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Heritage trails 
International cultural heritage policies in a 

European perspective 

AlnlOEl a hundred ycais ago, i n 191.1, Jacob Cornells van Overvoorde, an 
• in f luen t i a l Dutch advocale of the preservation of o ld buildiiLgi, made • tr ip 

ai'Otuid the w u r l d to invetftrgale [he material remains of the glorious Dutch 
pa.st overseas. A l a r m e d by the lack o f awareness sur rounding the mate­
r i a l legacy uf w h a t he considered an extremely impor lnn l per iod in Dutch 
history. Van Overvoorde issued an emergency call for the preservaiJon ot 
overseas mcniuinents representing this periud. A l t h o u g h Ihcse stone remains 
were un l ike the monuments one f inds in conl:emporarv Lun>ne, thev were 
considered impor t an t because of Cïiëli i i irhience on indigenous art forms. 
Van Overvoorde (1910) was appalled by Ihc lack ot a i i inventory of. overseas 
monuments , le t alone an active preservation pohcy. Accord ing (o him, (he 
D u i c h s i iou ld f u l t a w the example of Hie Bri t ish, who main la ined the Dutch 
monuments i n hritLsh India w i t h more care l l i an the Netherlands d i d its o w n 
i n the "Duldt East Indies-. 

A century laler, managing, the remains of the pnsi is s l i l l a topical theme. 
In. 20U2 the Netherlands celebrated the 'lOUth anniversary of lhe Vereeaigde 
OosL-Indisehc Compagniif ;VOC, East Indies Company). Variuus Asian <roim-
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tries eonsidei-ed [his decision uvdor(unate as, f r o m their perspective, the anni­
versary should be commemorated rather than celehrated. F rom an Indonesian 
point of view, colonidl oppression by the Dutch began In the seventeenth cen­
tury, w i t h the VOC, not w i l h D u t d i colonidl admin i strati on in the nineteenth 
century. "While for Indonesia this historic occasion was tiius n o t aft event to 
celebrate, lor many ir . t l ie Netherlands the V O C per iod represents the moat 
successful century in national history. 

The history of D u t d i expansion is a story o i w c a l i h and power as wel l ds 
war and repi-ession. T | T C result ing m i x of pride and shame in discussing the 
colonial past is a recurrent theme, w h i c h is also evident in D u l c h policies 
relating to colonial heritage, whether in the realm of the fo rmer V Ü C 1 1 i n the 
At lant ic sphere once covered b y the D u t d i West-Indische Compagnie fWTC. 
Wesl Indies Company). Since the mid-1990s, Ihe Dutch government lias cre­
ated a poli t ical inf ra structure in tended to encourage and ensure f u n d i n g for 
projects a imed at ihe preservation o f D u l c h colonial heri lage overseas. l'Or 
every partner country die Neti ier lands works w i t h , d i f fe ren I challenges and 
perspectives present themselves l egar i i ing colonial heritage and i ts manage­
ment i n the present. 

The D u l c h policy, •vliieli w i l l be broadly discussed i n this chapter, focuses 
on the coneep! o f a a-aunon cu l tura l heritage. Its purpose, as fo rmula t ed by 
the gover i imer i t Ls the jo in t conservation o f (his c o m m o n cu l tu ra l heritage. 
Cooperative o f l o i l s o l tills k i n d are utterly dependent on pol i t ica l g o o d w i l l 
and die commitment Lif a l l parties concerned. W i t h i n the po l icy i ramoworkr 
u m i m i i n cultural herilage is def ined as overseas cul tura l heritage relat ing to 
the periods o f die VOC, W I C arid subsequent colonial r u l é -

1'his chapter aim.s to compare Ihe Nether lands ' acdve iniernat ior ial cul tur­
al heritage policy w i t h the policies of a seJechon nf ( former) F m o p c a n colo-
n i 7 i n g countries, lh us p rov id ing a historical context, ou t l i n ing when and h o w 
die concept of heritage was in t roduced and what the consequences are f o r 
die development, awareness and incorpora t ion of heritage policies. I t gives 
an in i t i a l overview of Huropean international heritage policies, i n an at tempt 
lo st imulate arid conttxtualize the re th ink ing of D u t c h heritage policy. Given 
the wide scope of tiiisreseardL, i t is d i f f i c u l t to d r aw s tmng conclusions f rom 
this inventoiy. Therefore, it is. presented as Ihe f i r s t step towards fu r the r 
resea:ch on and awareness of tills impor t an t topic. A n in t roduct ion to D u t d i 
common cultural heritage pol icy is f o l l o w e d by a discussion on the Ihenretl ' 
cal aspects of die concept of heritage, the roots o f herilage management and 
die force f i e l d o f heritage po l icy design, thus sell ing Ihe stage f o r a l iuropean 
comparison. 

Dnifh cam™. 1? cuKural hmiiigï. policy1 

As a starring po in t fu r its Common Cul tural Heri lage Policy - one uf die 
pr ior i t ies w i th in , D u t d i international cul tura l pol icy - die Netherlands diose 
die mu tua l i t y of colonial heritage.' I n the de f in i t ion used bv die government, 
c o m m o n cul tura l heritage refers to both the tangible and i ne l i g ib l e remain^ 
:?f die tonner Dutch presence. This herilage dates back to an era when the 
Dutch saded die seas as explorers or merchants and held eonl io l as ntiers or 
colonial administrators. The p o l i q ' f r a m e w o r k divides common heritage in io 
three categories; 

1. Overseas cul tura l heritage: a coilective t e rm generally used for cultural 
heritage outside Europe, relating to Ihe periods of the VOC, WIC and 
colonial rule . 

2. Objects ( m d u d i n g archives} the Dutch constructed i n or transported to 
other counlries, commissioned b y t h i r d parties, for which they h i d no 
subsequent responsibility. 

Objects currently i n the Netherlands but or ig inat ing m countries wd 'h 
w h i c h i t once had a relationship of reciprocal cul tural ü d l u e n c e . 

Generally, Ihe deciding factor as to whether sometlirng is indicated as com­
mon cu lmra l heritage is whether i t i.s perceived as such in Ihe country con­
cerned. H i e p r io r i t y coLuitries f o r tins policy as determined by the Dutch 
government are Russia, Indonesia, Sri I.anka, India , Ghana. South Air /ka , 
Suriname and B r a z i l 3 W i l l i the exception of Kussia, ad of these have had 
.^ome k ind o f colonial relationship w i t h the Netherlands. However , not a l l 
countries once l i n k e d to the Neti ier lands bv colonialism are included on the 
p r i o r i t y list, nor are Ihe Netherlands Ant i l les and Aruba , former Caribbean 
colonies st i l l f o r m i n g par t of the K ingdom of Ihe Netherlands. A l though 
Brazil was later added lo the i i s t i t has n o t been included in Ibis overview 
because activities under the common heritage pol icy began only ï-eomtly, 
maknig an analysis premature. 

Since 1997 Ihe concept: o f common cul lura l heritage has attracted pol i t i ­
cal interest i n die Netherlands and several projects were init iated under 
Ihis po l icy mos t ly financed b y Ihe D u l f h Cul lura l "Fund (Homogene Groep 
Internal Ionale Samenwerking (HG1S) - Cul tuur) . 1 1 Poli t ical interest was i n i -
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t iated bv an appeal f r o m Ihe D u l c h Member of Parl iament Ei iner t van. 
Midde lkoop , w ] i o thought colonial history and its reiiiaiFts were increasingly 
regarded as no th ing but a dark page i n D u t c h history. Peelings o f gu i l t and 
shame predominated- W i l l i Ihe new policy, this lieritage began to be reinter­
preted as a valuable tool f m chheaJ reflection u n Dutch colonial history, 
while siniultaneuusly serving as a me thod lo s l rcnglhen bilaleral relations 
w i t h former colonies.- The pol icy aims ro preserve c o m m o n cu l tura l heritage 
and util ize i t as an i n s t r m n m t tec sharing expertise, b m l d i n g capacity f o r Ihe 
cul tural he ld i n the pai l ncr country, creating pub l ic awareness and inereasuig 
la iowledge u f this lieritage. 

The parlner country's polit ical commitment is an impor tan t condi t ion 
for f u n d i n g . AnolbcJ condition is lhat the parmer country mus t define a 
selected heritage site as CUMIHOH- lieritage. However , a 2004 evaluation n-f the 
policy and related projecls r e g a l e d (hat in most cases die D u t c h government 
saw the cuncemed heritage as common, w l d l c Ihc parlner countries d id nut . 
Of ten , their inleicst has been rather l imi ted . ' ' Policymakers may liave over­
looked the fact that the role uf die Neti ier lands i n Ihc h i s l o ry of most o f its 
parmer countries is a minor one r As was also argued i n ihe previous chapter 
by Gert Oostindie. Suriname and the Netherlands Ant i l les are an exceplion 
i n this respeef, as the roots o f the major i ty uf their popidal ions arc connected 
to the Dutch colonial Idstory of slavery and indentured labour. 

The conccpL of common cu lmra l heritage is complex. The m u l u a l i t y 
i n this def in i t ion assumes c s l imed v i e w of Ihc concerned heritage on die par t 
of Ihc Dutch and the partner country. Heritage, the 'si lent ' remains o f history, 
resonates w i t h ihe echo ol many voices in the contemporary interpreta t lon 
and presentation o f a site, ' l i te stories selected i n Ihis process detemiine die 
site's chmacter and consequently ifs meaning for society..However, such sto­
ries d i f fe r depending on die storyteller. A quick scan of the parlner countries 
demonstrates that their perspectives can cUffer f r o m Ihc Dutch interpreta t ion 
of a c o m m o n heritage siie. Tlie lension between p r i d e and shame and the 
c i H i f l i c t i i i g interpretations ?f his tory Ihrough heritage are clearly visible. 

I h e overview presented here demonstrates that d i f fe ren t countries have 
their o w n wav of dealing w i t h this type of heritage and thai as a result of 
this diversity Du tc l i pol icy practices have become very pragmatic. _\laturally. 
there is not one perspective on heritage and his tory withi.n the nation stale, 
g iven that national populat ions are not homogeneous entities and may he 
d iv ided , for instance along ethnic lines. This mulhvoca l i ty and the p lu ra l ­
i s m of interpretat ion are well, illustrated in die f o l l o w i n g case studies, •which 
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hr i e f ly describe Ihe reali ty öf cul tural heritage pulicy and its implementat ion 
a r d development between die Netherlands and six of the related pr ior i ty 
c o u i L t r i e s . 

Since i n t e ip i t t ahons of c o m m o n heritage d i f fe r f r o m country to country 
we aLo see d ia t the D u t c h and Ihe partner countiy's interpretations may be 
at odds. Sometimes this is due to societal changes or to differences-in die 
dominant perspectives 011 a heritage site. I n some cases sites were not even 
designated as monumenls p r io r to Dutch involvement. I n countries such ai 
Suriname die shared Itistury is obvious, w h i l e in others, such as Indonesia 
and Sri Lanka, it may he more appropriate to speak of a syneluoiious history 
as the local and colonial populations shared a geographical location but their 
descendants have very d i f fe ren t views on the his tory of l.hcsc sites. 

Aw 

Indonesia, die former Dutch East Indies - or iginal ly die central p o l n l of Ihe 
V O C e m p o r i u m - became die Netherlands ' most impor tan t overseas poü-
stssion i n die nineteenth and t w e n t i e t h century, t r o m a Du tc l i po in l of v iew 
Indonesia plays a ma jo r r o l e m i l s national hislory. . In Indonesia, concern for 
the colonial lieritage is s l o w l y developing. This heritage is appreciated more 
a; an economic resource i n processes o f urban r c v i [ a l i 7 a t i o n than as a cul tural 
resource or pai l of national history. 

In the first decades f o d o w i n g Indonesia's independence in 1945 raiiht 
indonesiaris d i d no l consider Dutch heritage i m p o r t a n t Amongst younger 
generations, however, a small g roup is current ly demonstrat ing a grow­
ing awareness. Whde i t labels heritage f rom the Du tc l i colonial per iod as 
Indonesian, and not as D u t c h or common, this g roup feels dial i l is important 
tc preserve i t . Sometimes heritage marked as common, b y Ihc Dutch govern­
ment is not considered heritage at ad b y Ihis n e w generation; atother times it 
no longer regards titis as Ihe heritage of the oppressor, but as Indonesian, The 
g rowing historical distance m i g h t explain these diflccencos. 

Tho increased interest i n colonial heritage is also funct ional , given the 
financial possibilities o f designating monuments as common heritage. Despite 
tiLe n e w awateness. remain ing administrat ive problems have precluded the 
signing of a jo int po l icy f r a m e w o r k for c o m m o n heritage collaboralion w i t h 
Indonesia. 



Aiwxkiitaiieg mid c-lhcrs 

Sri Lcink'i 

Sii Lanka, fo rmer ly Ceylon, was an impor t an t V O C trading post. D u l c h i n f l u ­
ences are st i l! visible in many coastal lowns, especially i i t the d t v of Galle, a 
UNESCO vVbrld 1 leritage Site. T he Dutel-, per iod has received m u d i attentioii 
on. Sri Lanka, accompanied by pol i t ica l commimien t tri the preservation o ! i ls 
heritage. The D u i c h occupy a relatively safe pos i t ion i n Sri Lankan his tory 
being neither the h i s t European conquerors nor the last colonial r iders. 

The Dutch and Sri T.ankau narratives of tlie heritage sites have m u c h i r 
"ouunoiir They recoiu.t ÜLe same histories, both of w h i c h focus on the D u t c h 
popula t ion i n Ceylon ,md not on influences on and consequences f o r the local 
popula t ion . In this, the mu tua l i t y of this slLared history is open to challenge: 
al though f o r m a l mteipretntionii. do not disagree, the absence of a local Sri 
Lankan voice and perspective is evidence of exclusionary his tor iography and 
historical practice. 

W n i 

W i t h on ly a f e w exceptions, D u t d i l ieri tage is not denned as heritage at ah 
in' India. The Indian agency responsible for monuments, the Ard iaeo log ica l 
survey of Irni ia (AST. originates f r o m t l ie per iod o f Hrrtish I T J I O , wThen a 
number o f Dutch-period monumenls were listed as such, albeit w i t h l i m ­
i t e d concern or attention. There is a lack o f publ ic awTareness and almosl nc 
poli t ical commitment in further DuLch-Indian collaboration on these common 
heritage siles; and i t is impossible to develop a pol icy o f common heritage 
w i thou t recognition by t l ie par bier oountiy. Yet several sites are doselv l i n k e d 
lo Ihe D u t c h period, especially i n the south, where the V Ü C established rnanv 
trading posts,. 

A f e w projects have recently begun in tills region, u p o n t l ie insistence 
of the D u t c h India has many monuments wnth a more obvious - of ten reli­
gious - relation to present-day society and the Dutch presence has almosl 
completely been forgot ten. A l t h o u g h India is a p r i o r i t y country for the 
Nedierlands, i t w o u l d appear d i a l tiiere is no common heritage to preserve. 
In this case, the d c v e l q j m e n f of a D u t c h common herilage podcy lakes aback 
seal w i t h regard to tinmi.es arid priorit ies concerning the more recent British 
colonial influence and ongoing debates about religious heritage. 

Africa 

Ghana 

The most impor t an t common materia) herilage shared by Ghana and the 
JNetiLerlairds. are the casties and forts along Africa's Cold Coast, a priraary 
h u b of Ihe A l l a n l i c slave trade. Nowadays, as lieritage sites, these forti t ica-
tions f o r m a major tourist attraction for Afr ican Americans and other mem­
bers o f Ihc A f r i c a n diaspora i n seardi of the consolidation of their i d e i t i t y 
and t l ie symbolic a f f i rma t ion of a terri torial location for a common past, i n 
Ihis regard, the oaslles a rccx l remely impor tan t to Ghana. I h e y are registered 
as arcluieciural monuments and tims are government-owned rather ihan 
local collective property. The local c o m m u n i t y of Rlmma (the former Dutch 
headquarters on ihc Gold Coast) is not i nvo lved i n die management of this 
heritage arid receives l i m i t e d benefits f r o m the tourist f l o w to the castle. 

B u i Ihe D u l c h period also has posllice connotations. Dutch surnames 
engender p r i d e and every | anuary EJmina celebrates the D u l c h Christmas. 
This is perhaps less siu'prising when taking into account that Elmina f o u r -
ished in the Dutch per iod, b u t suffered pover ly and destruction drrring 
Bri t ish ru le tUoor tmon t 21105:36-7). The common heritage of Chana and the 
Netherlands may have a f u l u r e because of die positive economic spin-off, 
al though as yet there is no sense of common heritage as such. 

Suuiii Afritu 

South A f r i c a and the Netherlands share a history dat ing hade to the first set­
t lement established by the V O C i n 1652 and cont inuing to the present day-
M u c h of i t and the resul t ing c o m m o n heritage n o w have contested mean­
ings. A n example is Cape Castle in Cape Town, a monument reflecting D u t d i 
ru le over the region. The castle served as the starting po in t of South Africa's 
colonizat ion b u t is also a l andmark f o r the apartheid per iod . Substantial 
D u t c h f inancial suppor t was available for Ihis monument , b u t ultimately the 
South Afr icans rejected the fund ing . Debates surrounding ihe castle's use 
and its ownership b y the Mut i s t ry of Defence resulted i n the project being 
cancelled. 

Tor Ihe Netherlands, Cape Caslle is a perfect example of common herit­
age. The b u i l d i n g originates f r o m the V O C per iod and was established by 
the entrepreneLLrial mar i t ime merd i an t Jan van Riebeeck. South Africans, 
however, do not only associate the castle w i d i the Dutch per iod, b u t also w i t h 
apartheid. I t was a .symbol of repression; ils silhouette was even used as an 
emblem o n in i l i t a iy undorms. 

Tn contrast to other V O C mmitr ies , die Dutch-descendant popula t iun i n 
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Soulh A f r i c a (Boers and later Afr ikaners ) remained i n power long aflcr the 
departure o f the D u l c h colonial authorities, thvourrh ihe repressive white 
supremacist system of apartheid that lasted m i t i l the 1990s. The Dutch com­
mon heritage faclor plays a minor role in Cape Caslle's image, compared ïviih 
interpretations of Ehe caslle as a symbolic reminder of apartheid, the mos ' 
sahenl' per iod i n contemporaiy South Af r i ca . 

The reun i t ing of l i is lory and its presentation to Ihc public are important 
Ihemes i n most societies; this is pari icidarly true w i t h regard to ihe current ren­
der ing of the past in South Af r i ca . The nation is engaged in. a tiansition process 
of idenl . i iying and r e w r i t i n g its collective memory its heritage pol icy inceas-
k i g l y recognizes the importance of tiltangible heritage in this process, i n d u d -
k i g oral traditions. However, i t mav be too early for Soutii Arrica to embrace 
Lhe concept o f common cultural heritage. The close association of ' w h i l e ' herit­
age f r o m the Dutch colonial period w i t i i t i i e recent hislory of apartiieid makes 
the management of such monuments an extremely sensitive process. 

South Amcfkn 

Swiuume 

In Suriname Ihc temporal proxint i ty of colonial h is tory and historical memory 
poses a shj jdar challenge to Lhe oonccpi of common lieritage and the devciop-
nient of a p o l i q ^ in Ihis f i e ld . Suriname became an independent republic i n 
1975, b u t remains s trongly connected w i l h The Netherlands. Does this mean 
that Suriname considers its lieritage to be common w j i h die Netiierlands? 
5irong tiaiisriational ties make i l difXlcidl lo different iate between Daleh 
and Surinamese visions o n common heritage. There are almost as ir>any 
Surinamese l i v i n g in Ihe Netherlands as i n Sur iname. A n d , except for the 
small indigenous popula t ion , Ihe major i ty of Surinamese have roots in t l ie 
shared history of both countries: the Surinamese popidat ion is f o r m e d m r i n l y 
by lhe descendants of A f r i c a n slaves and British Indian or Javanese inden­
tured labourers. 

Since this interrelated his tory and recenl migra t ion Hows make i t d i f f i cu l t 
to define two dist inct visions onheri t i ige, speaking of common heritage seems 
reasonable. F rom Ihis perspective, almost everything originat ing before 1975 
can be designated as c o m m o n heritage o f Suriname and tlie Netherlands. 
But, as Gert Uost ihdie w i l l a r g u e i n the' next chapter, there are contrasting 
interpretations and valuations of flvs past and its heritage. Suriname's TICIS 
projects have Iherefore been f o r m u l a t e d w i t h great care and con la in almost 
no references to slavery or colonial ism. 

The Dutch government has financed projects such as die establishment o f 
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an art school in Fort Zcclandia. ÜLt tiansformation o f Plantage Treder iksdorp 
in lo a h o l e l aflcT eolleclve management t r a i i iu ig for t h e Surinaams Museum. 
A f t e r tlic applicat ion f o i f u n d i n g no reference KflS made to c o m m o n heri t ­
age; common interpretations are hard ly ever p rov ided . I n oi l ier words , t l ie 
explicit implementation! of a c o m m o n lieritage po l icy has f o u n d a pol i t ica l ly 
more acceptable diani ie l tiirough impl ic i t projects and u H i t i i b u t i o r . s between 
both countries. 

77ii] hisiorU't/S ccniext ufcK'Umnl ketitage truuiü^ertieTit 

The differenL perspectives o n heritage si Ins and lhe tension between conüie l -
ing feelings of p r ide and gui l t in ihe hJedierlands where colonial heritage is 
concerned, am nol surprising, part icularly when considering the defini t ions 
and Interpretations, of heritage Used. Researching heritage policies f i r s t of a l l 
requires a w o r k i n g defini t ion oi heritage, or al least die awareness t h a t h c r i l -
age'is a complex term used f o r a wide spectium of objects, monuments and tra­
ditions, tangible as wel as intangible, moveable and immovable, i l l s important 
to realize dial heritage L ioes not just consist of static relics from-the past; rather, 
i t exists in the present and is shaped by continuous interpretation. 

O l d stones are not heritage - a b u i l d i n g marked as an impor tan t example 
of -medieval architectixe is. Heritage, then, is afways created. Yet i t is not 
the same as history. Researching heritage involves asking questions such 
as: W h o decides what is heritage and w h a i is not? Whose lieritage is i f . 
w h o is Ü L C l u d e d ? interpretation Oi any sort always leads to exclusion and 
as a result, heritage is always contested. Conf l ic t ing interpretations and the 
associated feelings o f exclusion can lead to w h a t is termed 'dissonant herit­
age' (Timbridge and A d i w o r t h 1996:21), I n die context o f a po l icy on colonial 
heritage, a significant iisue i s thus w h o is i nvo lved i n t l ie in terpreta t ion proc­
ess. M a r k i n g herilage us colonial c a n be-seen as a f o r m of in terpreta t ion t h a t 

directs, precludes and redirects subsequent interpretations, 

l h e dissonant nalurc of heritage mterpre ta t ion and the p o w e r relat ion­
ships inherent in 'his aie fundamenta l challenges in present in te rcu l lu ra l her­
itage management collaboration- This is increasingly reflected i n European 
attempts to deal w i t h rciLhpics of a perceived W'estem hegemony in herilage 
practices and policies. Unders tarnl ing this, requires a more deiailed look at 
the historical rools of lieritage managemen t i n T.uiope il&elf. A s this manage­
ment is rooted in earlv attempts to s tudy and preserve material remains as 
markers of t l ie past, i t is important lo focus on the development o f archaeo ­
logical heritage management i n particular; w h i c h can be traced back to ihe 
emergence ol. archaeology a n d its advancement as a disciplirie. 

l h e roots of archaeological thought and concerns about h o w l.o deal 

I i Hfr.'iripe i ' c h 

w i t h cul tura l remains have been lraced back to ihe ideals of Kuropean 
Eidighteriment i n general and to the concept ot 'cul tural con t inu i lv ' In par­
ticular {Cleere 1989b), However; arcliaeologv as a discipline i n Ihc modern 
sense only developed i n F.uropo i n the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, 
i v i t i i the organizat ion of archaeological societies and the inst i 'u l ionaUzal ion 
of archaeology through universities and museums. I t was i n tiiis sameper.od 
that i t came to be exported global ly as par t of co lon ia l i sm eilher directly 
or i nd i r cc l ly t h rough die favourable climate created by administrative end 
mi l i t a ry a m texts. 7 

The preservation of and research in to ardiaeological remains d u r i n g Ihis 
per iod can be l i n k e d to concerns regarding tre-)esiablishing nat ional ident i ­
ties i n post-Napoleonic Turopc [Wi l l em* 20Ü2). They can also be connected to 
a colonial project d ia t sought to e j i p k i i r i - and jus t i fy - European domina ice 
o i l the w o r l d stage in terms o f an ongoing process of 'cuKura! evolution''. 
I n these models Europe wTas commonly depicted as being at the 'c ivi l i7od ' 
pinnacle, whereas the 'savage' or 'barbarian' colonized peoples were usuidly 
seen t h r o u g h a CLjlture-historical lens w l t i d i u i t e r p r e t e d t i i e i r cultural innova­
tions as a result o f external d i f fus ion rafher than the product of indigenous 
development a n d in i t i a t ion f U c k o l ' ^ . ' ö ; ' Ir igger 2tHlfiJ. 

The f i r&i laws relating lo Ihe care of what is n o w termed 'archaeolog:cal 
heritage' appeared at rough ly the same t ime as the archaeological discipline 
developed k i Europe. Concerns relat ing to die preservation o f material 
remains of the past were often developed wiLhin nation airs I f rameworks o f 
codeetion and documentat ion for educational, ideological, f inancial or reli­
gious pmposes [Diaz-Andreu 2007; Eickhoff 2007). From ihe lale nine lee nth 
cenlury onwards, concerns about the destruction of historical kindscapes j n d 
tlie survival o f scientific data played an addit ional role. 

mterest ingly IteLitage laws dealing w i t i i archaeo logica I remains somelines 
emerged earlier In overseas eonlexts thanin die colomal metiopole itself, as was 
the casern Ihe Hutch F.asl Indies w i t h lhe passing of a Monuments Preservation 
Ac t i n the.early twentieth century, a direct lV-aotinn to the British example i n 
Indo-Chma and India fSoejono lbebusdi2tK13]. f l y and larne, such efforts 
were a imed at selecting and interpret ing indigenous lieritage iv id i i n 'Western' 
f rameworks of understanding and categorization (Tanudirjo 1995; Ucko 1995). 
Moreover, ihey focused most ly on preserving or restoring monuments for 
die educational or scientific benefit of a public at home in Europe," w i t h littSe 
regard for tlie monuments ' real and potential local significance. 

•' Hyinf. T i l p . ^ i ?i!0fi. .̂ io.TiP aüthèrS have I.i Hii^ spr.^f b^ven s i ioktu of ij;ipt-riiijyt 
a i d e o l o g y (iee Trigger 20Ü&). 
s A l llüü" liiilL', Ün: first cjui ioUi- . t . iLl i fo: JilJ:i.lf^u£; lorri'i.'r D u t i t L u l u m - ^ I K - T I ^ ^ i l l 
IiMiuif.t.L.i <.0ukl i i ^ b u V M r a ( J L T : V .m 0••^•r.••L•ur•U• 



I h e above o u t l i n e Ihc start o f heritage management i n Fur'opc. w h i c h 
became mstihmonaTized i n polit ica] discourses and legal f r a m e w o r k s i n the 
second half of lhe twentieth century. Gaming impetus w i l h i n t l ie environ­
mental debates i n the 1960s and 1970s, f o l l o w e d by the emerging awTareness 
h i t l ie l98Us and l'A'Os that destruction mus l ho prevented th rough interdis­
ciplinary, inlegrated and proactive regulated systems, herilage management 
developed a s a profession i n ifs o w n r ight . B u t w h i l e 'academic' archaeology 
increasingly incorporated self-reflexive cri tiqucs of i ts socio-podtical impl ica­
tions for 'non-Westem' c o n t e x t and c o m m L i n i t i e s . tiiis was arguably l e s s lhe 
c a s e f o r the f ield of heritage management Practical and financial constraints 
played a role ï n t i r i s , a t d i d posi t ivis t beliefs in forms of dealing w i t h heritage 
concerns and political demands. The residt was tiiat by the end of t h e 'I9RD&, 
there wTas a mount ing cri t ique of t l ie ' remarkably coherent siyle of archaeo­
logical heritage management practiced Ihroughout the w o r l d w i t h almost n o 
discussion of h o w i t came about ' {Byrne 19'.>1:272). 

Such discussions did appear soon after, w i t h the rise of indigenous move­
ments and postmodern tiieuretical critiques, as was reflected i n internat ional 
conferences such as die Wor ld Archaeological Congress in Southampton i n 
'19.89. This greater alien Eion to regionady dist inctive variations of archaeologi­
cal research and approaches to heritage mauagemenl l ed lo in ternat ional cri t­
icism of the unquestioned conservation ethic t h a t was appa i \T i t in 'Western' 
heritage management discourses and embedded w i l h i n internat ional herit­
age policies and insti tutions (L.cko 1995; Cleere l ü f a ; Trigger '19P9). i n shorn, 
these dominant approaches l inked a conservation ethic lo slale agencies and 
policies, a n d were based upon wha t were seen as objective valuations, selec­
tions and surveys o f ' he r i t age ' sites deemed w o r t h y of preservation, to save 
Ihem through, integrated plarming, salvage excavations, restoration and/or 
publ ic education programmes (Byrne 1991:271), 

Whi le most professionals agreed lhal material markers o f die past were 
non - renewable a n d o l d e r threat of disappearing globally, they d i d not agree 
on the obvious ' n e e d ' t o preserve them.* Such a need, so apparent h i ' We&lem' 
societies, was questioned increasingly as i t b e c a m e , clear that n o l all socie­
ties and cidtures recognized tliis as a p rob lem nor w o u l d they a p p r o a c h i ts 
management i n the M m e w a y Indeed, there appeared lo be many d i f fe ren t 
opinions aboul whatcon&l Muled 'heritage' i n the f i r s t place, 

b r o m tlve 198Us onwards i t became increasingly d e a r d ia t ihe idea o f ' c u l ­
t u r a l co i i t i r iu i tv ' , c e i T t r a i to t h e conservation ethic regarding material mark­
ers o f d ie past, sometimes contrasted sharply w i t h lhe no l ion of ' sp l rHual 
cont inui ty ' apparent i n many contexts across Ihe w T orld tCleere 1959b). h i 

1 'More iekn?r.llyr lVieid?a of Ihe oas: as a n o n - i k W v . . ü i L ' I ^ . I J U I ' . U •idibuuii^itidzudas v.u.?.. 
^ f o t i ^ u i L p k Hulturf 21C1. 
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these contexts, heritage tended to be valuated i n coimecticm w i t h ihe 'smrit 
of p lace 'and social or religious meanings, w h i l e lhe preservation of die actual 
mater ia l remains was no ! necessarily considered a prior i ty . Still, i n many 
post-ookmial states European forms of heritage legislation had meanwhile 
been adopted, whi le Ihe legacy of cullure-hislo.rical approaches to kiterpret-
n ig Ihe pasl was of ten evident as w e l l . I n many cases this led to the preserva­
tion ot pre-coloi t ia l as wel l a s colonial cu l tura l heritage w i l h i n f rameworks ot 
posl-colorual national ident i ty (TJynie 1991; Ucko 1995). 

Given that these f o r m s of heritage legislat ion and theoretical backgrounds 
lo disciplines were adopted i n an unchanged f o r m bv post-colonial states, if 
was recognized that 'Weslern ' approaches to herïi .age proseivatIon migh t not 
have been direct ly imposed f o d o w u i g decolonization. K a t i i e r , they could be 
seen as Ihe result of w h a t some development theorists have termed 'inappro­
priate ideology transfer ' tiirough subsequent poli t ical , scientific and f inancial 
inlernational f rameworks (Dyme 19^1:274). 

I n tiiese contexts discrepancies belween 'Weslern ' concepts of heritage 
management and endogenous socio-cultural systems and values presum­
ably contr ibuted to conflicts regarding heritage preservation, ownersl t ip and 
development. A d d e d lo this, was the awareness that governments had used 
archaeological interpretations and heritage legislation to-establish policies 
that delineated and mobi l i zed specific histories and ident i ty groups {Smith 
20041 and that this tended to disempower kictigenous coimnunit ies i n par­
ticular. I t was recognized, then, thai heritage management was ul t imately no l 
only about archaeological and ardi i tecturai remains, but even more so about 
the values attributed, lo Ihem. 

According to this new awareness, an exclusive focus On heritage preserva­
t ion of material remains is of ten inappropriate when laking into account local 
views o n cul tura l heritage related to. for instance, intangible values, traditions, 
e t l in id ly , l ivel ihoods and/or t l ie need for development and pover ty reduction 
(Topes Bastos and Kanan 21103; P w i t i 1996; Seif 2006}. Coupled w i t h concerns 
about expanding cul tura l lour i sm and globali?a!ion, declmuig cul lura l diver­
sity arid tile impacl of shorl- term economic strategies, attempts to accommo­
date di f ferenl approaches to heritage management took shape i n die 
w i t h the adopt ion of internat ional giudelincs such as the Nara Declaration 
on A u i h e n l.ieity in 1994 of the International Counci l on Monuments and sites 
(iCOivlOS), w h i c h expl ic i t ly recognized the existence of cul tural and heritage 
diversitv. Besides this, the Idea o f implement ing integrated and holistic be i l l -
age management approaches became popular (Mason and A v r a m i 2002). 

Of iheso approaches, ihe model that emerged tiirough die Aust iahan Eurra 
Cfiarter 11998) lias gained wides t currency main ly because of its emphas.s on 
communi ty part icipat ion and the ideological concept of valuing Ihe resoiuee. 
Ti l l s model does not see the preservation of the material remains of a heritage 
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silt: as the fundamental objective, b u l rather argues for managing ris ' ad rura l 
significance', which is seen as the mul t i tude o f sometimes conf l ic t ing 'values' 
( i n d u d i n g aesthetic, economie, sodal, religious and historical values) thai 
can be ascribed to Ihe site by a range of stakeholders. A l t h o u g h international 
organigallons and policymakers such as Ï C O M O S and UNESCO have adopted 
these value-based approaches in recent years, and al though such models call 
for more communi ly par t idpa t ion in decision making, ihe question remains 
which values receive priori ly i n pol icymaking or, i n uther words , w h i c h stake­
holders actually per form tire Valuing-' of the heritage resource. 

The policy conl^i 

I h additicm to taking k i to account critiques of ethnocentric views on herilage 
management, i t is important lo understand that pol icy is not created i n a 
social vacuum. Policies i n general, and heritage policies h i this specific con­
text, are formulated wiÜim a broader force f i e l d . These forces can manifest 
themselves w i t l i i n the bureaucratic po l i^maaking b o d y but they can also be 
external, either kï die f o r m of local and national lobby groups or as national 
and international 'cp.stemological commiurit ies ' , 

National cu l tura l policy, and heritage pol icy as a subcategoiy, is subject to 
the efforts of lobby groups, l ï ecen t years iiave seen the emergence o f post-colo­
nial migrant groups making an impact cm the herilage scene. Tlie rcccnl focus 
on diversity i n E u r o p a n cultural pol icy emphasizes the m u l l icu l tura l nature 
of heritage and the rule ot migrant or m i n o r i t y organizations in fo rmula t ing 
and executing n a i i o n d or munidpai : hei-ilage policy. Examples are tile Mayor 's 
Commiss ion on Afr ican and As ian Heritage in I .ondon ( M C A A H 20Ü5). w i t i d i 
recommended, among other things, the krfrastructurc development o f A f i i c a n 
and Asian eommuuily-based mganiza dons engaged in herilage w o r k . 

Such a lobby-dr iven locus on d ivers i ty and indus ion withdn European 
na t ions 1 0 reflect* discourses o f mu l t i cu l ru ra l i sm present at na t iona l and 
intern a t ional levels o f epistcmological communit ies of heritage experts. These 
communities are knowledge-based networks whose members are l inked bv 
specific tedmica l expertise (on culture herilage), b u t who w i l l also share a 
set of normative and pr incip led beliefs, causal beliefs, discursive practices 
and a 'pol icy project'. They inQuence local, national and international po l icy 
through the d i f f u s i o n of technical knowledge and related norms , values and 
specific t e rminology (Haas 1992). I n the Netherlands, heritage professionals 

•" V.iiL Go:p and Ken.=j: 2007. Hiia rLnt iora l - level Irenrf towards 'idlarEd: or'niulual' hcr ib i^e 
i iut iLLtiv^- \3 bala;-"-F>i] b y tyv * :arch i n a p.haic.d F ui Op L . U I c u l t u r a l .-ierilar;e, ^ijiiilLiidLrir.y con-
vur^ence :alher !hui[ diJt .Tjity a t ±e I A V S I ol I:0- • . u i i i i L r i t . 

w i t h i n govmnmenla l and non-governmental organizations may Ihemselves 
be part o f such heritage-based epistemic communities, or at least b e i n f l u ­
enced b y t l ie values, attitudes, discourse and po l icy slralegles Üiey dissemi­
nate nat ional ly and internationally. 

i n die case of cul tura l heritage pol icy such communit ies migh t consist 
nf, at a national level, aclors i n aeademia a n d ihe museum w o r l d , includkig 
archaeologists, anthropologists and museum siudlcs specialists, international 
bodies concerned w i t h cul tura l heritage represent these communil ies at the 
internat ional level. These could include 'global governance i n s t i t u t i o r L s ' such 
as U N E S C O and other U n i t e d Nations ( L N ) insti tutions, along w i t h interna­
tional non-govermnental organizations and professional networks s u d i as 
1COMOS and the International Council on Museums (1CÜM). I t i t w i t h i n this 
'global publ ic sphere' tTCirslienblatt-Cunblett 21106), through these nelworks 
a n d the discourses rirculating w i t h i n Ihem. Ihai concepts s u d i as 'mutua l ' 
and 'shared^berilage arc in l roduced a n d can come t o gain pol icy salience 

Since 1997 ihe Netherlands has adopted an approach lo C L d l m ' a l herbage 
reflecting a concern for both the colordal past a n d contemporary rnultieul-
tu ra l i sm. This approach is ov iden! in many D u l c h podey documents. 1 1 I t 
reflects die irdLuence of specific interest groups and b r o a d e r expert nelworks 
on negotiations, w i t h i n heri lage policy, regarding colonial ism and diversity. 
Similar negotiations have been t ak ing place w i t h i n other European countries, 
w i t h a w i d e range of pol icy ou'eomes, 

Dutch oytuwon Citlturni ha'Ht/gt poiky in n Einop^m ytcyectivr. 

So far w e have discussed the concept of common cultural heritage u i d 
Ihe global-historical trends and regulatory .guidelines - local, national u i d 
international, publ ic and pr.lvalo - w h i c h have directed tire development of 
heritage management in general and po l i i ^" implementa t ion and impkeations 
i n particular. As our focus on die Netherlands and its partner countries has 
d lushaled . heritage is something that is created, l h e practical realization u f 
any cul tural heritage po l icy thus involves Ihe ethical issue o i i i n d i n g a bal­
ance between d i f fe ren t kiterpretations by d i f fe ren t actors, w h o of ten have 
d i f fe ren t goals and whose operations are shaped b y changing socio-histoiieal 
mali l ics and geopolilica] agendas. 

'Colo i dal'heritage a n d t l ie presentation of the period of European expansion 
and colonization remain t l ie subject of continuous negotiations and potential 
dissonance v d t f r m m a n y countries. In the Netherlands, Ihese issues have been 

t l W i ; . £n?"= \*<v< a.nn£\tkni% inks! i.ilwWai.ir.r.tsl r.tdiuurt.'L'Lï (20Qf5}. 
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Cul tural Heritage'. However, & was demonstrated JR me case Studies above, 
this issue is relevant beyond tlie specific Dutch context This raises lhe question 
of h.rw other European comiiries are dealing w i Ih s imilar issues. 

The f o l l o w i n g see l ion w i l l /give a n ove rv iew of (he mt iTnar ional Cullural 
heritage policies of European countries that were selected due to Iheir fo rmer 
involvement- i n f o r m a l i s m , l h e Comparat ive perspective tins i nven to ry 
adopts aims to stimulate the active rethhdcuig o f D u l c h heritage policy. W h d e 
colonization w o r l d w i d e has n o t been restricted to European expansion, i t is 
iM pe r iod and its inJluences on Luropeai i pol icy w i t h which ihis chapter is 
concerned. Accordkigiy, this Overview l indts itself to a.comparison between 
the Netherlands and the f o l l o w i n g L m o p c a u countries: Portugal , Spain, the 
United K i n g d o m , Csrrnany, France, I ta ly and Belgium. This examinat ion of 
cul tura l heritage policy in relation in runner colonies is concerned specifically 
w i t h ' o f f i c i a l ' aspect;; that is, pol icy development and the awareness o f i t i n 
the respective European governments as is evident f r o m off ic ia l po l icy and 
state-led projects. There is only brief consideration c£ t h é imp lemen ta t i on of 
these policies and their reception w i t h i n the fo rmer colonies. 

A s stated above, the ' commona l i ty ' o f herilage is o f t en open to debate;. 
With (he previous themes- as a theoretical f r amework , a qucstionnaii-e was 
formula ted f o r the seven aforemcntioried European countries. Policymakers, 
herilage experts and scientists f r o m lhe.se countries' were asked-to introduce 
and comment u p o n titeir policies concerning colonial heritage. In terviews 
and fu r the r discussions w i d i other stakeholders as wed as a review of second­
ary literature complemented the results of this quest ionnaire, 1 7 res idf ing i n a 
p re l iminary overview of European colonial heritage policy. The f i r s t question 
posed w i d i i n this comparative research w ^ - w h e t h e r a concept of common 
heritage, s imilar to that i n the Netherlands, exists i n the selected countries 
and whether specific policies h ave been developed, to faci l i la le cooperative 
efforts towards conserving this heritage. 

Thc f o l l o w i n g is a br ie f outl ine-of different-state and non-$t i te o r g a n i c 
tinns and administrative bodies im 'o lved i n the development and concerns of 
international cu l tura l heritage pol icy and associated projects, ihesc cases are 
a l l framed, thr t iugh a comparative lens that is also l o o k i n g at the theomtical 
and practical realities of policies that of fer an alternative or complementary 
approach to lhe D u t d i f r a m e w o r k o f ' c o m m o n herïLage ' . The order i n which 
tiiey are presented reflects-the level o f . s imi la r i ty In f h r f c h p o l i c y 
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Of die researched countries, Portuguese podcy r egmding ihe heritage o f 
European cxpai is ion is most comparable w i t h the Dutch common heritage 
policy. Like the Netherlands, Portugal emphasizes t l ie European features of 
ils heritage i n die fo rmer colonies and its po l icy started w i t h a focus on o.mi-
inon language and c o m m o n h i s to ry Wfit ie it appears to refer more exp l i i i t lv 
to the colonial past than Dutch policy, in b o t h cases, whether die term 'colo­
nial heritage' or ' c o m m o n heritage' is used, t l ie fo rmer colonizing countiy is 
st i t i churning some f o r m of ownership of Lhe heritage concerned. 

In addi t ion to off ic ia l insl i lut ioi is , a number of private foundalions are 
engaged h i in lereul tura l programmes. The t w o p r imary publ ic actors are the 
h i t en ia t iona l Cu l tu r a l Relations Off ice of Ihe Min i s t ry of Cul ture and the 
Inst i tute C a m ö e s , n o w under the authority of ihe Ministries of Cidture and 
of Foreign A f f a i r s , l h e m a i n private actors are the Tundacao Orienie (Orient 
f o u n d a t i o n ) and the Caloustc Cdtiberikian To ini t ia t ion. 

W i t h i n Portuguese nat ional heritage legislation cul tural heritage incorpo­
rates a l l assets lhal mer i l special protection and enhancement, to Ihc extent 
that tiiey reflect relevant cu!rural intemst or hear witness to a social or cul­
tura l value. The Portuguese laisguage is seen as ihe basis of the counlry's 
sovereignty and as an essential constituent of Portuguese cul tural heritage. 
Literestingly, t l i i s element is almost completely absent in Dulch podcy. 

W i t h i n the f r a m e w o r k of b i la ie ra l and mu l t i l a t e r a l relations: w i t h 
Portuguese-speaking (lusuphone) nations, for instance through the Com­
m u n i t y o f Portuguese Language Counfries fCPl.P). Portugal contributes to 
Ihc preservation and enhancement of cul tural heritage that is (cshiiionv to 
chapters of its common history, (oca led w i l h k i o r outside tlie national territary. 
Its pol icy includes strong cu lmra l agreements, for instance w i t h the Afr ican 
Countries of Portuguese Of f i c i a l Language {PALOP countries), i nc ludk ig the 
former colonics of Angola , Cabo Verde.. Guinea-Bissau, -Mozambique m d 
Sao ' l o m é and Principe. These cooperative efforts are concerned w i t h safe­
gua rd ing material and non-material heritage, refer r ing especiatiy to conunon 
language b u t also specifying support for initiatives f r o m the PAl .OP ccun-
tries relat ing to bui l t heritage. Ihc Portuguese language, books, libraries and 
the safeguarding of jo int arcltives and intekectual property. One o f Ihe most 
impor t an t aspects is die t ra in ing of local technical experts in these fields. 1 1 . 

The Portuguese state also contributes Lo Lhe preservation and protection 
of any cul tural heri lage located beyond the 1'otiuguese-speaking sphere, prn-
v ided thaL it bears special relevance to Portuguese 'c iv i l iza t ion and cuJlure'. 
Cul tu ra l heritage podcy is specifically aimed at die eon se: valine, and prctee-
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