret the data
and assist the public in gaining access to its heritage’ (CoE 1992b, p. 2).
In this way, public (and community) interest in cultural heritage is seen as
entirely passive and subject to expert/specialist mediation – a perspective

Socialising heritage: polity and praxis
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still current in many quarters, but that today feels increasingly out of step
with modern values-based approaches to cultural heritage. 

Some of the key successes of the Council of Europe in the heritage
field therefore relate mainly to the preservation of sites and monuments
and the development of techniques to do this as a framework to mitigate,
document, protect and preserve threatened archaeological sites and his-
torical monuments (Pace 2012, p. 281). Today, most states have – to a
greater or lesser extent – a functioning legal system for the protection,
conservation, and management of the cultural heritage based on intrinsic
values (significance, rarity etc). Standards of work (including research)
are regulated, are more or less consistent, and are generally high. There
has been a real shift from data production to knowledge building – the cre-
ation of knowledge about the past (including scientific analysis and publi-
cation) has reached unprecedented levels, and the impacts of continuing
advances in digital technology and communication on all aspects of ar-
chaeological and heritage work will continue to be profound. 

Nevertheless, most national heritage policies (and systems) are about
the curation of the national heritage (Stanley 2006, p. 81). Generally,
despite fairly widespread articulation of the importance of social and so-
cietal values of heritage in international instruments and other policy
documents (e.g. modern principles of conservation: Drury, McPherson
2008; Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 2013; Avrami, Mason, de la
Torre 2000, pp. 3-11), existing protection systems often ignore the non-
intrinsic, societal, and personal values that people assign to the heritage
and there is evidence that public awareness and (meaningful) interest in
protecting the heritage remains consistently at a fairly low level (Schad-
la-Hall 2004, p. 255; McDonald 2011, pp. 780-781). There is a clear
discrepancy between the high-level principles expressed in international
instruments and their practical application in real-world situations.

4. Public benefit and changing values - operationalising social heritage

Since 1992, approaches to archaeological heritage management, and
heritage management as a whole have continued to develop and evolve
as perspectives have broadened. This is reflected by a much more inte-
grative approach to conservation which addresses the whole of the his-
toric environment (archaeology, buildings, and landscapes) as a single en-
tity (Clark 2001) alongside the development of the conservation manage-
ment plan process which recognises the role of local stakeholders in
defining significance, and (in theory at least) incorporates the need to en-
gage stakeholders in management decisions (Clark 2005, pp. 321-323).
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At the same time, heritage practice (and management) has become in-
creasingly integrated with other disciplines (natural environment, land-
scape, spatial planning, social values, tourism, education etc). 

That heritage work is of direct and significant public benefit is as evi-
dent to most practitioners today as it was in the early 1990s and this
has been articulated in different ways for different contexts (e.g. Clark
2006; English Heritage 2007; Little 2012, p. 403; and in the USA, the
National Parks Service brochure: 25 Simple things you can do to promote
the public benefits of archaeology). Public benefit is easy to claim, but
more difficult to define or demonstrate in practice. The nature of public
benefit – how to define, demonstrate, and operationalise it in the context
of cultural heritage – has been the subject of much discussion and debate
(Little 2002; Clark 2006; Little 2012; Goskar 2012; Willems 2014).
Nevertheless, public benefit is too often expressed through a process of
top-down, one-way communication where information flows outwards to
an audience. It remains difficult for many practitioners to demonstrate
the actual and lasting public worth (and value) of what they do in a way
that reaches beyond either straightforward communication or the provi-
sion of information for essentially passive public education and entertain-
ment. The top-down approaches embodied in many international instru-
ments and other heritage management frameworks of the second half of
the 20th century, but still current today, no longer reflect the needs of a
modern multi-cultural Europe (Olivier 2014, pp. 13-15; Olivier 2016b).

In the 21st century, growing awareness of the hitherto undreamed of
scale and extent of the heritage resource coupled with ever-increasing
pressures on that resource, has led to some questioning of existing ortho-
doxies and approaches (Carman 1996, pp. 7-8; Holtorf 2005, pp. 130-
149; Pace 2012, pp. 277-278; Willems 2014). Loss of knowledge result-
ing from both natural processes and man-made interventions is inevitable
and it is impracticable (impossible) to investigate and analyse everything
that is at risk. Today there is a growing, but by no means universal, accep-
tance that not all elements of heritage have the same value and significance
(even in strictly academic terms); that not everything can (or should) be
protected or conserved (there’s simply too much); and that not everything
can (or should) be recorded/excavated (there’s are insufficient resources). 

In an increasingly global, but paradoxically more diverse and multi-cultur-
al society, how much and whose heritage can and should be conserved?
With increasing constraints on resources and funding how can we identify
what is most valued, what is significant, and what is important (and to
whom)? How much heritage capital should be tied up in conservation and
protection per se – do we truly understand the relationship between what
we value and how we transform it through the heritage processes? What

Socialising heritage: polity and praxis

17



are the roles of government, the private sector, voluntary bodies, commu-
nities, and owners – who should be responsible for (paying for and) pro-
tecting and conserving heritage? To what extent do we recognise and un-
derstand how society at large values heritage and how do we incorporate
other perceptions into professional belief systems? What is the appropri-
ate balance between the role of the heritage professional as ‘expert’ defin-
ing heritage values for other people to consume, and as ‘facilitator’ enabling
other people’s perceptions of heritage values? In an increasingly dynamic
socio-political context, what is the appropriate balance between legislation,
regulation, and other mechanisms for protecting and conserving heritage? 

All these questions require flexible, pragmatic, and open approaches
to the choices that have to be made by those responsible for implement-
ing systems for heritage protection and management (Schutt et al.
2015, pp. 16-23; Degraeve 2017). Growing awareness of the necessity
for such choices has resulted in a subtle shift away from preservation
and mitigation as the primary driver for heritage management to a more
proactive approach based on a better articulation of all the different val-
ues at play – and an understanding of how different values may be vul-
nerable to harm and loss in different ways. 

Today there is a growing acceptance that in addition to reliance on
scientific and evidential heritage values derived from specialist and expert
knowledge, there needs to be a greater focus on broader and more
inclusive concepts of public value that better articulate the dynamic rela-
tionship between desired professional heritage outcomes and public ex-
pectations expressed by the social and cultural values of different com-
munities (Lowenthal 2000; Clark 2001 and 2005; Clark, Drury 2001;
Accenture 2006; Accenture, National Trust 2006). This requires heritage
managers to move away from technical aspects of heritage management
and conservation to being able to draw out ‘local skills, knowledge and ex-
perience of place rather than dictating what is of cultural significance’
(Lammy 2006, p. 69). Heritage managers must integrate into their work
a direct, meaningful, two-way engagement between heritage professionals
and public communities at all levels of activity so that public value and
public benefit are firmly grounded in a realistic understanding of public at-
titudes and needs (cf. Lowenthal 2000, pp. 22-23).

5. Shifting sands: social cohesion and integration, diversity and complexity

The Nara Document on Authenticity (ICOMOS 1994) set out the
principle that authenticity of a site is rooted in specific social-cultural
contexts and values and that these values can be drawn from a variety
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of diverse information sources including in addition to intrinsic historical
and architectural sources (e.g. form, design, materials, function) a whole
range of other factors (e.g. local traditions, location, setting, spirit, and
feeling). Most importantly, using this definition, authenticity is regarded
as a relative criterion that can change from one culture to another, with
the consequence that conservation practice also needs to reflect the
cultural values of particular societies. This whole approach builds on the
foundations of the Burra Charter and represents a conscious develop-
ment away from using Eurocentric criteria to assess the state of con-
servation of sites for inclusion on the World Heritage List. That it took
11 years for the Nara principles to be incorporated into the operational
guidelines of the World Heritage Convention suggests that there may
have been some resistance in some states to adopting this more flexible,
inclusive, and dynamic approach to conservation.

The Helsinki Declaration of 1996 set out a series of principles as com-
mon reference points for heritage policies throughout Europe (CoE 2002,
pp. 43-49). These identified access to and enjoyment of cultural heritage
in its widest sense as factors vital to personal and collective fulfilment
(quality of life); to knowledge and understanding of the values inherent in
heritage; and for economic potential (for economic regeneration and rural
development). The declaration emphasised the positive contribution of cul-
tural heritage to sustainable development and the need for sustainable
strategies for cultural tourism and cross sectoral conservation strate-
gies; it also acknowledged the responsibilities of state and public author-
ities for the protection of cultural heritage, and the need for better pro-
motion of the role of voluntary organisations. This was a significant shift
from a conservation-oriented scientific and technological approach to one
that explored ways in which culture and heritage could be meaningful and
beneficial for the fundamental values of European unification and social
progress (Thérond 2009, pp. 9-12). The resulting cross-disciplinary ap-
proach would protect cultural diversity by asserting every person’s right
of access to the cultural heritage of his or her choice (while respecting
the rights and freedoms of others), and had the ultimate objective of pro-
moting the concept of a common European heritage. 

By the turn of the century, therefore, there was a much greater ac-
ceptance that cultural heritage was a key component in forming the mul-
tiple identities that shape Europe. This was sign-posted in 2000 by the
Council of Europe’s Declaration on Cultural Diversity (CoE 2002, pp. 19-
21) which identified the richness of European cultural heritage as a
product of the history of intercultural exchange, and assigned cultural
diversity as a function of cultural mixing. This perspective, coupled with
the re-emergence of armed conflict in parts of Europe, stimulated
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consideration of the relationship between citizenship, cultural identity,
human rights, and core values (Stradling 2009). In particular, how inter-
cultural dialogue could support the broader view of the common heritage
of ‘values’ inherent in the founding principles of the Council of Europe and
help to reconcile potential tensions between ‘private’ interests in
heritage and the need to protect and provide access to knowledge and
culture to all. This led in turn to a much greater interest in how heritage
could support social cohesion by developing new ways to share respon-
sibility for heritage between all the different elements of civil society in-
cluding those with little or no interest in traditional and technical aspects
of heritage (Weber 2001, pp. 5-6).

The Council of Europe then embarked upon a sustained process of
change, that promoted not just the principles of integrated heritage con-
servation and management, but which focused as well on the social and
cultural aspects of heritage (Pickard 2002) and the cultural aspects of
diversity and citizenship in both national and transnational contexts
(Robins 2006). These approaches are reflected to some extent in the Eu-
ropean Landscape Convention – the Florence Convention (CoE 2000) but
are more particularly embodied in the Framework Convention on the Value
of Cultural Heritage for Society – the Faro Convention (CoE 2005). 

The Florence Convention reflects a significant shift from regulation to
participation. It emphasises the concept that landscape is an issue that
affects the whole population, that its care requires collaboration between
individuals and organisations, and that official landscape activities (includ-
ing policy development and decision-making) should include the participa-
tion of civil society (Article 5). A core objective of the convention is to es-
tablish procedures for participation by the general public, local, and re-
gional authorities, and other parties, in landscape policy definition and im-
plementation. The convention also focuses on awareness raising (Article
6A) and training and education (Article 6B). A key aspiration of the Flo-
rence Convention is to help people identify with the areas and towns
where they live and work by giving them a more active role in decision-
making. It intends that people should develop greater awareness of their
surroundings by exercising greater political influence on those surround-
ings and that this will reinforce local and regional identity and distinctive-
ness. The Florence Convention attempts to address how (landscape) her-
itage can help underpin social identity, but despite much useful work (Con-
rad et al. 2011), building public participation in the way the convention an-
ticipates is still in its formative stages (Goodchild 2007). There remain
significant challenges to overcome (Jones, Stenseke 2011, pp. 295-310)
before national, regional, and local administrations embed meaningful par-
ticipation in their standard administrative practice (Olivier 2016a).
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The Faro Convention reiterates the positive social ambitions of earlier
instruments (above) but goes much further; it fleshes out the aspirations
of the Lausanne Charter (in a wider cultural heritage context) by putting
people and human values at the centre of an enlarged and cross-disci-
plinary concept of cultural heritage (Article 1b). It takes an essentially in-
clusive approach that presents heritage as a resource for human develop-
ment, the enhancement of cultural diversity, and the promotion of intercul-
tural dialogue. The principle of access to cultural heritage as a fundamental
human right provides a theoretically powerful link between heritage prac-
tice and social cohesion (as a form of public benefit). This has far reaching
implications for heritage management in the wider global context of human
rights and democracy although the concept that everyone has a personal
right to benefit from, and contribute to, his or her cultural heritage, whilst
respecting the cultural heritage of others (Article 4) is not without its
challenges. The Faro Convention, like the Florence Convention specifically
supports public participation in cultural heritage activities and decision-
making (Article 5) and also provides for the development of legal, financial,
and professional frameworks for joint actions by public authorities, ex-
perts, owners, investors, businesses, non-governmental organisations and
civil society and for voluntary initiatives which complement the role of pub-
lic authorities (Article 12). It moves a long way away from the intrinsic and
scientific-led values of the Granada and Valletta conventions and incorpo-
rates a broader, self-defining concept of cultural heritage that includes
perception of values in a social context (e.g. contribution to quality of life).

The Florence and Faro Conventions together represent a consistent
attempt by the Council of Europe to develop formal mechanisms that use
cultural heritage as a positive force to enable social cohesion in societies
that are intrinsically characterised by ethnic and cultural diversity. Al-
though in some circumstances ethnic and cultural diversity can undermine
social cohesion the issue may be less that diversity per se poses a threat
to social cohesion, but rather how the people who comprise different
groups and communities can be motivated to respond to diversity
positively either by assimilation of common historical and cultural tradi-
tions or by developing mechanisms to sustain multicultural communities.
This inclusive approach of the Council of Europe is very much a product
of 21st-century sensitivities but comes with inherent tensions especially
when the different (and constantly evolving) values of different heritage
communities may not coincide – and may even conflict with one another
(Stanley 2006, p. 32). The multiple values associated with different as-
pects of social and ethnic identity, or between different groups having dif-
ferent intellectual and/or economic interests, make such a people-oriented
approach very difficult either to instrumentalise through international ad-
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ministrative frameworks or to operationalise through national legislation
in any practical sense. Positive solutions to these problems require flexi-
ble, open approaches based on deep and respectful understanding of dif-
ferent social and cultural values (Stradling, Rowe 2009, pp. 211-213). 

Both the Florence and Faro conventions illustrate how ‘cultural her-
itage’ was redefined as part of the project to establish a common Euro-
pean identity which incorporated the concept of ‘human rights’ into the
Council of Europe’s heritage work. This recasting of heritage reflects the
view that in an increasingly global society (characterised by the globali-
sation of economy, information, communications, and culture) national
differentiation is becoming obsolete and giving way to national interde-
pendence (Karnoouh 2001, p. 32) although countermanding pressures
can also be identified (above). This redefinition explicitly socialises her-
itage as a dynamic construct that incorporates social values and experi-
ences that reflect local as well as national and international perspectives
and it signifies an important political step that shifts practice away from
traditional concerns of designation and protection. 

The perspective of cultural heritage as a shared and universal resource
(as exemplified by the World Heritage Convention, the Florence Conven-
tion, and the Faro Convention) is, however, somewhat contradictory to
the concept of defining identity (whether on global, international, or nation-
al stages) on the basis of cultural differences and diversity. Furthermore,
the very concept of ‘human rights’ is a decidedly western product and the
international i.e. universal status of human rights should not necessarily
be taken for granted (Wagner 2001, p. 14; Lilley, Williams 2005, p. 228).
There is a long history of states deploying the World Heritage Convention
to advance their own national cultural, social, and environmental creden-
tials (Long, Labadi 2010, p. 6). Any attempts to codify the world view of
governments and NGOs in 21st century heritage instruments could there-
fore be considered as a conscious way for states to overcome this con-
tradiction but in a way that bears little relation to the real world where
‘nationalist’ perspectives of one sort or another continue to grow and
cause problems on the international stage (Karnoouh 2001, pp. 18-19). 

In particular, in emergent nations keen to protect elements of cultural
heritage that bolster national identity, the long-standing (if rather simplis-
tic) positive link between identity and cultural heritage is easily eroded by
the use of traditionally oriented cultural protection laws (Prott, Redmond-
Cooper, Urice 2013). In a world where technology and travel are forcing
the exchange and transformation of cultural ideas and values in local and
global contexts, the inherent social tensions resulting either from select-
ing and retaining specific elements of cultural heritage for protection or
ignoring, discarding, and even suppressing some elements of cultural her-
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itage for political motives can too easily transform a seemingly positive so-
cial force into a negative one. Using heritage to define identity (or differ-
ent identities) may ultimately be counter-productive and possibly futile.

Other tensions may also result from the differences between First
and Third World approaches to heritage and the different impacts of
poverty on concepts of identity and nationhood. In the Third World, west-
ernised concepts of heritage are generally the preserve of the social elite
and may be of little relevance to ordinary people who will explain heritage
features with reference to folklore and legend rather than to specific
(and scientific) narratives (Chakrabarti 2012). All this emphasises the
importance of adopting well-considered values-based approaches in try-
ing to mediate such tensions. Numerous case studies demonstrate that
such tensions can be overcome, and that the inclusive approaches of the
Florence and Faro Conventions can and do work in practice in specific
circumstances (CoE 2009, pp. 141-196; Little 2002; Merriman 2004;
Skeates et al. 2012) but widespread implementation may require the dif-
ferent actors to focus less on cultural or material identity and more on
the expression of sense of place. It is after all a sense of place which
helps to define how people feel about their relationship with the physical
world and which can bridge the gap between people and heritage. In this
way, understanding the social and physical relationships between people
and the places they occupy may be the critical factor in giving practical
meaning to the social concepts of the Faro Convention.

The deliberate attempt by UNESCO to shift away from a Eurocentric
approach to cultural heritage by establishing mechanisms to recognise,
protect, and promote the diversity of the world’s cultures is also reflected
in the UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural
Heritage (2003), which adopts from the outset a more inclusive, reflex-
ive, and collaborative approach to heritage in which heritage depends on
the different subjective values of different communities. Nevertheless,
this convention too is deployed by states advancing their own cultural
agenda – and is subject to similar tensions to those described above (e.g
Askew 2010) with the bottom-up approach to heritage espoused by the
convention actually contradicted both by its top-down standard-setting
approach typical of all such instruments, and the process of validation
that is controlled by national administrations (Bortolotto 2010, p. 98).

6. Convergence and divergence

Despite all these long-standing moves to socialise heritage, until re-
cently the European Union has taken a fairly traditional expert-led ap-
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proach to cultural heritage in the context of specific treaty obligations.
The Treaty of Lisbon includes provisions to ‘safeguard’ and ‘enhance’ cul-
tural heritage’ (European Union 2007a), and Article 167.2 of the Treaty
on the Functioning of the European Union specifies the need to improve
‘the knowledge and dissemination of the culture and history of the Euro-
pean peoples and in conservation and safeguarding of cultural heritage of
European significance’ European Union 2012). Article 167.4, however,
also identifies the need to respect and promote national and regional cul-
tural heritage diversity as a key factor that contributes to and helps to
define a common European heritage. This is reinforced by the European
Agenda for Culture (European Union 2007b) which recognised cultural
heritage not just as a source of knowledge and identity, but as a ‘valuable
resource for economic growth, employment and social cohesion’ that is
also a ‘driver for cultural and creative industries’ (European Union 2007b,
p. 2). This firmly positioned cultural heritage as a shared resource and a
‘common good’ (cf. Carman 2005, p. 81) and identified in particular the
need to improve the evidence base for the analysis of the economic and
social impact of cultural heritage. The Agenda recognised the impacts of
decreasing public budgets on traditional cultural activities, and empha-
sised the need to adapt management and practice to involve a broader
range of stakeholders through a more integrated and outward facing ap-
proach to heritage activities as a focus for participative community inter-
action and social integration. 

The Agenda for Culture established heritage as a priority in the Euro-
pean Union’s work plans for culture, and led to an increase in political in-
terest in cultural heritage in the corridors of the European Union. The
Namur Declaration of the 6th Conference of Ministers Responsible for
Cultural Heritage (CoE 2015), reaffirmed the importance of cultural her-
itage as a key component in European identity and emphasised the dif-
ferent social values of the cultural heritage. The declaration focused on
the need to understand the economic and social impacts of cultural her-
itage on society including its contribution to quality of life and prosperity
(based on the expression of identities and cultural diversity) and also pro-
moted public participation in heritage governance. 

This focus was reinforced recently by the European Cultural Heritage
Strategy for the 21st Century (CoE 2017) which extends the inclusive
approach to cultural heritage by involving local, regional, national, and
European public authorities and also a wide range of stakeholders includ-
ing professionals, (I)NGOs, the voluntary sector, and civil society.
Strategy 21 coalesces around the interaction between three main
themes: social; economic and territorial development; and knowledge and
education. It identifies the major challenges that these present, and goes
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on to make a number of concrete recommendations that take the form
of guidance to address these challenges complemented by examples of
best practice from all over Europe. The avowed purpose of Strategy 21
is to create synergies between existing instruments, tools, and policies
and to improve or complement them on the basis of international and Eu-
ropean legal instruments that are in force. Strategy 21 recognises the
scale of the challenge of managing cultural heritage with full regard for
the principles of democracy and human rights. It repositions cultural her-
itage policies at the heart of an integrated approach that focuses on the
conservation, protection, and promotion of heritage as a shared respon-
sibility ‘by society as a whole’ (CoE 2017, p. 6) and in this way attempts
to bridge the gap between the often unfulfilled societal objectives of rel-
evant international instruments and day-to-day practice. Nevertheless,
like other instruments, Strategy 21 remains fairly high-level and still
places considerable emphasis on (one-way) ‘promotion’ of heritage; it
does, however, include many useful case studies and examples of good
practice, and the proposed (exemplar) actions do focus on responding to
public values in a two-way dialogue.

Following publication of Strategy 21, 2018 was celebrated by the Eu-
ropean Union as the European Year for Cultural Heritage and this provid-
ed a vehicle to showcase in many different national and social contexts
the social, economic, cultural, and environmental power and impact of cul-
tural heritage and encourage more people to discover and engage with
Europe’s cultural heritage, and to reinforce a sense of belonging to a com-
mon European space (European Union 2018a). This culminated in the
publication of the European Framework for Action on Cultural Heritage
(European Union 2018b) as a means of ensuring that the momentum cre-
ated by Strategy 21, and the European Year of Cultural Heritage was not
lost. This framework complements the European Union Work Plan for Cul-
ture 2019-2022 (European Union 2018c) and both initiatives include im-
portant strands related to the contribution of culture and heritage to so-
cial cohesion, intercultural dialogue, dialogue with stakeholders, and the
need to mobilise stakeholders from civil society to engage with cultural
heritage. These social drivers are also exemplified by the Berlin Call to Ac-
tion (Europa Nostra 2018) which underscores the need for the full in-
volvement and engagement of all relevant public and private stakeholders,
including civil society in the development of cultural agenda and policies.

On the world stage, the World Bank’s new Environmental and Social
Framework (World Bank 2016) sets out the Bank’s aspirations for envi-
ronmental and social sustainability, and includes environmental and social
standards for (amongst others) assessment and management of envi-
ronmental and social risks and impacts, indigenous peoples and tradition-
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al local communities; cultural heritage; and stakeholder engagement.
These take an integrated and inclusive view of culture and heritage and
how these are positioned in societies and communities and recognise
that cultural heritage provides continuity in tangible and intangible forms
between the past, present, and future. Considerable weight is also given
not just to the need to protect cultural heritage from adverse impacts,
but also to its role in forming people’s cultural identity and the need both
to promote meaningful bottom-up consultation with stakeholders regard-
ing cultural heritage and to safeguard its social values. UNESCO of
course has long affirmed the important and ubiquitous role of heritage in
society. However, whilst development agencies such as the World Bank
now incorporate bottom-up programmes of community development and
resources management in their activities, there is no genuinely bottom-
up identification process in the World Heritage listing procedures; these
generally ignore meaningful consideration of the heritage values of local
communities (Askew 2010, p. 38). 

All these various initiatives combine to give considerable weight (and
momentum) to a range of actions that are intended not only to reinforce
the positive and cohesive power of cultural heritage, but also to con-
tribute to the delivery of the inclusive values and social cohesion envis-
aged by the authors of the international instruments discussed above.
Nevertheless, despite these important signposts (and many significant
achievements), the road ahead remains fraught with potential difficulties.
In particular, at the same time that these socially positivist approaches
were being formulated, the very significant (and continuing) increase in
the flow of economic and political migrants into Europe has thrown our
understanding (or lack of understanding) of cultural identity and cultural
relationships (in an inter-connected, transnational world) into stark relief.
This process is fundamentally recasting the cultural heritage landscape of
Europe - including the displacement of the concept of ‘community’ by other
transnational ‘social networks and connections’ which present some sig-
nificant political, economic, social, and cultural challenges to the nation
state (Robins 2006, pp. 23-29). These developments make the well-in-
tentioned provisions of existing international cultural heritage instruments
feel less relevant today than when they were formulated and international
and European institutions and (I)NGOs are now struggling to accommo-
date into their policy and cultural heritage narratives the new perspec-
tives necessitated by this situation. The heritage community must recog-
nise this challenge, and recognise and adapt to the existence of competing
cultural heritage frameworks. Rather than looking back for solutions at in-
struments that were designed in other contexts and which may no longer
be adequate to meet today’s social imperatives we need to look forward

Adrian Olivier

26



and develop new ways of thinking and working that respect and support
the new national, culture and heritage paradigms.

At the same time, thinking about the very nature and role of culture
and heritage in contemporary society is also changing (Sacco 2011). Pier-
luigi Sacco has identified three main cultural paradigms: Culture 1.0 (pre-
industrial) characterised by patronage where culture is a mainly highbrow
spiritual activity dominated by expert gatekeepers; Culture 2.0 (industrial)
driven by social innovation and technology where culture is commodified
for entertainment and profit; and Culture 3.0 (digital networked age)
characterised by collective open communities of practice where culture is
about collective sense-making and co-creation where the distinction be-
tween producers and users is blurred (Sacco 2011, p. 5). Evolution from
one paradigm to another is not strictly linear in a chronological sense, and
today, all three paradigms can co-exist in different spheres so that, for
example, whilst much 21st century cultural practice may coalesce around
networking and co-creation, cultural public policy may still be firmly rooted
in the expert-dominated Culture 1.0 paradigm (Sacco 2011, p. 6). These
cultural paradigms are easily translated into the heritage world: Heritage
1.0 focussed on conservation where preservation is the priority and her-
itage is consumed by connoisseurs; Heritage 2.0: heritage as entertain-
ment where attracting people to heritage and making a profit is the prior-
ity and heritage is consumed by customers; and Heritage 3.0 where her-
itage is about community and sense making – heritage is made, preserved
and enjoyed by the whole community and everyone is involved in the pro-
duction, circulation, and conservation of heritage. 

Within Sacco’s general framework, it is clear that the importance of
the key elements of the Culture 3.0 and Heritage 3.0 paradigms have
long been recognised by the international instruments discussed here,
and indeed have long been translated into over-arching policy objectives.
However, it is equally clear that it is only in recent years that serious
and realistic steps have been taken to turn these aspirations into a
meaningful reality, and that despite advances in this sphere, there re-
main some very serious challenges and obstacles that must to be over-
come before the heritage world (and wider society) can truly benefit from
embracing the ideas inherent in the Heritage 3.0 paradigm.

7. Discussion: changing social expectations

In many parts of the world, the gradual incorporation of new social
values into the heritage discourse, is accompanied by an increasing trend
towards deregulation coupled with devolution of decision-making to more
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local communities. This, combined with reduced capacity in heritage man-
agement resulting from the need for financial savings, is reducing the level
of conservation and protection available for heritage assets. The challenge
today is to explore how heritage management can be combined with effec-
tive community and public engagement, in a new matrix that will deliver in-
creased public benefit at the same time as supporting integrated value-led
conservation. This requires an evolutionary step-change in heritage prac-
tice and management that is able to incorporate alternative public perspec-
tives into ‘professional’ discourses. This in turn demands a two-way traffic
between heritage experts and the public that moves beyond defining the
ways in which heritage contributes to society (Little 2012, p. 403) to ac-
quiring a much better understanding of what society wants from its her-
itage and its heritage practitioners as an essential foundation to building
genuine public engagement (c.f. repeated clarion calls for action: Merriman
1989, p. 23; Schadla-Hall 1999, p. 151; Ascherson 2000, p. 4; Schad-
la-Hall 2004, p. 255; Agendakulturarv 2004; Olivier 2016a and 2016b). 

Demonstrating public benefit means more than simply justifying ‘sci-
entific’ and ‘academic’ outputs, showing a return (intellectual or fiscal) on
investment in heritage works, or sharing results with the public – none
of these will ensure lasting public benefit. Delivering true public benefit
means taking the natural product of heritage work (knowledge for re-
search) and transforming the results into something that is interesting,
meaningful, relevant, and above all useful to communities and to the pub-
lic in the context of their daily lives. It means taking public values into ac-
count and including public values in decision-making (participation).

Almost all the international instruments described here have in differ-
ent ways adopted and incorporated at a high level strong ‘public’ and ‘so-
cial’ values by espousing and promoting social cohesion and public en-
gagement and participation in heritage. However, the driver for this may
be overtly political – using a revised concept of heritage to promulgate
for example a vision of a shared, democratic, and participatory European
heritage that underpins (and justifies?) the political construct of the Eu-
ropean Union itself.

Despite their explicit and embedded socio-political aspirations, the
evolution of international heritage instruments displays a significant shift
from regulation to participation, and from exclusion to inclusion. All
recognise the importance of building public awareness of, and engage-
ment with cultural heritage, and more recent instruments make provision
for public participation in heritage related activities including in decision-
making. There are many examples of good and successful practice in
these areas, but success in developing specific mechanisms to turn
these aspirations into practice is limited. 
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There is an inherent tension in all these heritage instruments between
the principal that the heritage is a source of collective memory common
to all human society (an essentially inclusive concept) and the need to
protect that heritage through regulation (an essentially exclusive pro-
cess). This makes it difficult to reconcile the open, and inclusive engage-
ment with the public about what is significant (or not) on the one hand,
with the by and large exclusive, expert-driven process of protection and
regulation on the other. This tension runs subliminally through almost all
aspects of heritage management today. The momentum of public and
community archaeology is growing, but these tensions have yet to be
fully resolved because of a reluctance in some quarters to recognize and
include the public in heritage discourse (e.g. discussions in Moshenska
2017). Existing approaches to building public awareness are often top-
down and take little account of the opinions and desires of other commu-
nities with an interest in their heritage and the exclusive nature of the
heritage ‘expert’ role continues to hold sway in many states. Even where
the principles of inclusion and participation have been clearly articulated
as in the European Charter on Participatory Democracy in Spatial Plan-
ning Processes (European Council of Spatial Planners 2016), and the
Report on Participatory Governance of Cultural Heritage (European
Union 2018d) they remain difficult to embed in decision-making. 

International instruments do not usually furnish specific and detailed
mechanisms that can directly implement policy as practice. In practice
each state implements the principles and policies within the constraints
of their own administrative and legal context. The real challenge is how
to build mutually advantageous partnerships between heritage practition-
ers and local communities that will reposition heritage in the public mind
as an essential component of quality of life. Where this already happens
the benefits are obvious and tangible, but success requires heritage pro-
fessionals to relinquish their ownership of the past in favour of a broader
and genuinely inclusive public ownership that takes proper account of
public attitudes and values. 

8. Conclusion – new paradigms

The social dimension of heritage has long been acknowledged in inter-
national instruments, but limited attention has been paid to how these
aspirations can be operationalised and the implementation of these in-
struments remains rooted in traditional processes and ‘expert’ approach-
es to selection and protection. International instruments (to a greater ex-
tent) and national heritage regulations (to a lesser extent) provide a more
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or less sympathetic framework for interweaving so-called professional
(expert) and community (social)‘values’ into coherent practice. A shift to
a much more inclusive social paradigm is required if we are to realise and
reap the benefits of the social values of heritage in the context of the
global socio-political-economic realities of the 21st century. 

Heritage professionals need to be open-minded about how the public
(and different communities) value the past, and about their own roles in
mediating these values with public communities. In the 21st century
world of digital social networks the opinions of experts have been re-
placed by the aggregated opinion of tens of thousands of consumers.
Heritage practitioners at large need to be more respectful of public opin-
ion (and ‘public research’), if heritage is to be a successful vehicle that
delivers social cohesion. If passive (but extensive) public interest in her-
itage is to be mobilised into widespread and active engagement, we will
need to tap into the 21st century zeitgeist by recognising the role of the
public in defining cultural heritage (e.g the Know Your Place initiative:
http://www.kypwest.org.uk/).

The challenge today is to continue to explore and understand the so-
cial dimension of heritage in all its multifaceted complexity, and to deploy
this understanding in the service of society at large so that the instru-
ments that we already have can attain their true potential. Our heritage
forebears – including in the UK the founders of the National Trust (along-
side their like-minded contemporaries in other states) – knew only too
well how to engage directly with public opinion in the service of high-mind-
ed social ideals to deliver actual social benefit. During the second half of
the 20th century, the same understanding was, and continues to be de-
ployed by our environmental confrères to deliver real social change and
social benefit on behalf of the conservation ‘movement’. If the cultural
heritage community is to achieve similar outcomes, it must paradoxically
relearn some of the lessons of the past by confronting and overcoming
its general reluctance to engage meaningfully with public concerns of,
and interest in, heritage. If society at large is to realise the full social and
public benefit of heritage (as envisaged by the authors of so many inter-
national instruments and conventions), then we must break down the
walls of the intellectual ghetto that we have (almost accidentally) creat-
ed over the past 70 years by acknowledging the role of the public in cre-
ating our collective past and working jointly with the public to care for
our cultural heritage in a more sustainable and meaningful way.
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