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Heritage trails

International cultural heritage policies in a
European perspective

Almaosl a hundred years ago, in 1911, Jacob Carnelis van Crrerroorde, an
+ influential Duteh advocate of the preservation of old buildings, made a ip
around the wurld to investipate the material remains of the glorous Dutch
past pverseas. Alarmed by the lack of awareness surrounding the mate-
rial legacy of what he considered an extremely Importan! periad in Dutch
histary, Van Chervoorde ssued an emergency call tor the preservaiion of
overseas mormmments representing this period, Although Ihese stone remains
were unlike the monwments one finds in conlemparary Lurope, they wire
considerad important because of thelr intluence on mdigenaus art forms.
Van Owervoarde (1910} was appalled by fhe lack of an inventory of overseas
monuments, let alone an active preservation policy. According to him, the
Drutch should fellow the example of the British, who mainlained the Cuteh
monuments in British India with more care than the Netherlands did its own
i the Thuleh East Indies,

A century later, managing the remains of the past is still a topical theme:
I 2002 the Metherlanda celebrated the 400th anmiversary of the Versenigde
Oosk-Tndische Compagnie (YO, East Indies Coampany), Yarous Asian conrn-
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tries considerad this deciston unforlunate as, from their perspective, the anni-
versary should be comrmemaorated rather than celebrated. From an Indomesian
point of view, colonial oppression by the Dutch began In (he seventeenth cen-
tury, with the VOO, net welth Drutch colonial administration in the ninetcenth
centiry. While for Indonesia this histaric occasion was thus not an event to
celebrate, [or many in the Netherlands the YOO poriod represents the most
successiul contury in national hislory,

The history of Dhatch expansion is a story of weallh and power as well as
war and repression. The resulling mix of pride and shame in discussing the
colonial past is & recurrent theme, which iz also cvident in Thulch policies
relatinge to colonial heritage, whether in the realm of the former WO orin the
Atlantic sphere ohce covered by the Dutch West-Indische Compagnic (WTC
Wesl Indies Company), Since the mid-1990s, the Dutch government has cre-
ated a political infrasicacture intended 4o envourage and ensure hmding for
prajects aimed at the preservation of Dulch colonial heritage overseas. or
every parlner country the Nethedlands works with, ditferent challenges and
perspectives present themselves regarding colondal heritage and its manage-
ment in the present.

The Dulch palicy, which will be broadly dismassed i this chapern, focuses
an the concept of a cernon cudlural heritage. Its purpose, as tormulated by
the government, is the joint conservation of this commeon cullural heritage.
Cooperative allorts of this kind are uttedy dependent on political goodwdll
and the commitment of all parbes conoermcd. Within (he policy framework,
cummen culbiural heritage is defined as overseas cultural hertage relating to
the periods of the VOZ, WIC and subsequent colonial Tole.

This chapter aims to compare the Netherlands” active international cultur-
al heritage. policy with the policies of a selection of {former) Furopean colo-
mzing countries, thus providing a historical context, outlining when and how
the concept of heritage was introduced and what the consequences are for
the development, awareness and incorporalion of heritage policies. It gives
arn initial oversiew of Europesn internatienal heritage policies, in an af_lémpt
to stimulate and comtextualize the rethinking of Dutch herttage policy, Given
the wide scope of this research, itis difficult to draw strong conclisions From
this nventory. Thercfore, it is prosenied as the first step towards further
rescarch on and awareniess of this importars topic. An introduction to Dutch
commot cultural heritage policy is followed by a discussion on the theoreti-
cal aspects of the concept of hertage, the tooks of horflage management and
thie toree field of heritage policy design, thus setdng the siage for a Lurapean
COMPATISON.

U Havitage teails i

Dhiteh camamon cultural fertlqge policy?

As g starting peint for ity Common Culhural Herilage Talicy — one of the
priotities within Dulch International eudtural policy — the Netherlands chose
the mutnality of cdlonial heritage.? Tn the delinition used by the government;
comuman cultural heritage refers to both the tangible and inka ng-ible IRILATTS
of the former Dutch presence. This herifase dates back to an era whm fhe
Cratch sdiled the seas as explorers or merchants and held condeol as ralers or
codomial admintstrators, The palicy framework divides common heritagz inlo
three catemaries;

1, Orerseas cullural heritage: 4 collective term generally used for cultural
heritage outside Furope, relating to the perinds of the YOO, WIC and
colomial rule.

2. Objects (inchading archives} the Dutch constructed inoor (ransported o
other countries, commissioned by third parties, for which they had no
subsequent responsibility: i

3. Objects currently in the Netherlands but eriginating i eountrics with
which it anee had a relationship ol reviprocal cultucal influence,

Generally, the deciding factor as to whether stanething is indicated a5 com-
mum cultural heritage is whether it is perceived as such in the CoLLley con-
cerned. The priorily countries for this policy as determined by the Dutch
gm*erru:n'ent are Fussia, mdonesia, Sri Tanlea, India, Ghana, South Africa,
Suriname and Brazil® With the exception of Bussiy, all of these have had
some kind of colonizl relationship with the Netherlands. However, not all
countries cnee linked to the Netherlands by colonialism are included an the
priotity list, nor are the Netherlands Andilles and Aruba, former Canbbean
colonies still forming part of the Kingdom of the Netherlands, Although
Brawil was later added ko the Hst 1t has not been mcluded in this overview
because activities under the commnon heritage policy began mnly reantly,
maklng an analysis premature,

Since 1997 the concepl of commeon cullural herltage hias attracted politi-
val imterest in the Netherlands and several projects were initiabed under
thiz palicy; maostly Ananced by the Duleh Cullural Fund (Homogene Groep
Iniernationale Samenwerking (HGIS) — Cultuwr) Political interest wes ini-
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Careenfly, thue Blethedands wses the temm ‘commoen’ for 25 culhzral heritege overseas.
Dhirim the past ten veans the toons Sshased hénitage’, ‘miatual Bertege’ and ‘havitags nrersaas’
were also frectently vsed mpulicy frameworls:

30 Remmserk gemeenscharpeti culiuree! enfpnad. Namersiak 25082, ne, 2026 A p ol 2000

* I'hiz savtes of funding ended in 2007,




25 Anging Henieg and allers

tiated by an appeal from the Thulch Member of Parliament Eimert van
Middelloop, who thought colonial history and its remains were inereasingly
regarded as nothing but a dark page in Dutch history, Feelings of guilt and
shame predominaled. With the new policy; this heritage began to be reinter-
prcted as a waluable tool for entical teflection on Dateh colonial history;
while simultaneously serving as a methed lo slrengthen bilateral relations
with former colonies.® The palicy ains to preserve common oaltural heritage
and ubilize it as an instnanent for sharing expertise, building capacity for The
cultural field in the parlncreouniry ceeating public awareness and moreasing
lmowled ge of this heritage,

The parmer country's political commitment is an mportant condition
tor funding, Another condilion is that the parmer country must define a
selected heritage site as conmon heritage, Mowever, a 2004 evalualion of the
policy and related projects rovealed that i miost cases the Dutch goveriunent
saw the concemed heritage a2 commaon, while the pariner coumntries did not.
Often, thelr inlerest has heon mather imited.® Policymakers may have over-
locked Fhe fact that the role of the Netherlands in the hisiory of most of ity
partner countries 15 4 mincr one, As was also argued in the presvious chapter
by Gert Oostindie, Suriname and the Netherlands Antilles are an exceplion
in this respoch, as the roots of the majerity of their populalions are connectad
bir the Thiteh colonial history of slavery and indenbured labour.

The concepl af common cultural heritage is complex. The mutoality
in this definition assumes ¢ shared view of the concemed heritage on the part
af (he Tulch and the parmer country, Herdtage, the ‘sllend” remaing of history,
resonates with the echo of many veioes in the contemporary ﬁlte.rpféi":lﬂlﬁl‘t
and presentation of a site. The stories selected In [his process determing the
site’s character and consequently ils meaning for sociéety. Lloweyer, such sto-
ries diflcr-depending on the storvieller A quick scan of the patiner couniries
domonstrates that their perspectives can differ frai the Dutch interpretation
tf & common heritage site, The lension bebween pride and shame and the
conflicting interpretations af history through heritage are clearly visible,

Lhe overview presenled hero demonstrates that different counteies have
their own way of dealing with this type of heritage and (hal as a result of
this diversity Dutch policy practices have become very pragmatic. Maturally,
there is nal one perspective on herttage arwl bistory within the nation state;
giverr that fational populabions are not homegeneous entittes and may be
divided, for instance along cthnie lines: This muldvocality and the plural-
ism of interpretation are well Mustrated in the follewing case studies, which

Virstrossd verleden, Karmerstubkei [996-1997, rip. 25320, Dan Hazs, April 1997
Vs cs e arternatioriod celboekeleld; De lonts sar culluree! eifoed Dinem hof faferno-
(inaal cadisrbeleid. Mindstry of loceign Adfides, Trer Haag, 28 May 2004,
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bricfly describe the realiby of maltoral heritage policy and its implementation
ard development between the MNetherlands and six of the telated priority
courtries,

Since interpretations of common heritage ditfer {rom country o counlrs
wie alao see that the Dutch and the partner country's miterpretations may be
at odds. Semetimes this is due to sodetal changes or to differences in the
dominant perspectives onca hetitage site. Tn some cases sites woere not evey
designated as monuments prior to Dutch mvolvement. In countries sach a3
Suriname the shared history s obvieus, while in alhers, such as Tndonesia
and 5ri Lanka, it may bemare appropriate to speak of & synchroneus hostory
ax the loval and colonial populations shared a geographical location but their
descondants have very different views onthe history of these sites,

Asid
Tindosiesia

Indonesia, the foomer Dotch Bast Indies — originally the central point of fhe
VIOIC emporium — became the Nethelands™ most important overseas pos-
session i the aineteenth and fvoenbeth century, From a Duleh painl of wiew
Indonesia plays a major role in its national histary. Tn Tndonesia; concem for
the colonial heritage is slowly developing. This heritage 15 apprediated maore
asan economic Tesouree inprocesses of wiban revilalization than as acu lturzl
vespurce o parl of nalional history

Tn the first decades following Indonesia’s independence in 1945 muost
mdonesians did not consider Tutch hertage Important. Amengst younger
genetations, however, a small group 5 currently demenstrabing a grow-
ing awareness. While it labels hertiage from the Dutch columial period as
Indomnesian, and not as Dutch or commen, this group feels thal il is importan!
to preserve 16 Somehimes heritage marked as common by the Dutch govermn-
ment is nof constderad heritage at all by this new generation; atother tmes &
nolonger regards this as the heritage of the oppressor, bt as Indonesian, The
growing tustorical dislance might explain these differences.

The inoeased interest In colonial heritage ts alse funciona, given e
financial possibilities of designating monumenls as eommeon heritage, Despite
the niew awatcness, romaining administrative. problems have precluded the

sigminys ot ajoint palicy |I‘1:I'I'I.C‘"I-".-'D]’k for commuorn heritage collaboration wilh
Tndemesia,
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Sri Linilat

sri Landa, loemerly Ceylon, was an Important VOO trading post Dulch influ-
emees are sl visible in many coaslal lowns, especially in the aty of Galle, a
UNLECO World Heritge Site. The Duteh peried hes received much attention
on Sl Lanka, accompenied by political commitment to the preservalion of ils
heritage. The Dutch accupy a relalively safe position m S Lankan history,
being neither the first Furopean conquerors nor the Tas) calanial culers,

The Dutch and Sri Tankan narratives of the hertape sites have much n
common, They recourt the same histories, bath of which focus an the Tch
population in Ceylon and noton influenees on and consequences for the local
population. Tn this, tha muluality of this shered history is open to challenge:
although formal interpretations do Tt dizsagree, the abscnon of o Iocal Sri
Lankan voice and perspective is evidence of exclusionary historography and
hislarical practice.

f?!fq!fl'l

Wilh anly a lew exceplions, Dutch heritage is not defined. as heritage at-all
i India. The Indian agency responsible for monuments, the Archaeclogical
Survey of India (ASl), vriginates from the period of British rule, when a
number of Thatch-poriod monuments were lsted as such, albeit with lim-
ited coneern or attention. There s a lack of public awareness and almosl ng
political commitment io further Dolch-Tndiah collaboration oo these common
herilage siles; and it is impaossible to develop a policy of commn hertage
without recognition by the partner countre Yor several sites are closely linked
to the Dutch period, espedally n the sonth, where the VO established many
trading posts

A few projects have recently begun in (his reglofn, upon the msistenice
af the Datch. India has many momuments with a more obvicus — often reli-
gious — relation to present-day society and the Dutch presence has almost
completely been forgotten. Although India is a prievity country for the
Nethetlands, it would appear that thete is no common heritage to preservie.
In this ease, the develepment of 2 Dutch common hetilage policy takes a back
seat with rezard o themes anul priorities coneerning the more tecent British
colonial mfluenee and omgping debates about religious heritage.

i Hevifaes 1rails 204

Afriea
Crhani

The: most important common materia] herifage shared bv Ghiana and the
MNetherlands are the castles and forts along Atriea’s Cold Coast, a priciary
fwl of e Allantic slave trade, Nowadays, as heritage sites, these forbfica-
tions form a major tourist atrackon for African Americans and other imen-
bers of the African diaspora in search of the consolidation of their idettity
and the symbolic affirmation of a territorial Tocation for a common past, In
Mhis regard, the caslles are exlremely Important 10 Ghana: They are tegisterad
as acchitectural menwinents and thus are povemment-ovmed rather (han
local collective property. The local communiby of Elmina {the former Datch
headquarters on the Geld Coast) is not involved in the management of this
heritaze and receives Emited benefits from the ounst fow to the castle:

Bul the Trulch period also has posiiive connotations., Dntch sumames
engender pride and every January Elmine colebrates the Tulch Chelistrras,
This is perhaps less surprising when taking into account that Elmina four
ished in the Dhtch period, bub suflfered poverty and destruction during
British tule{Doortmant 2005:36-7). The common heritage of Chane and the
Methedands may have a Dulure because of the positive econwmic spin-off,
glthough as yet there is no sense of conmmon heritage as such.

Sputlt Afrioa

Suuth Africa and the Netherlands share a history dating back (o the first set-
Hement established by fhe VOC in 1632 and continuing to the prasont day
Much of it and the resulting common herilage now Tiave contested mean-
ingscAmexample 1s Cape Castle in Cape Town, a monument reflecting Thateh
rule ever the region, The castle served as the starting pomt of South Alrica’s
colonization bul is also a landmark for the apartheid period. Substantial
Diuteh financial suppert was availalle for this monwment, but ultimately the
Somth Africans rejected the funding. Debatos surrounding ihe casile’: use
arcd its ownership by the Ministsy of Defence resulted in the priject being
carcelled.

Tar he Netherlands, Cape Castle is a perfect example of common herit-
age. Ihe building originaies from the VOO peridd and was established by
the entrepreneurial marifime merchant |an van Biebeedk. Soulth Alricans,
however, donot only associate the castle with the Dutch period, but alsewith
aparthedd. Tk wwas a symbol of tepression; il5 silhauette was evernused 8z an
emblem on militacy uniforms,

T chmtrast B0 other VO countres, the Dutch-descendant population in
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South Alrica (Boers and later Afrikaners) remained in power leng-alter the
departure of the Dulch colonial authorities, through the repressive white
supremacist system of aparthetd that lasted antil the 1990s. The Dutch eom-
mon heritage factor plays a minorrole in Cape Caslle's image, compared with
interpretations of the casile as a symbolic reminder of apactheid, the most
salicnt peciod in contemporary South Alrica;

The rewriting of histary and its presentation to e public are impoctant
thermes in most sodeties; this is parliculatly true with tegard to the currentren-
dering of the past in Sauth Africa, The nation 15 engaped in a transition pmrx-qs:
of idenlifying and rewriting its collective memory. [ts heritage policy nc: 2as-
Ingly recognives the impartance of intangible heritage n this process, indud-
ing oral traditions, However, it may be oo early for South Africa to embrace
the cancept of common cultaral heritage. The close assodation of “while Ferit-
age from the Dutch colonial period with the recent histary of apactheid males
the management of such monuments an extromely sensitive procsss.

Sotth Aneevien
Burininie

InSuriname Ihe lemporal proximity of colonial history and historical menory
poses a similar challenge to the concep of cotirmon hieritage and the devclap-
ment of a policy in this field, Suciname became an independent republic in
1975, but remains strongly conmected with (he Netherlands, Does this mean
that Suriname considers its heritage to be cammoen with the Netherlundy?
Slrong transnational Hes make it dilficult to differentiate bebween Dulch
and Surinamese visions on commaon heritage. There are almeost as many
Surinamese Kiving in the Nethetlands as in Suriname. Aid, cxcept for the
small indigenouns papulation, the majority. of Surinamess have raals in the
shared history of both countries: the Surinamese population is formed meinly
b the descendants of African slaves and British Tndian or Javanese imden-
tuu—:d fabourers:

Since this interzelated history and recent migration Nows make it ditficalt
to define two distinel visions on heritage, speaking of commion herilage scems
reasonable. From this perspective, almost everything originaling before 1975
can be designated as commen heritage of Suriname and the Netherlands,
But, as Gert Qustindie wall argue in the nexl chapter, there are contrasting
interpretations and vatuations of (his past and its heritage. Suriname’s HGIS
projects have (herefare been formulated with great care and contain almost
ni reforences to slavery or colonialism.

The Dutch government has linanced projects sk as the establishmest of
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ari art school in Fort Zeelandia, the transtormation of Plantage Frederksdorp
into a holel and collecive management training for the Surinaams Museurn.
After the application for funding no reference was made to common herit-
age; common Mterpratations are hardly ever provided, In other words, the
explicit implementation of & commen heritage policy has found a politically
more acceplable channel threugh implicit projects and contributions between
both crantries,

The Ristoricn! comtext ofculfural heritage monagement

The differcnl perspectives on heritage sites and the tension between confict-
ing feelings of prde and guill in fhe Metherlands where colonial heritage is
coneerned, are nal suprisingg parbolarly when considering the definitions
and inlerpretations of heritage ilsell. Researching hentage palicies first of all
requires a worling defimtion of heritage, or al least the awarenesy that Therit-
age’ i @ complex term used fora wide spectum of ebjects; monumernts ard tra-
ditions, tangible as wel as imtangible, moveable and immaovable. Tt is important
to realize (hal heritage doesnot fust consistof static relics from the past; rather,
itexists in he present and is shaped by continuois interpretation,

Old stunes are not heritage —a building marked as an impartant example
of medieval architecture is. Heritage, then, is always created. Yet it is not
the same as history. Researching heritage mvolves asking questions such
ast Who decides what s heritage and what is not? Whose heritage s it
who is inchaded? Interpretation of any sort always leads to excusion and
as & Tesult, heritage isalways contested. ConMicling interpretations and the
associated feelings of exclusion can lead to what is tarmed “dissonant herit-
age’ [Tunbridge and Ashworth 1996:21). In the context of a policy on colonial
heritage, a significant 3sue is thus who is involved in the interpretation proc-
ess. Marking herilage as colomal can be seen as a lorm of interpretation that
directs, precludes and redirects subsequent interpretations,

The dissomant nature of heritage interpretation and the power celation-
ships inherent in this are fundamental challenges n presentinterculbural her-
itage management collaboration. This is increasingly reflected in Buropean
attempts to deal with eritiques of a perceived Western hegemony in hieritage
praciices and pelicies. Understanding this, requites a more delailed loak at
the histerical roals of lieritage management in Furope ilself. As this manase-
ment is rooled o early attempts to strdy and preserve material remains ay
markers of the past, itis important o focus on the development of archaen-
logical heritage management in particnlar, which con be lraced back fo the
emergence of archaeology and its advancement as a discipline,

The roots of archeeclogical thought and concerns about how Lo deal

[
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with cultoral remaing have boen lraced bads to the idesls of European
Lilighterment in general and to the concept of ‘cultural continuity’ n par-
Hewlar {Cleere 198985, Towever, archdeology as a discipline in the modern
senge iy developed in Futope in the sighleenth and nineteenth cemburies,
with the organization of archaeologeal sodeties and the institulionalizal.an
ol archaeolagy through wniversities and muzeums, Lt was in this same perod
that it came to be exported globally as part of colonialism, either directly
o indirectly throwgh the favourable climate ceated by administrative cnd
military comtesxts.”

The presesvation of and research inte archaeologival rTemains during this
period can be linked to concerns regarding (to-destablishing national identi-
bes in post-Napaleonic Eorope (Willems 2002), They canalso be connected to
a colonial project that sought to explain — and justity — European demina e
an the world stage o termiz of an ongoing process of ‘cultural evolution’.
In these moedels Durope was commonly depicted s being at the ‘oivilized’
pinnacle, wheteas the ‘savage’ or “barbartan’ colonized peoples were usually
seen through a culture-histarical lens which interpreted their culbsral fnnova-
Homs as a result of extornal diffusion rather han the prodact of iudigenoas
development and initaton (Ucko 19495; Trigger 2006,

The first laws relating lo the care of whal is now termed ‘archaeologcal
heritage” appeared at roughly the same Hme as the archacological discipline
developed in Furope, Concerns celating to the preservation of matedal
remains of the past were often developed within nalionalis| [rameworks of
callection and documentation for educational, ideolorical, finanaal or eli-
gious purpeses (Dlaz-Andreu 2007; Eickhoff 2007) From the Tale nincleeath
cenlury onwards, concerns about the destruction of listorieal landseapes end
the survival of sconbfic data played an addiftanal rale.

Interestingly, hertage lavws dealing with srchaeological remaing somebimes
emierped earlier In overseas contexts than in the colorial metra pole itself, a5 was
the case i fthe Dhlch Fast Tndics wilth the passing of & Manuments Preservation
Actn thfr:—*.arl],r bentieth century, a divect reachom to the Brikish cxample in
Indo-Ching anid India (Soejono 1984, Toebosch 2003). By and large, such efforts
were aimed at selecting arl interpreting indizenoas hedtage within Western'
frameveorks of imderstandmg and categorization {'Emudirjﬁ 1995 Tlcleo 19950,
Mareover, they focused mostly on preserving of restoring monuments fur
the educational or sdentitic benefit of 4 public at home in Europe® with lttle
Tegard for the monuments’ real and potential local significance.

W

Byrree 1997 Trigpar 2000R: Somne authara: Rave 1o s sarse-even spoken of bomipoeriast
arcnasology (see Trigger 2005,

¥ Al Thig tieme, T frst cautious colls for maseping Semer Datch colondil herityn
Todorwesio ool sl e heard fsee Vo Dvarvoonds 19195, )
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The above outlines the start of heritaze management in Furope, which
became institutionalized in political discourses and legal frameworks in the
second hall of the twentieth centure Gaining impn[u;;. within the environ-
mental debates in the 19605 and 1970z, followed by the emerging awareness
in the 19805 and 19%0s that destruchon musl| be prevented through mterdis-
ciplinary, inlegrated andl proactive regulated systems, heritage management
developed as a profession in its own right. But while ‘academic’ archacolagy
increasingly incorporated self-reflesive eriiques of its socio-political implica-
tions for ‘non-Westem” contexts and commurnities, thus was arguably less the
case for the ficld of heritage management. Pracical and Anancial cotstraints
plaved a role inthis, as did positivist belicfs in Lerms of dealing with heritage
comeermy and politcel demands. The result was thiat by the end of the 19805,
there was a mownting critigque of the ‘remarkably coherent sivle of archuec-
logrical heritage management practiced throughout the world with almost no
discussion of how it came about’ (Byme 1991:272). '

Such discussions did appear soon after, with the rise of indigenous move-
merts and postmodemn theoretical critiques, as was reflectied in intérnational
conferences such as the World Archasological Congress in Soulthamplon in
1989. This greater allenfion {0 regionally distinetive varlations of archasalogsi-
cal research and approaches o heritage menagement led to international crit-
iclsm of the unquestioned conservation ethic that was apparent in "Western'
heritage management discourses and embedded within International herdt
age policies and instiutions (Loko 1995, Cleere 198%; Trigger 1989} Tn shorl,;
these dominant approaches linked a conservation ethic 1o stale agencies and
policies, and were based upon what were seen as objective valuations, selec
tions anl surveys of ‘heritage’ sites desmied worthy of presecvation, to save
them hrough ntegmded planning, silvage excavations, testoration and/or
public education prozramumes (Byrne 19912715,

While most professionals agreed thal material markers of the past wers
nom-renewable and mder threat of disappearing globally, they did not agres
om the abvious ‘need’to preserve them'? Such aneed, so apparent in Weslern'
societies, was questioned inereasingly as 1t became clear that not all socie-
tles aned cultures recognized this as & problem nor would they approach its
management in the same way. Indeed, there appeared lo be many different
opinions aboul what constiluted "heritage’ in the first place,

Deom the 198Us owwards it became Indressmely clear that the idea of "eul-
tural continwity’, certral to the conservation ethic tegarding material mark-
ers of the past, somelimes contrasted sharply with the nolion of ‘spirilual
continuity’ apparent in many conlexts across (he world (Cleere 198%b). In

4 Miore recand Iy e idza ol e gasiasa ndn-senswssale roesoree s been cotuteed as well,

o for vaunple Holtorf 2002,
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these comtexts, heritage tended to be valuated in connedtion with the ‘a2t
it place” arul social or religious meanings, while the preservation of the actual
material remains was nol neccssarily considored a priorily SHIL 0 ey
post-colomial states Eutopean forms of heritage legislation had meanwhile
been adopted, while the legacy ol cullure-hislovical approaches {o inderpret-
ing the past was often evident as well. In many cases this lad to the prosorva-
tiom of pre-colonial as well as colonial ctdtural heritage within frameworks of
post-calanial national identiby (Byme 1991; Ucko 1995

Civen that these forms of heritage legislation and theoretical backgrounds
te disciplines were adopted inan anchanged form by post-colonial states, it
was recogrized that Wesiern” approaches (o herilage preservation milzhi ot
have been directly imposed following deeolonization, Rather, they could be
secen as lhe result ofwhat some development theorists have termed ‘inappro-
priate ideclosy transter” theough subseguenl political, sclentific and financial
internabional frameworls (Bymme 1991:274).

Iry these condexis discrepancies hebéween “Western” cancepls of heritage
management and endogenous soco-cultoral systems and values presom-
ably contributed to conflicts regarding heritage presecvalian, ownership and

‘development. Added o this, was the awarenass that govemments had nsed

archacolngical interpretatiorss arcl heritage lesislation to-establish policies
that delineated and mobilized specific histories and idenfity groups (Smith
2004 and that this tended to disempower ndigenous communities in pars-
tienlar. It was recognized, then, thal heritage management was tllimately nal
only about archasological snd architecharal remains, but even more so about
the values attribuled o them,

According to this new awareness, anvexclasive focus o hertage preserva-
Hom of material remains is often inappropriale when faking into account Tocal
wigwes on culionsal herilagc related b, For mstance, mtangible values, tradibons,
ethnicily, Tivelihoods and/or the need for development and poverty reduction
(Lopes Bastos and Kanan 2003; Pwit 1996; Seit 2008). Coupled with concerns
about expanding cultural toarism and globalization, decining cullural diver
sity arul the j_mpac_{ of shorl-term cconomic sirategies, attempts to accorrmo-
date differenl approaches to heritage management took shape in the 1990
with the sdoption of indernalional guidelines such as the Nara Declaration
o Avdhen ety in 1994 of the Internationa] Coundcil on Minmments ancd Sites
ﬁlCOMDS], which explicitly recognized the existenos of cultural and heritage
diversity. Besides this, the idea of implementing integraled and halistic Teril-
age management approaches became popular (Mason and Asvcami 2002},

Of these approaches, the model that emerged through the Australian Burra
Cliarter [1998) has gained widest currency, mainly because of its emphass on
commurity participation and the ideslagical concept of valuing (he resource.
This mode] does not see the preservation of the material remnains of a hertage
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sile as the fundamental objective, bul rather armacs for managing ils ‘cultural
significance’, which is seen as the multiide of sometimes conflicting “values’
(induding aesthetic, econamiv, sbcial, religious and historical values) that
can be ascribed to fhe site by a range of stakeholders. Althuagh inhernational
urganizalions and poicymakers sach as TCORMOS and TTNESCO have adopted
these value-based aporoaches in tecent years, and although such models call
for more communily parfapation in decision making, the gquestion remains
which walues recetve priority In policymaking ar, in other words, which stako-
holders achrally perform the “valuing’ of the heritage resource.

The policy conlex!

In addition to taking inte dceount critiques of ethnoeenteie views on heritage
management, it is impaortan| 0 understand that policy is nol created n a
social vacuum. Policies in general, and heritage policies in this specific con-
text, are formulated within a broader force field. These forces can manifes!
themselves within the burcaucratic policymaking boddy, but they can also be
external, either In the form of local and national Iobby groups or a5 nalional
and international ‘cpstemological communities’,

National cultural policy, and heritage policy as a subeategory, is subject to
the efforts of lobby groups. Recent years have seen the emergence of post-colo-
mizl migrant groups making an impact on the horilage scene. The recenl focus
on diversity in Buropean cultural policy emphasizes the mullicultural natore
uf heritage and the role of migrant or minority orpanizations in Formulaling
and executing nationz] or municpal hevitage policy. Examples are the Blayin's
Commission on Afriean and Asian Heritage in Tondon (MCAAH 2003) which
recomnmended, amaong other things, the infrastucture development of African
and Asian communily-based organizations engaged in herflage work.

Such a lebby-driven focus on diversity and indusion within Turopesn
nations!? reflects discoursce of multiculturalism present at national and

ntermational levels ufepistemological communitics of heritage experts. These

communitics are knowledge-hased networks whose members are linked by
specific technical expertise {on culture heritage), but who will alse share a
set of normative and principled beliefs, causal beliefs, discursive practices
and a ‘pelicy project”. They infuence focal, national and international pelicy
through the diffusion of lechnical knowledge and related nomms; vahies and
specific terminclogy (Haas 19925 In the Netheclands, heritage professionals

o Van Gosp and Kenes 2007, This national-level 1read dvarls “shared” or mi il Teritage

inutfitivis is balanced by fhe search for a shared Furopein cultural herilags, ainpliasiaire cor-
vergence Tather thin diversity at che leval af e condinome.
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within governmenlal and nor-governments| erganizations may themselves
be part of such heritage-based epistomic communities, or at least be influ-
enced by the walues, attitades, discourse and palicy slralegles they dissemi-
nate nationally and inkernalionally

In the case ot cultural heritage policy such commumities misht corsist
af, at a national level, aclors in academia and the musenm vworld, including
archagologists, anthropologists and museum studies specialists, International
bodies concerned with cultural hetitage tepresent those communities at the
internativmal level These could inchide ‘global governance instititons” sach
as IINESCO and ofther Linited Nations (LIN] institations, along with intcoma-
tional non-governmental vrganizaboms and professional networks such as
1COMOS and the Internabonal Council on Musewoes (FCOM), It 1x within thia
‘alohal public sphere’ (Kishenblatt-Gimblett 20063, through these nelwnrks
arwd the discourses droulating within them, Mal concepts such as *mutual’
and ‘shared "herilage are introduced and can come to gain polioy salience.

Since 1997 the Netherlands has adopted an approach lo culiural herrage
reflecting a concern {or both the colonial past and contemporary mallicul-
turalism. This approach is ewvident in many Dulch policy documensts ! It
reflects the indluenve of spedfic nterest groups and broaderexpert nolworls
om negotations, within heritage policy, regarding colonialism and diversity
Similar negotiations have been taking place within other Furopean'count jes,
with 3 wide range of policy culcomes.

Daitch eoimrion cieliairal feritage policy T Enrigein perspectioe

So far we have discussed the concept of comman cullural heritage and
the global-historical trenuds and regulatory puidedines — local, natonal and
mtemational; public and privale —which have directed the development of
heritage management in genetal and policy implementation and i plications
in particular, As our foeas enthe Netherlands and its partner countries has
ilustraled, heckiage is something that is ereated, The practical realization of
any miltural heritage policy thus tvolves the efhical lssue of {inding & bal-
arce between different interpretations by different actury, who often Fave
different gaals and whose operations are shaped by vhanging sacio-historical
realilics and goopolitical agendas.

“Calonial heritage and the presentation of the perivd of Buropean expansion
ared colonisation remain the sabject of contimous negntatdons and potenlial
clissomanoe within many countries: In the Nethorlands, hese issues hiaee been

L Ses Momesers gemieerischappeliit suiluvend erighed (20000, Rabe ean sy sullieels Somsi
V1E foers wlezer Adeet aamigithang il Iteriationeal colbaarheiall (20087,






