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Abstract

Abstract

As concerns about vanishing historical landscapes and new emerging landscapes have increased
over recent years, a number of countries have now put in place bureaucratic approaches to
safeguarding their own landscapes in a heritage context. Korea is one, which has tried to meet
the demands of the age through one type of heritage landscape, scenic sites, implemented under
the CPPA passed in 1962. However, an assessment of the conservation of scenic sites in Korea
reveals that this is still in a rather rudimentary state; there appears to be a general lack of
understanding about scenic sites, about what is important within them and how their value may
best be conserved. Therefore, this thesis aims to question practices for conserving scenic sites in
Korea with critical analysis of the cultural background and the current legislation system, and to
provide recommendations to inform conservation strategies, underpin management and enhance

public awareness with a view to keeping landscapes as heritage.

In order to re-establish a clear framework for scenic site conservation, this research first reviews
international trends of academic and practical approaches to cultural heritage conservation.
‘Value-based’ conservation principles, and ‘cultural landscape’, which have contributed the
establishment of a new paradigm for cultural heritage over the past 20 years, are key concepts in
this research. To improve the conservation framework for scenic sites, the social and cultural
structures underpinning values related to Korean cultural landscapes are identified. A profound
analysis of how Koreans read, use and enjoy their surrounding landscape, with an emphasis on
political, social, and cultural context, is provided. At a more general level, the thesis constantly
asks what the actual and potential values of scenic sites in South Korea have been at different
times, which provides new perspectives on the meaning of scenic sites and indicates how this
leads to the conservation of these new values. At the practical level, this research follows
developments in the conceptual and administrative understandings of scenic sites, particularly in
terms of the shifting discourses of values in heritage and landscape as heritage, and in turn
provides more sophisticated theoretical frameworks to establish consistent and objective ‘value-

based’ principles for the conservation of scenic sites as landscape heritage.

Consequently, this thesis identifies five ways of developing a coherent policy and practice
framework for landscape conservation: first, the value of scenic sites must be acknowledged

based on the interaction between people and their environment, and the focus of management is



on this relationship; second, a value-based conservation system is needed to sustainably conserve
and utilise scenic sites as public property; third, people associated with scenic sites should be the
primary stakeholders for stewardship; fourth, the focus of management is on guiding change to
retain the values of the scenic sites; and fifth, successful management of scenic sites should

contribute to a sustainable society.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Research aims and background

The aim of this research is to question practices for conserving scenic sites in Korea. This is done
by means of a critical analysis of cultural context and current legislation framework. It then
provides recommendations to inform conservation strategies, underpin management, and

enhance public awareness in order to conserve landscapes as heritage.

Over the past few decades, concern about disappearing traditional cultural landscapes and new
emerging landscapes has become a serious issue in both advanced and developing countries.
Intellectuals today have seen these changes to the landscape as a threat, a negative evolution,
because the current changes cause a significant loss of the diversity and identity of cultural
landscapes® and thus also cause a loss of sense of place.? To preserve and protect values of the
past in landscape scale, many countries have introduced statutory landscape designations of
national or local heritage that deal with places ascribed cultural significance, largely reflecting
post-enlightenment European intellectual traditions.®

Over the last 60 years, Korean landscapes, described as Geumsu Gangsan (#i##i7L111), ‘a land
of picturesque rivers and mountains as if embroidered on silk’ with an over 5,000-year-long
history, also have experienced huge alteration due to intensive industrialisation and urbanisation.
Moreover, in the face of historic events experienced in the 20" century —Japanese colonisation,
the Korean War, military dictatorship and national bankruptcy— Koreans have been pursuing a

rapid transition to modernity to overcome those national crises in a short period. In the struggle

! Council of Europe, Explanatory Report on the European Landscape Convention (Strasbourg: Council of Europe,
2000a).

2 Marc Antrop, 'The Concept of Traditional Landscapes as a Base for Landscape Evaluation and Planning. The
Example of Flanders Region', Landscape and Urban Planning, 38/1-2 (1997), pp. 105-117; ., 'Why
Landscapes of the Past Are Important for the Future', Landscape and Urban Planning, 70/1-2 (2005), pp. 21-34.

3 Gert Groening, 'The “Landscape Must Become the Law”—or Should 1t?', Landscape Research, 32/5 (2007), pp.
595-612.
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to modernise, they believed westernisation was synonymous with modernisation, and denigrated
their own tradition, which they thought would tarnish and put off the momentum of economic
growth.* For that reason, Koreans lost sight of their unique values, deeply carved into their genes,
and such drastic changes and growth have transformed and monotonised not only Koreans’ way
of thinking and lifestyles, but also their own distinct landscapes, in which tall buildings shaped
like matchboxes were hard to find as late as the 1970s.°

Another threat to Korean traditional landscapes is commercialisation because of burgeoning
tourism. Korean policymakers and related stakeholders, adherents of Neo-liberalism, have
concerned themselves only with the physical aspects of attractions, with the danger of converting
well-preserved traditional properties into Disneyland. Misinterpreting and overlooking tangible
and intangible relationships between nature and indigenous ideas which have played pivotal role
in shaping a distinct landscape of traditional living places, they distorted these sites just like
mummified monuments on account of administrative expediency and mass tourism. In fact, there
can be little doubt that tourism has many benefits in the sense that it helps to preserve and
conserve landscapes by evoking people’s interest or by providing finance. However, if the
process of conservation and preservation were progressed just on account of tourism and
prompted by commercial interests, there could be a risk of distortion or damage to the inherent
value of cultural properties.® This has not only sparked off the dispute between the government,
stakeholders and the people, but has also been in danger of distorting those cultural values which

need interdisciplinary consideration of their cultural and natural aspects.

To conserve and protect Korean traditional landscapes from these omnidirectional pressures, the
Korean government enacted one type of landscape designation in national heritage policy,
namely, ‘scenic sites’, implemented under the Cultural Properties Protection Act (CPPA) in 1962.
Scenic sites, a mixture of both aesthetic values of nature and general ways of life of mankind,
have been incorporated in an important part of the original identity of Koreans.” However, in

spite of the potential availability of scenic sites as a spearhead in landscape conservation as

4 Kyung-Sup Chang, 'Compressed Modernity and Its Discontents: South Korean Society in Transition', Economy
and Society, 28/1 (1999), pp. 30-55.

® Valerie Gelezeau, Séoul: Ville Géante, Cités Radieuses. trans. KIL Haiyon (Seoul: Humanitas, 2007), pp. 17-19.

6 Seok-Jae Yim, An Introduction to Architecture (Seoul: Inmul & Sasang Press, 2008), p. 170.

7 Ji-Hae Kim, and Jae-Keun Lee, 'South Korea’s Scenic Sites Designation and Improvement Measures -Comparative
Study to China, Japan, and North Korea', Journal of Korean Institute of Traditional Landscape Architecture, 4
(2006), pp. 65-75, (pp. 65-66).
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heritage, this government policy only focuses on the easiest way to tackle the problem. They
have been busy trying to increase the number of designations (95 of all 107 scenic sites were
designated between 2003 and 2014), with total dependence on top-down legal action restricting
people’s property rights, without consistent and objective framework for the conservation. That
undemocratic process has caused considerable conflict between bureaucrats and stakeholders,
and these ‘undefined systems’ are creating resistance to authority and even undermining the value
of scenic sites. Meanwhile, influenced by traditional stereotypes led by a handful of the upper
class in Korean history, the protected landscapes in Korea only extend to designed landscapes
and natural areas, thereby excluding ordinary landscapes, like rural areas. This policy of the
Korean government goes against the current international concept of heritage, which has shifted
from ‘best of the best” — the iconic manifestations of heritage — towards properties that could be

considered ‘representative of the best’.?

Even though there have been several studies on scenic sites, most of these have tended to aim at
judging whether or not a site or landscape is worthy of protection, without consideration of the

conservation framework itself,® so it is still hard to find a consistent and objective ‘value-based’

8 Jukka Jokilehto, Christina Cameron, Michel Parent, and Michael Petzet, The World Heritage List: What Is OUV?
ed. by ICOMOS, Monuments and Sites (Berlin: ICOMOS, 2008), p. 71.

9 Cultural Heritage Administration, A Detailed Survey for Designating Outstanding Scenic Site Resources: Seoul,
Incheon, Gyeonggi Province and Jeju Province (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage Administration, 2010); , A
Detailed Survey for Designating Outstanding Scenic Site Resources: South and North Gyeongsang Provinces
(Daejeon: Cultural Heritage Administration, 2009); , A Detailed Survey for Designating Outstanding Scenic
Site Resources: Gwangju, South and North Provinces (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage Administration, 2008a); ,
A Detailed Survey for Designating Outstanding Scenic Site Resources: Gangwon Province (Daejeon: Cultural
Heritage Administration, 2007a); , A Detailed Survey for Designating Outstanding Scenic Site Resources:
South and North Chungcheong Provinces, and Daejeon (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage Administration, 2007b); ——
—, A Investigation Report on Dongcheon Gugok of a Traditional Scenic Site (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage
Administration, 2007c); , Academic Investigation for Designation as Scenic Sites (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage
Administration, 2005); , Academic Investigation for Designation as Scenic Sites (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage
Administration, 2004a); , Academic Investigation for Designation as Scenic Sites (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage
Administration, 2003); , Academic Investigation for Designation as Scenic Sites (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage
Administration, 2002); Gye-Shik Kim, 'The Status of Designation of Scenic Sites and Its Policy Direction’, in
International Symposium on the Present and Future of the Scenic Sites, ed. by National Research Institute of Cultural
Heritage (Daejeon: National Research Institute of Cultural Heritage, 2009), pp. 429-457; Jin-Hee Lee, Young-Yi
Lee, and Jae-Keun Lee, 'A Comparative Study on the Type of Scenic Spots in Northeast Asia', Journal of Korean
Institute of Traditional Landscape Architecture, 30/1 (2012), pp. 31-38; Chang-Hun Lee, 'The Necessity and
Utilization Method of Scenic Sites Designation for Scenic Sites Resources around Imjin River and Hantan River'
(unpublished master thesis, Samgmyung University, 2009); Dae-Yeol Kim, 'A Study on Expansion Measures for
Designating Scenic Sites in South Korea' (unpublished master thesis, Hankyong National Univeristy, 2008); Geun-
Yeop Park, 'Study on Development of Scenery Evaluation Criteria for Designation of Scenic Sites' (unpublished
master thesis, Sangmyung University, 2008); Ju-Mi Yang, 'Analysis of the Factors for Designation Korean
Traditional Garden Ponds to Scenic Sites' (unpublished master thesis, Sangmyung University, 2008); Ji-Hae Kim,
‘A Study on South Korea's Scenic Sites Designation and Improvement Measures' (unpublished master thesis,
Sangmyung University, 2007).
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framework for the conservation of scenic sites. To establish a clear framework for heritage
conservation, over the past two decades, there have been lively discussions on the value-based
approach in establishing conservation principles. However, these discussions have mainly been
conducted in western countries, where heritage conservation has been recognized as a social
process which includes various kinds of stakeholders making a rational decision, rather than a
single scientific activity by a small group of experts. However, heritage values, ways of assessing
them and the establishment of value-based conservation principles have been less studied in
Korea, and what discussions there have been have mainly centred on western perspectives of

heritage values or monetary valuations.*®

Therefore, to improve the framework for landscape conservation in Korea, especially in a
heritage context, this thesis will investigate the social and cultural structures underpinning values
related to Korean landscapes. In order to do so effectively, it is a prerequisite that a profound
understanding of the traditional Korean views of landscapes with an emphasis on political, social,
and cultural context should be provided here. The international theoretical and practical
approaches to heritage landscapes, based on democratic and sustainable management that
conserv and exploit the value of landscapes, will be reviewed here to provide new perspectives
on the meaning of scenic sites. This will be used to reveal how these meanings lead to the
conservation of new values. Consequently, this thesis will suggest a coherent policy and practice
framework for landscape conservation based on this research. It is also expected that these
understandings will lead to raise public awareness of why we have to keep our landscapes as

heritage.

Research questions and thesis structure

The key question for the thesis is about values: what are the actual and potential values of scenic
sites in South Korea at different times? How have scenic sites been shaped and reshaped by these

103u-Jeong Lee, 'Preliminary Study on Defining and Assessing Heritage Values for Establishing Conservation
Principles', Munhwajae Korean Journal of Cultural Heritage Studies, 44/4 (2011), pp. 154-171; Hyo-Gyeong Kim,
'An Essay on Value Estimate of Historic-Cultural Resources Ahead of Development Stage', Journal of Kyonggi
Tourism Research, 13 (2009), pp. 69-79; Yeon-Jung Jung, and Ki-Seo Kong, 'The Investigation of Methodology
Referred to the Cultural Assets Value Estimation’, (Cheongju: Chungbuk Research Institute, 2007).
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values? And how can these values be systematically reflected in the national conservation

framework for scenic sites?

In order to do this a number of pertinent questions need to be raised to structure the research.

The first category investigates Korean perspectives toward landscapes:

What is the essence of the Korean view of nature in its historic and social contexts? What are the
landscape languages with symbolic and metaphorical allusions that could contribute to the
encoding and interpretation of the meanings of landscape and values of nature? What is the
authenticity of the Korean landscape as a living and evolving concept and in a culturally diverse

context?

The second category investigates current understanding of landscape as heritage:

What happened to landscape heritage, especially scenic sites, during the 20th century, with
respect to political ideology, cultural policy, landscape management and research and so on?
What are the differences between the ancient and 20th century values of landscapes? What do
these differences consist of? Why did they occur? What can be learned from the differences?
Can Korea benefit from Western theories and practices of heritage landscape conservation,
processed by a value-based framework, to widen the horizon of its own contemporary landscape

theories and landscape conservation practice?

To answer these questions, the thesis consists of four parts:

The first part (chapter 2-3) reviews the shifting discourses of values in heritage and landscape as
heritage, which locate this research in international theoretical contexts. Prior to considering
ways to improve value-based approaches to scenic sites, Chapter 2 will analytically review
previous studies on value assessment in heritage conservation, and the changes in its paradigm
over time. From the review, the research re-delineates various kinds of values which can be
attributed to Korean scenic sites. These values are expected to provide a theoretical framework
to initiate studies of heritage values in a Korean context, and encourage discussion setting out
value-based conservation principles regarding scenic sites. Chapter 3 reviews the theory and
practice of cultural landscape studies, which have increasingly become the mainstream of

international heritage fields in the last two decades. Cultural landscapes present human
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perspectives of nature as seen through the lens of culture. This theoretical foundation embraces
diverse cultural perspectives on landscapes and has built a platform for today’s dialogue between
different cultures on the meanings of landscape. In this context, the origin and changing paradigm
of cultural landscape is reviewed before providing a rational conservation framework for scenic
sites in Korea, which will refer to the western discourse of cultural landscape. This review is
expected to provide new perspectives on the meaning of scenic sites and indicate how they lead

to the conservation of these new values.

The second part (chapter 4) investigates the historical framework of scenic sites through the lens
of traditional views on nature:

Attractive natural landscapes and thoughts based on East Asian philosophies have provided the
foundation for the common perception of Korean landscapes. Korea’s highly developed
landscape languages, with symbolic and metaphorical allusions, have contributed to the encoding
and interpretation of the meanings of regional landscapes and values seen in nature. It must be
understood that the authenticity of landscapes is related not only to physical manifestations, but
also to the dynamic forces and dynamic responses held to be present within them, which have
both physical and intangible attributes. This chapter, therefore, aims to reinterpret traditional
Korean values of nature, which have framed the view of Korean landscapes.

The third part (Chapter 5-6) investigates Korean landscapes as heritage.

Chapter 5 analyses the shifting paradigm of political and administrative approaches to scenic
sites and their social backgrounds, from the birth of the policy until contemporary times. Scenic
sites are one type of state-designated cultural properties, which are managed by the Cultural
Property Protection Act (CPPA). The enactment of the act was a signal of modernisation and
institutionalisation in cultural heritage policy in South Korea. Therefore, policies for cultural
heritage and scenic sites, and their conceptual and theoretical changes before and after the CPPA
are analysed. For more ‘value’-centred discourses in scenic site system, Chapter 6 presents the
Korean legislation on cultural heritage protection in order to examine issues relating to, and the
limitations upon, the conservation of scenic sites. It reviews the decision-making process in the
conservation and management of scenic sites, how the application of value-based approaches has

changed, and the limitations of this system in the conservation of scenic sites.



Chapter 1

The fourth part (Chapter 7) synthesises the contributions of the thesis to knowledge and
understanding, and identifies implications for scenic sites in practice.

Methodology

By questioning both ethics and practice, it is intended that this study should take a holistic and
interdisciplinary approach that may contribute to enacting a national conservation framework of
landscape heritage in Korea, especially for scenic sites. As the issues highlighted in this
introduction include the lack of knowledge about values of traditional landscapes in Korea and
the biased way in which contemporary history has been written, a more objective account was
considered to be essential. This is based primarily on a reinterpretation of secondary sources
published in Korea; this has been supplemented by a re-reading of original sources, many of
which are now accessible on the web.!! Additional sources including historical artworks assist in
the analysis of the Korean view of traditional landscapes in this study. Many paintings were
sourced from modern publications in order to study painters,*? and historical photographs
evidenced landscapes from the end of nineteenth century, and were found in relevant

publications.™

This historical survey is followed by an analysis of the current situation and of problems in the
recognition and management of landscape heritage. This has been done by investigating attitudes
and values towards scenic sites by personal observation and a series of questionnaires. The
existing legal framework has been analysed by comparing the old and newly amended versions
of the related acts, such as the Preservation Act of Joseon Treasures, Ancient Sites, Scenic Sites,
and Natural Monuments in 1933 (1933 Preservation Act), the Cultural Properties Protection Act
(CPPA) from 1962, and the Landscape Law from 2007. Reference has been made to literature

and interviews in order to form a critical assessment of the effectiveness of the system. In order

11 See following subheadings: Classic Sources and Archives

12 For example, Tae-Ho Lee, How Painters in the Past Drew Our Territory (Seoul: Thinking Tree Literacy, 2010);
The Academy of Korean Studies, Selected Items from the Jangseo-Gak Collection (Bundang: The Academy of
Korean Studies, 2009); Yeon-Hee Go, Shan-Shui Painting in the Joseon Dynasty (Paju: Dolbegae, 2007); Song-Mi
Yi, Korean Landscape Painting: Continuity and Innovation through the Ages (Seoul: Hollym, 2006); Wan-Su Choi,
Korean True-View Landscape: Painting by Chong Son (1676-1759). trans. Young-Sook Pak and Roderick Whitfield
(London: Saffron, 2005); Cultural Heritage Administration of Korea (http://www.cha.go.kr/); National Museum of
Korea (http://www.museum.go.kr/); Naver Art Search in Naver Encyclopaedia (http://arts.search.naver.com/)

13 For example; The Japanese Government-General of Korea, Joseon Gojeok Dobo (Album of Ancient Sites and
Relics of Korea) (Tokyo: The Japanese Government-General of Korea, 1933); Cultural Heritage Administration of
Korea (http://www.cha.go.kr/)
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to take changing policies and planning practice into account, telephone interviews and e-mail
correspondence were conducted with officials in the Cultural Heritage Administration (CHA)
and in local authorities concerning issues and policies concerning scenic sites. Recommendations
for the development of the bureaucratic framework are included in the discussion and form the

basis of conclusions offered by this thesis in the end.

KOREAN ORTHOGRAPHY: HANGEUL & HANJA

Hangeul (3}+=), the Korean alphabet, was invented in 1444 and promulgated in 1446 during the
reign of King Sejong in the early Joseon Dynasty. This became widely used from the early 20th
century. The Korean alphabet was first called Humin jeongeum (3 KK.iE-§), which means ‘the
correct proper sounds for the instruction of the people’. The manuscript of Humin jeongeum is
designated as a National Treasure of Korea, and also has a place in the UNESCO Memory of the
World Register. Hanja (7% -F) is composed of Sino-Korean characters. It is presumed that it was
first introduced into Korea from China during the Han Dynasty of China (202 BC-220AD). These

characters are still used today, though not so widely as was the case before the 20th century.

ROMANISATION

Romanisation is the method for writing a non-Roman character (such as Korea’s Hangeul) in the
Roman alphabet. Rules for the Romanisation of Korean (Hangeul) were devised by the National
Institute of the Korean Language, and proclaimed in 1986 by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism,
and have gained wide usage in Korea but not abroad because of a lack of awareness.* As a result,
Hangeul has been transcribed into English in various ways. This thesis, however, uses ‘Revised
Romanisation of Korean’ as announced in 2000. The new system has been used throughout this
thesis except in the case of the names of places and books which already have English names,
and direct quotations from English written sources.*® The names of Korean classics, most of them
were written in Hanja, are romanised according to the Korean pronunciations of those Sino-
Korean characters; that is, Romanisation treats Korean classics and Chinese classics differently

according to their own pronunciation. The translated meanings of Korean or Chinese classics are

14 As ‘the McCune-Reischauer Romanisation’ had been used officially from 1984 to 2000, many people outside
Korea continue to widely use this Romanisation system, including the official Romanisation in North Korea.

15 Korean Romanisation Reference can be viewed on the website of the National Institute of the Korean Language
(http://www.korean.go.kr/eng_new/document/roman/roman_01.jsp).
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provided in brackets alongside the original text because there are difficulties in identifying
meanings and sources based on Romanised books’ names alone. In addition, Revised
Romanisation is used in the main glossaries included in Appendix B, which lists literary works,
historical events, and Korean proper words in the original Korean characters and Chinese
characters. English translations or explanations are added to assist understanding. In the
bibliography, if the English title of books or journals is not provided, original scripts such as

Korean, Chinese and Japanese are provided within the bracket as well.

Korean personal names usually consist of three Korean characters or syllables: two syllables for
the given name are followed by a single syllable for the family name. In this thesis, all Korean
names follow the original order: the family name first, followed by the given name, and two
syllables of the given name are connected by a hyphen (-) in order to avoid confusion: the second
character of the given name is often confused with a middle name by Westerners. In addition,
the original text of personal names in Hanja are given in the booklist alongside the Romanised
names. In the bibliography, however, Korean names are reversed to match the Western sequence
rather than keep the original order because this thesis follows the Modern Humanities Research
Association (MHRA) referencing style,'® which guides us to write the given name first in
referencing author’s name, so ‘Jung Hae-Joon (T #1%)’ in the body of the thesis, and ‘Jung,

Hae-Joon’ in the bibliography.

CLASSIC SOURCES AND ARCHIVES

Historic sources are investigated in order to understand the traditional values of scenic sites,
which have been main themes of various ancient artworks such as poetry, paintings, maps,
manuscripts, folklore and tales. Old official documents and historic literature, history books and
anthologies, provide a rich variety of evidence related to the socio-political and philosophical
backgrounds of Korean traditional landscape cultures and show how and what Koreans valued
and managed in these cultures. Most of these historic resources are written in Chinese characters
because before Hangeul was invented in 1444, only becoming widely used from the early 20"

century, Hanja was the main medium of record amongst the upper classes in Korea. This thesis

16 The Modern Humanities Research Association (MHRA) referencing style can be downloaded and viewed on the
website (http://www.mbhra.org.uk/Publications/Books/StyleGuide).
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uses websites that provide Korean classics together with their original Chinese version and
Korean translated version; these are now accessible on the Internet.

In terms of history books, the web site of National Institute of Korean History (NIKH)*" was used
to access Samguksagi (History of the Three Kingdoms: =B s 3, 1145) and Samgukyusa
(Memorabilia of the Three Kingdoms: = B s 32, 1281),%8 which record Korean ancient history
up to the early 10th century, and from which we can understand changing social and political
aspects of the period. NIKH also provides the access to Goryeosa (History of Goryeo: & & %2,
written from 1392-1451)° covering Korean history between the 10th and 14th century, which is
helpful to understand the socio-cultural context during the Goyeo Dynasty (918-1392).
Joseonwangjosillok (Annals of the Joseon Dynasty: #8#f £ 38 F #%, written from 1392-1863)%°
also can be accessed via NIKH, from which the full text of 1,893 books recording Joseon’s
dynastic annals with the original Chinese text and Korean translation was consulted in order to
affirm the usage of words related to scenic sites, national policies for conserving landscapes, and

special events in scenic areas during the Joseon Dynasty (1392-1897).

In order to unravel the Korean views of nature and related cultures in their historical and social

contexts, the web site of Institute for the Translation of Korean Classic (ITKC)?*, Kyujanggak

17 National Institute of Korean History (NIKH) is a national organisation, which was found in 1946 for researching,
collecting, compiling, promoting the study of historical materials on Korean history. Many historical materials
archived in the chronological order of Korean history can be accessed on the web page of NIKH’s database
(http://db.history.go.kr).

18 Samguksagi and Samgukyusa cover the ancient history of Korean from the birth myth of a nation up to the 10"
century. Samguksagi, which was composed by an official and historian Kim Bu-Sik (1075-1151), deals with the
history of the Three Kingdoms of Korea (Goryeo, Baekje and Silla); on the other hand, Samgukyusa, which was
written by monk Iryeon (1206 - 1289) at the end of the 13th century, more focuses on various legends, folktales, and
biographies of historical figures from early Korean history.

19 Goryeosa is the principal surviving history of Korea’s Goryeo Dynasty (918-1392). It was written nearly a century
after the fall of Goryeo, during the reign of King Sejong. The king ordered a committee of scholars led by Kim Jong-
Seo (1383-1453) and Jeong In-Ji (1396-1478) to compile it, based on primary and secondary sources that are no
longer extant.

20 The Annals of the Joseon Dynasty (also known as The True Record of the Joseon Dynasty) are the annual records
of the Joseon Dynasty of Korea, which were kept from 1413 to 1865. The Annals, or Sillok, comprise 1,893 volumes
and are thought to cover the longest continual period of a single dynasty in the world. The Annals are the 151st
national treasure of Korea and listed in UNESCQ's Memory of the World Register. Large volumes of contents are
serviced as translated forms from Chinese to Korea on the official website of the Annals of the Joseon Dynasty
(http://sillok.history.go.kr/).

2L Institute for the Translation of Korean Classic (ITKC) was established in 1965, backed by the Korean government
in order to contribute to the succession of traditional culture and promotion of national pride throughout researching,
translating, and publishing Korean classics. ITKC services many Korean classics from official documents to
anthologies (c. 1,300 books) with the original Chinese texts and their Korean translation through its webpage
(http://www.itkc.or.kr).
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Institute for Korean Studies,?? and Korean Database?® were consulted to seek anthologies of
Korean literati who created and enjoyed landscapes cultures, especially in the Joseon Dynasty.?*

As Chinese culture remained dominant amongst the upper classes in Korea from prehistory until
the 1950s, Korean philosophical views on nature, which were the basis for landscape cultures,
were mainly derived from China and reinterpreted and filtered by Korean cultural values and
natural environments. So this thesis also reviews Chinese classics of philosophy and religions,
which have profoundly affected the socio-cultural background of landscape cultures. In this
regard, the web page of the Chinese Text Project?® was used to refer to the original texts of
classics and their English translations.

MODERN PUBLISHED SOURCES
Korean contemporary published materials, covering books, new articles, journals, and legislation,
were accessed in libraries in Korea. Primary sources written in Korean, such as books about arts,

history, modern history and humanities, are generally available in the National Library of

22 Kyujanggak was originally founded in 1776 in Changdeokgung Place by King Jeongjo. Its collection now contains
over 260,000 classic resources. Kyujanggak Institute for Korean Studies digitized some of collections and the date
can be accessed by the web site (http://e-kyujanggak.snu.ac.kr/).

23 Korean Database provides database of a full-text articles and multimedia contents dedicated to Korean history and
culture. The database deals with themes such as Korean history, archaeology, anthropology, literature,
encyclopaedia, and folklore in 11 subject areas from 621 contents (http://www.krpia.co.kr/).

24 From these web-based archives, following classics were reviewed in this thesis: Donggukisanggukjip (Collected
Works of Minister Yi of Goryeo: X Bl 248 B4, 1241) by Yi Gyu-Bo (1168-1241), Sambongjip (the collection of
Sambong’s works: =% %, 1397) by Joeng Do-Jeon (¥ri& 1%, 1342-1398), Dongukyeojiseungram (Augmented
Survey of the Geography of Korea, R Bl #2303 %) by No Sa-Sin (J& 8, 1427-1498), Toegyejip (the Collection
of Toegye’s works: 1272 %, 1598) by Yi Hwang (£i%, 1501-1570), Yulgokjeonseo (the Complete Collection of
Yulgok: 442 %, 1611) by Yi Yi (£, 1537-1584), Gaegokjip (the Collection of Gaegok’s works: 25 4-4) by
Jang Yu (Fk#: 1587-1638), Nongamjip (Collected Works of Kim Chang-Hyeop, % & %, 1710) by Kim Chang-
Hyeop (4 & #, 1651-1708), Sanrimgyongje (Farm Management: LAk 4&7, from the early 18" century) by Hong
Man-Son (i ¥ %, 1643-1715), Dutacho (The Ascetic’s Drafts, 8F2 %) by Yi Ha-Gon (& & 3¥: 1677-1724),
Seonghojeonjip (The Complete Works of Seongho: 2 #12%, 1917) by Vi Ik (£, 1681-1763), Taekriji (the Book
for the Settlement Selection: #% 2 &, 1751) by Yi Jung-Hwan (2%}, 1690-1756), Cheongjanggwanjeonseo
(Complete Works of Yi Deok-Mu: 7 3542 %) by Yi Deok-Mu (F4&4%, 1741-1793), Jeungbomunheonbigo
(Revised and Enlarged Edition of the Reference Compilation of Documents on Korea: 3§ ## X gk fii %, 1782),
Dasansimunjip (The Collection of Dasan’s poetical works: %% 1L ¥ X 4&) by Jeong Yak-Yong (T 4%, 1762-1836),
Ojuyeonmunjangjeonsango (Random Expatiations of Oju: Z i #7 X & % #&4%, c. 1850) by Yi Gyu-Gyeong (£ &
+, 1788-1856).

% The Chinese Text Project provides ancient Chinese texts, particularly those relating to Chinese philosophy in pre-
Qin and Han dynasty. All contents are archived in a well-structured and properly cross-referenced manner in order
to aid searching original texts. Some classical contents are serviced in English (http://ctext.org/).
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Korea,?® and the Korea University Library System.?’ In particular, the Government Publications
Collection in the National Library of Korea contains valuable resources, while many primary and
secondary sources written in English are available at the collection of Korean Studies in the

University of Sheffield Library, which provided an important resource for this research.

The legislative system covering scenic sites as landscape heritage began during the Japanese
colonial period (1910-1945), and has been settled through the state-designated cultural properties
since the Cultural Property Protection Act was enacted in 1962. In order to understand why and
how the Korean government has valued and managed scenic sites, the National Archives of
Korea?® were used to access official Gazettes published by the Japanese Governor-General of
Korea from 1910 to 1945, and by the Korean government after liberation in 1945 to date.?® Naver
News Library was also used to investigate public reactions against the state-designated scenic

sites in the 20" century.

In order to analyse the administrative systems of scenic sites with the focus on the CHA, and
how and why experts or the Cultural Property Committee (CPC) in particular, made decisions in
the designation, management and utilisation of scenic sites based on these systems and their
professional knowledge, Designation Reports of Scenic Sites published from 19973 and the

% The library provides the public with an access to the archives accumulated and preserved since 1945. The library
has a collection of almost 6.7 million volumes including humanities and social, natural, and human science. The
archives of the library are particularly valuable for searching and inspecting general publications, government
publications, and theses (http://www.nl.go.kr/).

27 Korea University, established in 1905, has over 2.5 million volumes and 170 thousands electronic resources in its
library system, which is one of the largest academic libraries in South Korea (http://library.korea.ac.kr/).

28 National Archives of Korea is a governmental agency in charge of preserving government-produced articles and
records (http://www.archives.go.kr/).

2 Official Gazettes are a periodical publication recording the administrative business and proceedings of the
government, National Assembly, including legal or public notices by the Cultural Heritage Administration that
manages Scenic Sites based on legislative system. National Archives of Korea provides Official Gazettes of Korea
published from 1910 to 2001 through the web site (http://theme.archives.go.kr/next/gazette/viewMain.do). For
Official Gazettes from 2002, Ministry of Security and Public Administration provides Official Gazettes of Korea on
the web site (http://gwanbo.korea.go.kr/).

30 Cultural Heritage Administration, ‘2011 Designation Report on Natural Monuments and Scenic Sites', (Daejeon:
Cultural Heritage Administration, 2012); , '2009-2010 Designation Report on Natural Monuments and Scenic
Sites', (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage Administration, 2011); , '2008 Designation Report on Natural Monuments
and Scenic Sites', (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage Administration, 2008b); , '2006-2007 Designation Report on
Natural Monuments and Scenic Sites', (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage Administration, 2007d); , 2005
Designation Report on Natural Monuments and Scenic Sites', (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage Administration, 2006); —
——, '2003-2004 Designation Report on Natural Monuments and Scenic Sites', (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage
Administration, 2004b); , '2000 Designation Report on Natural Monuments and Scenic Sites', (Daejeon:
Cultural Heritage Administration, 2001); , '1997 Designation Report on Natural Monuments and Scenic
Sites', (Daejeon: Cultural Heritage Administration, 1997).
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records of monthly meeting by the Natural Monuments subcommittee of the CPC3! were
reviewed. Basic information including location, address, picture, map, owner, manager of
designated scenic sites, and how spatial restriction and permission have been implemented on

these sites were analysed through the Cultural Heritage GIS Service provided by the CHA.*?

Information on the legal framework has been provided by the Ministry of Government
Legislation; the Korean Law Information Centre has been the most important source. It provides
access to a variety of Acts, regulations, court cases, and books on jurisprudence. The service is
available as an on-line database of legislative information, and the various amended versions of

acts and English translation can also be inspected.?

INTERVIEWS AND RESEARCH ETHICS

Interviews with individuals have provided important empirical data. Interviews were conducted
with key people involved in the research, management and maintenance of scenic sites and within
the CHA, the Korean government agency. Ten people involved with scenic sites were
interviewed between September and November 2010, and October and November 2011, in
interviews based on the semi-structured questionnaire. The contact information of interviewees
was collected from the website of CHA, which is open to the public, and from interviewees who
recommended other interviewees whose interests matched the research. However, most of the
interviews were arranged by request to the interviewees’ relations; in Korean culture, if one does

not know someone directly it is very hard to establish contact with them.

Before interviews, the contents of semi-structured questionnaire and the interview strategy were
scrutinised to meet the conditions of research ethics in accordance with the University of
Sheffield’s policies and procedures, which include the University’s ‘Financial Regulations’,

‘Good Research Practice Standards’ and the ‘Ethics Policy Governing Research Involving

31 Cultural Property Committee, the Meeting Record of the Natural Monument Subcommittee, (Daejeon: Cultural
Heritage Administration, 2006-2014);
http://www.cha.go.kr/cop/bbs/selectBoardList.do?bbsld=BBSMSTR_1019&mn=NS_03 05 04

32 Cultural Heritage GIS Service (http:/gis-heritage.go.kr/).

33 Korean Law Information Centre, Ministry of Government Legislation (http://www.law.go.kr). This web site
provides all current and previous national legislative information in Korean in chronological order. Ministry of
Government Legislation also provides English version of the Korean Law Information Centre, but coverage is less
than the Korean website (http://elaw.klri.re.kr).
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Human Participants, Personal Data and Human Tissue (Ethics Policy)’.®* After obtaining
permission from the University, | sent an email to expected interviewees with an informed
consent form, which followed the University’s regulations. The semi-structured questionnaire,
which is also examined by the University, was sent to the interviewees one month before the

interview. Interviews were conducted at the interviewees’ preferred locations.

All ten interviews were tape-recorded with the interviewee’s permission, with the intention of
transcribing them. The verbal data from the interviews were then transcribed and memos added
to highlight keywords. The main method for analysis was mapping: each interview was examined
separately first, and then in relation to the others, as all the interviewees have different experience
or have worked in different fields. The material was then correlated with related issues and events
described in the various other sources used. The language used in the interviews was Korean. A
transcription in the original language is attached in Appendix E with a summary in English in
order to make this material available to future researchers. The interviews provided important
evidence, particularly in aiding understanding present-day values with respect to scenic sites, and

the changing policies concerning scenic sites in the legal framework.

As the subcommittee of Natural Monuments in the Cultural Properties Committee (CPC) is a
core decision-making organisation in the CHA, which investigates and deliberates on matters
regarding the conservation, management, and utilisation of scenic sites, interviews to understand
the current status of scenic sites and the decision-making processes in relation to them, were

conducted with four members of the subcommittee as follows:

Professor Lee In-Gyu, an emeritus professor of Seoul National University, is a former chairman
of the CPC from 2008 to 2013, based on his outstanding academic achievement in plant
taxonomy, and various conservation projects of natural heritage. He was also chairman of the
subcommittee of Natural Monuments from 2003-2013, and of the Korean Committee for IUCN
from 2004 to 2009. Professor Kim Hak-Beom, a professor of the Department of Landscape
Architecture in Hankyong University, plays a leading role in research and the conservation of

Korean village groves. He is the former president of Korea Institute of Landscape Architecture

34 Researchers of the University of Sheffield have an obligation to ensure that their research is conducted ethically
and with the minimum possible risk to all those involved or affected by it. (https://www.shef.ac.uk/ris/other/gov-
ethics/ethicspolicy)
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(KILA), and the author of several books on history of landscape architecture in the East and West,
notably The Korean Village Grove (1994). Professor Lee Jae-Keun, a professor of the
Department of Environmental Landscape Architecture in Sangmyung University, carried out
pioneering research on Byeolseo (retreat villas) gardens. He has been involved in numerous
Korean garden conservation projects, and was the President of the Korean Institute of Traditional
Landscape Architecture. He co-authored History of Landscape Architecture in the West (2005)
and Korean Traditional Landscape Architecture (2007). Professor Ryu Je-Hun, a professor of the
Department of Geography Education in Korea National University of Education, has studied
human geography and cultural landscape. His main publications include Historical Geography
of China (1999) and Reading the Korean Cultural Landscape (2010), for which he is acclaimed

as having paved the way for cultural landscape studies in Korea.

Dr. Lee Won-Ho, researcher of the Natural Heritage Division in The National Research Institute
of Cultural Heritage (NRICH), was interviewed about the affairs of the Research Institute and
his Division as well as the priorities for scenic sites in the Institute. In addition, Gang Im-San,
the executive secretary of the National Trust for Cultural Heritage, was interviewed about issues
related to the conflicts between protection and utilisation of scenic sites, and the National Trust’s
current and future roles in their conservation. At the same time, interviews with three public
officials in the Natural Heritage Division in the CHA and one public official in a local authority
were conducted, focusing on their particular responsibilities and the relationship between central

and local government in safeguarding scenic sites.

Literature Review
VALUE, SIGNIFICANCE AND CULTURAL HERITAGE
Cultural heritage® research contains a large number of character and guidance documents

intended to support practitioners in planning and management. As the future challenges of the

35 While the range of heritage has embraced environmental and intangible values, and has received agreement from
the international bodies, the exact definition of ‘heritage’ has not been widely comprehended or standardised, and
thus no strict conformity can be found between countries; Yahaya Ahmad, 'The Scope and Definitions of Heritage:
From Tangible to Intangible', International Journal of Heritage Studies, 12/3 (2006), pp. 292-300 (p. 299).

In this thesis, the meaning of ‘Cultural Heritage’ follows the Faro Convention that defines Cultural Heritage as “a
group of resources inherited from the past which people identify, independently of ownership, as a reflection and
expression of their constantly evolving values, beliefs, knowledge and traditions. It includes all aspects of the
environment resulting from the interaction between people and places through time”’; Council of Europe, Council of
Europe Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society (Faro Convention), (Faro: Council of
Europe, 2005). (Article 2-a).
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heritage field will stem not only from heritage objects and sites themselves, but also from the
contexts in which society embeds them, more recently a number of international documents have
sought to establish new interdisciplinary frameworks that provide clearer guidance for
disentangling social conflicts in heritage policy and practice. The approaches most often favoured
are those called values-based. In the process of understanding, conserving, utilising, managing,
and passing down heritage, ‘values’ cherished by that heritage are the subject of much discussion

and have become a pressing concern in this postmodern, post-ideology, post-nation-state age.

The concept of ‘value’ in heritage practice usually refers to the ‘positive characteristics’
attributed to heritage sites by legislation, governing authorities, and other stakeholders.®” In this
sense, understanding the meaning and treatment of value in heritage practice has been recognised
as an essential process for the success of any conservation effort. However, identifying and
incorporating multiple values into conservation practice has proven a difficult task, in part due
to the complexity of applying values to a system which is still focused on the primacy of material
evidence. In this vein, the question of how to define and assess the multiple values of cultural
heritage has been lively and multilateral discussions over the last two decades. This has led to an
increase in research on establishing conservation principles based on various heritage values.
Some governmental and public heritage organisations have also actively introduced values-based
approaches to their conservation process and decision-making from theses researches.®® Thanks

3% R. W. Carter, and R. Bramley, 'Defining Heritage Values and Significance for Improved Resource Management:
An Application to Australian Tourism', International Journal of Heritage Studies, 8/3 (2002), pp. 175-199 (p.177).
37 Francois Le Blanc, 'Values, Authenticity and Integrity for Good Management', in New Views on Authenticity and
Integrity in the World Heritage of the Americas, ed. by Francisco Javier Lépez Morales (San Miguel de Allende,
Guannajuato, Mexico: ICOMOS, 2005). p.75.

38 Dave O'Brien, and AHRC/ESRC Placement Fellow, 'Measuring the Value of Culture: A Report to the Department
for Culture Media and Sport', (London: DCMS, 2010); Indre Grazuleviciute-Vileniske, and Irina Matijosaitiene,
'Cultural Heritage of Roads and Road Landscapes: Classification and Insights on Valuation', Landscape Research,
35/4 (2010), pp. 391-413; English Heritage, Conservation Principles Policies and Guidance for Sustainable
Management of the Historic Environment (London: English Heritage, 2008); Grazia Brunetta, and Angioletta
Voghera, 'Evaluating Landscape for Shared Values: Tools, Principles, and Methods', Landscape Research, 33/1
(2008), pp. 71-87; Lisa Prosper, 'Wherein Lies the Heritage Value? Rethinking the Heritage Value of Cultural
Landscape from an Aboriginal Perspective', The George Wright Forum, 24/2 (2007), pp. 117-124; Randall Mason,
Theoretical and Practical Arguments for Values-Centered Preservation', The Journal of Heritage Stewardship, 3/2
(2006), pp. 21-48; Anwar Punekar, 'Value-Led Heritage and Sustainable Development: The Case of Bijapur, India’,
in Designing Sustainable Cities in the Developing World, ed. by Roger Zetter and Georgia Butina Watson (Aldershot:
Ashgate, 2006), pp. 103-120; Marta de la Torre, ed., Heritage Values in Site Management: Four Case Studies (Los
Angeles: The Getty Conservation Institute, 2005); Randall Mason, Margaret G. H. MacLean, and Marta de la Torre,
Hadrian’s Wall World Heritage Site - English Heritage (Los Angeles: The Getty Conservation Institute, 2003);
Marta de la Torre, ed., Assessing the Values of Cultural Heritage (Los Angeles: The Getty Conservation Institute,
2002); R. W. Carter, and R. Bramley, 'Defining Heritage Values and Significance for Improved Resource
Management: An Application to Australian Tourism', International Journal of Heritage Studies, 8/3 (2002), pp. 175
- 199; Keith Emerick, 'Use, Value and Significance in Heritage Management', in Destruction and Conservation of
Cultural Property, ed. by Robert Layton, et al. (London: Routledge, 2001), pp. 276-285; Erica Avrami, Randall
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to the increasing level of discourse in the heritage field, conservation has become a social process,
pursuing the public interest and its quality of life. So the process of heritage conservation should
include various kinds of stakeholders in order to make a rational and balanced decision rather
than a single scientific deliberation by a small group of experts.>® This ‘expert’ group could
probably claim that they were likely to make the most rational decision in these circumstances.
The value of the stakeholder engagement is not that they enhance the rationality of decision-
making, but that they do precisely the opposite: they insist on the importance of emotional,

historical, associative and other ‘soft’ qualities that temper hard rationalism.

Until recently, the heritage field was relatively isolated, composed of small groups of specialists
and experts. These groups have determined what composes ‘heritage’ and how it should be
conserved. The ‘right to decide’ of these specialists was confirmed by the authorities who funded
their work. There was a tacit agreement between the groups with the power to act. In recent
decades, the concept of what heritage is has evolved and expanded, which requires new groups
to join the specialists in its identification. These groups of ordinary people, of professionals from
other fields, and of representatives of special interests, such as Non-Governmental Organisations
(NGOs), arrive in the heritage field with their own criteria and their own ‘values’ that often differ

from those of conventional heritage specialists.*°

In the case of heritage conservation, the fundamental questions that should be asked are what to
conserve, how to conserve it, where to set priorities, and how to handle conflicting interests.
However, this ‘democratized’ atmosphere has brought new considerations to these questions and
has made them much more complex, because it is recognised that cultural heritage is multivalent
and that values are not immutable.** Therefore, these questions cannot be answered exactly with
fixed criteria. What we can and have to do is to understand the various values of objects or places,

to realise these conditions and states, to consider social and cultural distinctions in a society to

Mason, and Marta de la Torre, eds., Values and Heritage Conservation (Los Angeles: The Getty Conservation
Institute, 2000); Randall Mason, ed., Economics and Heritage Conservation: A Meeting Organized by the Getty
Conservation Institute (Los Angeles: The Getty Conservation Institute, 1999); John Lemons, 'United States' National
Park Management: Values, Policy, and Possible Hints for Others', Environmental Conservation, 14/4 (1987), pp.
329-340; William D. Lipe, 'Value and Meaning in Cultural Resources', in Approaches to the Archaeological
Heritage: A Comparative Study of World Cultural Resource Management Systems, ed. by Henry Cleere (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1984).

39 Su-Jeong Lee (2011), pp. 154-171; Marta de la Torre, ed. (2002), p. 3.

40 Marta de la Torre, ed. (2002), p.3.

“ 1bid., p. 3.
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which people who conserve them belong, and finally, to make a rational decision to maximize
the conservation of their values through this logical procedure. Hence the decision-making
process for conservation may vary according to times and cultures as a ‘social behaviour’,
consented to not only by experts, but also by members of society based on their ‘social values’.
It is very important to realise that conservation is not a one-off action arbitrarily carried out by
one expert or institution, but a social behaviour. This thought is based on the assumption that
conservation of cultural heritage is not just for an individual but for the general public, and what
we value from heritage should not be dominated by just one generation, but should be handed on

to future generations.*2

In this context, understanding and assessing various values of cultural heritage is an essential
procedure to be conducted in conservation practice, because the reason, the target, and the
strategies of heritage conservation are very closely related to ‘values’.*® This work comprises the
assessment of current values, anticipation of potential values, and then the identification of any
correlation between the features of various values. In this process, the sum of values attribute
‘significance’ and thereby transform some objects and places into ‘heritage’.** So “significance’
asserts the overall importance of a site, determined through an analysis of the totality of the values
attributed to it. Significance also reflects the degree of importance a place has with respect to one
or several of its values or attributes, and in relation to other comparable sites.*® Accordingly, the
establishment of the heritage conservation principles and methodologies could be available only
after identifying the significance of each heritage as a whole based on various assessed values,
and then finding a way to maintain it, considering its social, historical and cultural aspects without
any compromise.*® To sustain significant places means understanding and articulating values
first in order to measure their significance and inform decisions about their future: the degree of
significance determines what protection, including statutory designation, is appropriate under

law and policy.*’

42 Kate Clark, Informed Conservation: Understanding Historic Buildings and Their Landscapes for Conservation
(London, UK: English Heritage, 2001), p. 12.

43 R. W. Carter, and R. Bramley (2002), p. 177.

44 Erica Avrami, Randall Mason, and Marta de la Torre, eds. (2000), p. 7.

45 John Lemons (1987), pp. 329-340; Marta de la Torre, Margaret G.H. Mac Lean, and David Myers, Chaco Culture
National Historical Park: A Case Study (Los Angeles: The Getty Conservation Institute, 2003).

4 R, W. Carter, and R. Bramley (2011), pp. 154-171.

47 English Heritage (2008), p. 21.
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CULTURAL LANDSCAPE AS HERITAGE

Landscape has become a crucial term for the heritage field, both for research and practice.
Particularly since the 1990s, a burgeoning interest in, and understanding of, cultural landscape
can be seen as what Jacques named ‘the rise of cultural landscapes’.*® Even though ‘cultural
landscape’ was firstly and formally coined by the geographer, Otto Schluter, the term was
probably first used by Carl Sauer, who said, ‘a cultural landscape is fashioned from a natural
landscape by a cultural group. Culture is the agent, the natural are the medium, the cultural

landscape is the result’.°

Culture filters landscape perception. The landscape can portray itself and cause people to see it
in a different way. Landscapes are concrete, public statements of cultural values.>® They are an
‘enormous communication device’.>! Culture can also change when people begin to recognise
different landscape patterns as material evidence of long held values.®? Landscapes always
change because they are the expression of the dynamic interaction between natural and cultural
forces in the environment. Hence, cultural landscape is the result of consecutive reorganisations
of the land in order to adapt its use and spatial structure better to changing societal demands.*
This leads cultural landscape to embrace a diversity of manifestations of the interaction between

humankind and its natural environment.>*

Its importance is manifold. Cultural landscapes are the tangible witnesses of ancestral values
everyone can perceive and experience directly in the landscape. Symbolic and cognitive values
pass through aesthetically felt scenery. They contain abundant information concerning the still
poorly known history of ordinary people and land management traditions.>® Cultural landscapes

often reflect specific techniques of sustainable land-use, considering the characteristics and limits

“8 David Jacques, 'The Rise of Cultural Landscapes', International Journal of Heritage Studies, 1/2 (1995), pp. 91-
101.

49 Carl O. Sauer, 'The Morphology of Landscape', Geography, 2/2 (1925), pp. 9-53.; Peter J. Fowler (2003), pp. 18-
19.

%0 Amos Rapoport, The Meaning of the Built Environment: A Nonverbal Communication Approach (Arizona:
University of Arizona Press, 1982). pp. 139-140.

51 Kevin Lynch, and Gary Hack, Site Planning (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1962). p. 123.

52 Joan Nassauer, 'Culture and Changing Landscape Structure', Landscape Ecology, 10/4 (1995), pp. 229-237 (p.
235).

53 Marc Antrop (2005), p. 22.

% UNESCO World Heritage Centre, 'Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage
Convention', (Paris: UNESCO World Heritage Centre, 2012). (Annex 6).

5 Marc Antrop (2005), p. 32.
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of the natural environment they are established in, and a specific spiritual relation to nature.>®
Local knowledge is richest when it has accumulated over generations, embedding observations
and corresponding cultural adaptations within a context of long-term environmental changes.®’
In that context, the sustainability argument reinforces the view that the historic environment
should no longer be perceived in limited cultural terms, only for its archaeological, architectural
and historic interest.>® Hence, landscapes do not need to be monumental or rare in order to
mediate between the natural and the social.®® That is why such cultural landscapes in living
environment or 'landscapes of the everyday' have to be restored and re-evaluated as a way of

diversifying our living environment, as well as even for creating new ones.

In 1992, the World Heritage Convention became the first international legal instrument to be
produced by an international expert meeting to recognize and protect cultural landscapes in the
world. The committee acknowledged that cultural landscapes represent ‘the combined works of
nature and man’ of ‘outstanding universal value (OUV)’, which could be designed (parks,
gardens), organically evolved (relict and continuing landscapes, traditional rural landscapes) or
associative landscapes (landscapes with religious, artistic or spiritual values).®® At the meeting,
the group of experts also underlined the need to acknowledge the associative values of landscapes
and landscape features to indigenous people and to the importance of protecting biological

diversity through cultural diversity within a landscape’s scale.®

In 2000, the Council of Europe declared the European Landscape Convention (ELC). Realising
the threat of globalisation forces on local identity and regional diversity, they established a new
agenda in order to reorient research and policy concerning the landscape. In this report, they
defined ‘landscape’ as ‘an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action
and interaction of natural and/or human factors’.%? This brings ‘ordinary landscapes’ back to

attention, as well as the ‘cultural landscape’, defining the scope of the convention, which ‘covers

%6 UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012), Annex 3.

57 Jesse Ford, and Dennis Martinez 'Traditional Ecological Knowledge, Ecosystem Science, and Environmental
Management', Ecological Applications, 10/5 (2000), pp. 1249-1250 (p. 1249).

%8 Dennis Rodwell, Conservation and Sustainability in Historic Cities (Oxford: Blackwell, 2007), p. 262.

59 John B. Jackson, Discovering the Vernacular Landscape (London: Yale University Press, 1984).

80 UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012), Annex 6.

6l , Cultural Landscapes: The Challenges of Conservation. ed. by UNESCO World Heritage Centre. Vol. 7,
World Heritage Papers (Paris: UNESCO World Heritage Centre, 2002), p. 10.

%2 Council of Europe, The European Landscape Convention (Florence: Council of Europe, 2000b); Maguelonne
Déjeant-Pons, ‘The European Landscape Convention', Landscape Research, 31/4 (2006), pp. 363-384, (p. 369).
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natural, rural, urban and peri-urban areas. It includes land, inland water and marine areas. It
concerns landscapes that might be considered outstanding as well as every day or degraded
landscapes’. %% In this context, The Cultural Landscape Foundation (TCLF), which was
established in 1998 to increase the public’s awareness and understanding of the importance and
irreplaceable legacy of cultural landscapes in the USA, understands that cultural landscapes
‘provide a sense of place and identity; they map our relationship with the land over time; and

they are part of our national heritage and each of our lives’.%*

As seen above, in this process of academic study and concern, coupled with interests concerning
conservation of the natural and cultural past, the term ‘cultural landscape’ has come to have a
more restricted meaning, confined to the distinctive characteristics that are due to human activity
and that are considered particularly valuable from a certain point of view, such as that of ecology,
archaeology or history. Cultural landscape in this more restricted sense has become an object of
management and conservation. In turn this has, for some, led the idea of cultural landscape to a
focus on the meaning or significance that certain landscapes have to persons as members of
communities and cultures. Here, the term °‘cultural landscape’ as something worthy of
conservation, is also taken to mean the way landscapes are perceived by people, not merely
certain physical or visible manifestations of people.%®

From those definitions, this work will be motivated about why we have to value these landscapes,
and how we can bring ancient traditions comfortably into the 21st century to tackle the current

issues, whilst retaining their unique appeal.

SCENIC SITES IN SOUTH KOREA

Scenic sites are one of state-designated cultural properties controlled by the Cultural Properties
Protection Act (CPPA). Over the past decade, the Korean government has designated large
numbers of scenic sites. A peninsula with both a continental and marine climate, Korea’s main

landscape is formed by mountains, high and low. Clear water flow in abundance in the valleys

83 Council of Europe (2000); Marc Antrop (2005), p. 23.

6 The Cultural Landscape Foundation (TCLF), 'What Are Cultural Landscapes?, TCLF, (2009);
http://tclf.org/landscapes/what-are-cultural-landscapes

8 Sven Arntzen, and Emily Brady, 'Environmental Philosophy and Cultural Landscape', in Humans in the Land -the
Ethics and Aesthetics of the Cultural Landscape-, ed. by Sven Arntzen and Emily Brady (Oslo: Unipub, 2008), p.
11.
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and four distinct seasons help create a beautiful landscape and related cultures. The ancestors of
Koreans, with an over 5,000-year-long history, chose to adapt to nature and were satisfied with
enjoying the surrounding scenery by building simple pavilions in natural location or borrowing
the mountain scenery within their gardens. The reason a more elaborate visual landscape did not
develop may be because they loved intrinsic worth of nature as much as possible.®® In this context,
the world has already recognized the values of the beautiful nature in Korea. The volcanic islands
and lava caves of Jejudo Island were registered as World Heritage by UNESCO in 2007: its

beautiful picturesque places have been recognised as world-class scenic sites.

The dictionary meaning of the term, ‘scenic site’ (& %, k. Myeongseug) is ‘landscape known for
its beautiful scenery’.®” In Korea, a scenic site is described as ‘a site with beautiful scenery of
outstanding artistic and landscape values’.®® A scenic site has been categorised as a state-
designated cultural property since the early CPPA legislation, and as such has been managed by
the Department of Natural Monuments under the CHA. It was in the 1970s that scenic sites were
designated as cultural properties by the Korean government. ‘Sogeumgang Mountain in
Cheonghakdong, Myeongju’ was designated as the first scenic site on 23 November 1970, and
107 sites were designated by April 2014.

The service related to scenic sites began during the Japanese colonial period (1910-1945), but
was fixed when the laws on cultural properties were enacted for the first time after liberation:®°
the first legislative framework for scenic sites was based on Japanese laws. In fact, the legislation
during the colonial period was not specifically intended to protect Korean culture and its
outstanding landscapes, since the main goals of Japanese colonial cultural policy were the
eradication of Korean culture and the imposition on Korea of Japanese values. The Japanese
colonial government used the legislative system as a means of manipulating Korean heritage.”®
After the end of the Japanese occupation in 1945 and the enactment of the Cultural Properties

Protection Act (CPPA) in 1962, the idea of protection and fundamental methodology continued

% Woo-Kyung Sim, 'Background of Korean Traditional Landscape Architecture', in Korean Traditional Landscape
Architecture, ed. by Woo-Kyung Sim (Seoul: Hollym, 2007), pp. 15-56.

57 National Institute of The Korean Language, 'Standard Korean Disctionary’, National Institute of The Korean
Language, (1999); http://stdweb2.korean.go.kr/main.jsp

8 Cultural Property Protection Act, Article 2 (Definitions) [enforced on 27 July 2012] [Act No. 11228, amended on
26 January 2012]; Korean Law Information Centre (http://www.law.go.kr/)

% Dae-Yeol Kim (2008), pp. 32-36.

0 Sang-Woo Han, 'Cultural Heritage Management in South Korea' (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of
Minnesota, 2001), pp. 65-72.
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to follow Japanese models. This can be illustrated by the fact that, like the Japanese law, elements
of nature, such as animals, plants and even landscapes, were included as cultural heritage.
Cultural activities and the natural environment were considered to have a close relationship, since
human activities are influenced by historical, cultural, and social factors and the natural
environment to which human beings belong. The notion of ‘cultural properties’ in the CPPA was
very similar to that in Japanese law, though the Western European legal definition of ‘cultural
properties’ also focused on the man-made.’ Based on their historical background, scenic sites
are broadly divided into either natural landscapes or historic-cultural landscapes. In the
Designation Standard of Scenic Sites under the CPPA, these are respectively defined as either
‘places formed by natural objects or natural phenomena which artistic, landscape and academic
values are high, or which are renowned’ or as ‘natural and civil complexes created by harmony
of nature and human beings, which artistic, landscape and academic values are high, or which
are renowned’.’? In the context, ‘traditional scenic sites can be established by the meeting of
masters and famous places, and it is hard to see a scenic site without mutual response between
nature and human beings’.”® Kim Ji-Hae Kim and Lee Jae-Keun also said of a scenic site that it
‘is a natural heritage that include both aesthetic values and general lifestyle and cultural activities

of mankind and a cultural heritage that reflects the original identity of its people’. 4

Interestingly, almost the same system of scenic sites is also now applied in three Far East
countries: North Korea, China and Japan, the neighbours of South Korea, with some shared
cultural and historical bases. Although these countries followed Japanese law at first, what made
this possible was their shared perspective on the relationship between humans and nature, as
revealed in their own philosophy and costume. ™ The concept of scenic sites is quite similar to

"L Su-Gap Kim, 'The Present Condition and Improvement Method of Preservation Policy for Cultural Properties’,
The Law Review, 7/1 (1995), pp. 133-183.
2 Gye-Shik Kim (2009), p. 446.
3 Seok-Gi Choi, 'Humanistic Meaning of Tradtional Scenic Sites', Cultural Research of Gyeongnam, 29 (2008), pp.
187-232, (p. 194).
74 Ji-Hae Kim, and Jae-Keun Lee (2006), pp. 65-66.
S The present status of scenic sites of each neighbouring country in the Far East Asia as follow:
1) Japan

- Related regulation: Act for the Protection of Cultural Properties

- Number of designation: 355 Scenic Sites (35 Special Scenic Sites) (Japanese official translation of Scenic
Sites is ‘Places of Scenic Beauty)

- Designation targets: gardens, gills, mountains, parks, bridges, flowering trees, pine groves, rocks, caves,
waterfalls, lakes and marshes, spring waters, seashores, island, sandy plains, rivers, hills, plateaus, viewpoints
etc.

- Characteristics: 55.8% of the whole designated number is gardens, also bridges and pine groves were
designated as scenic sites.
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the concept of cultural landscapes as formulated and advanced by western countries and
UNESCO. Hak-Beom Kim juxtaposed scenic sites and cultural landscapes, saying that scenic
sites ‘a cultural landscape means a palace which has an excellent landscape; it is a picturesque
place and a garden, a famous building combining nature and cultural elements, or a terrain or
area with natural beauty which is particularly excellent, or a sculpture located in it’. He also said
that ‘a cultural landscape is a place which is meaningful historically or traditionally and culturally,
as well as an object which is beautiful visually, like a landscape based on our folk culture or
historical culture”.’® Increasing international interest in cultural landscapes and the existence in
East Asia of a rich heritage of cultural landscapes should be touchstones for specific regional
action to recognise and celebrate its cultural landscapes. There is a need to bridge the gap that
exists between the international framework with its universal cultural landscape values and the
establishment of a set of regional values firmly bedded in East Asian cultural processes.’” Scenic
sites should be re-evaluated in order to close the distance between Western and the Eastern
practice.

Scenic sites are cultural properties which can transform the general public’s perception of cultural
heritage. Compared to other kinds of heritage which prioritise preservation, scenic sites are
frequently visited tourist attractions. Because of this popular demand, it is necessary to establish

2) North Korea

- Related regulation: Protection of North Korea’s Scenic Sites and Natural Treasures Act

- Number of designation: 320 Scenic Sites

- Designation targets: famous mountains, Palgyeong (Eight scenes), platforms, nine turns and valley,
Dongcheon (Grooto-Heaven), waterfalls, amusement park, inlet, beach (bathing resort), lake etc.

- Characteristics: The large-scale Scenic Sites such as famous mountains, eight famous sites, nine turns, were
designated after these things were subdivided.

3) China

- Related regulation: Interim ordinances for the management of Scenic Sites (State Council), How to evaluate
National important Scenic Sites (Ministry of Housing and Urban-Rural Development)

- Number of designation: 187 national scenic sites, 500 local scenic sites / Accounting for 1% of the whole
territory

- Designation target: mountains (55.6%), lakes, rivers, caves, minority race landscape districts, sea, beach,
gorges, orchards, waterfalls, villa, hollow, Mao Zedong’s hometown, desert, bamboo grove etc.

- Characteristics: Dividing Scenic Sites into three classes (national emphasis, province, Si and Hyun), and large-
scale regions (more than 10 km?) are designated as national important scenic sites; Hak-Beom Kim, The
Present and Task of Korean Scenic Sites', in International Symposium on the Present and Future of the Scenic
Sites, ed. by National Research Institute of Cultural Heritage (Daejeon: National Research Institute of Cultural
Heritage, 2009), pp. 338-364, (pp. 355-356).

6 Hak-Beom Kim, and Seung-Hong Ahn, 'Improving Task for Management of Korean Scenic Site by Comparing
with Korea, China and Japan', Journal of Korean Institute of Traditional Landscape Architecture, 7 (2009), pp. 59-
78, (p. 70).

" Ken Taylor, 'Cultural Landscapes and Asia: Reconciling International and Southeast Asian Regional Values',
Landscape Research, 34/1 (2009), pp. 7-31, (p. 25).
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a clear concept of scenic sites and draw up ways of providing democratic and sustainable

management, actively preserving places by using them efficiently.
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Chapter 2

Values of Cultural Heritage in a Changing Paradigm

Prior to considering ways of developing value-based approaches to scenic sites, this chapter will
analyse previous studies of value assessment in heritage conservation and the ways in which
paradigms have changed with the times. Following this review, the research re-delineates various
kinds of values which can be attributed to Korean scenic sites. These values provide a theoretical
framework upon which to initiate studies of heritage values in a Korean context, and encourage

discussion of how to apply value-based conservation principles to scenic sites.

As concerns about vanishing historical landscapes and new emerging landscapes have increased
over recent years, a number of countries now have put in place bureaucratic approaches to
safeguarding their own landscapes in a heritage context. Likewise, Korea has also tried to meet
the demands of the age through one type of heritage landscape, scenic sites, implemented under
the Cultural Property Protection Act (CPPA) passed in 1962. Throughout this period in South
Korea, legalistic approaches with regard to landscape as cultural heritage have resulted in scenic

sites being the only project in this field.

In the CPPA, the term ‘cultural property’ is defined as “artificially or naturally formed national,
ethnic, or world heritage of outstanding historic, artistic, academic, or landscape value.” In a
similar vein, the CPPA defines ‘scenic sites’ those ‘sites with beautiful scenery of outstanding
artistic and landscape value.” In these definitions of scenic sites as cultural property, the term
‘value’ is very closely related to the concept, ‘outstanding’: the conservation of scenic sites has
been implemented to keep these outstanding values since 1962, particularly as they are enshrined

in ‘landscape’.

The origin of the idea of scenic sites can be found in the ‘Joseon Treasures, Ancient Sites, Scenic
Sites, and Natural Monuments Preservation Decree’ of 1933, which defined scenic sites as
‘valued scenic places...whose preservation is acknowledged to be necessary.” This approach,
based on the idea that a site can be, ‘necessary for preservation’, can be seen in various values in

the current definition of scenic sites. However, these values, and the manner of assessing them
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and establishing value-based conservation principles in the conservation of scenic sites, have not
been thoroughly studied.! Although there has been a rapid increase in the number of designations,
this approach to scenic sites, determined solely by legal procedures have failed to persuade
people that features of the landscape need to be conserved.? These designations are based on a
lack of understanding of the values of their own traditions, and have caused infringements of
basic rights relating to private property, increasing conflicts between stakeholders. Even worse,
a belief that the designation of scenic sites will tarnish the community’s quality of life has become
pervasive. All these issues surrounding Korean scenic sites are in conflict with the current trend
of international approaches to heritage landscape, which are based on democratic and sustainable
management, actively conserving and exploiting the value of landscape.

Defining ‘value’

The word ‘value’ has a range of meanings, which can lead to imprecision and confusion. It has
been defined by Milton Rokeach, who says that, ‘an enduring belief or end state of existence is
personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end state of

existence.’3 Supporting this definition, there are three ways of understanding value:

- Value as the worth of something, expressible in some measurable unit (as in ‘this tree is worth
£300%);

- Value as a property of a thing (as in ‘the spectacular scenery of this scenic site means that it
has high recreation value’); and

- Value as an idea or feeling (as in ‘this scenic site has great spiritual value to local people’, or

I feel satisfaction knowing that this area is protected’).*

! About protectable values of Korean cultural properties, and value-cantered approaches in the conservation of scenic
sites are reviewed in the Chapter 6.

2 Hak-Beom Kim, 'The Present and Task of Korean Scenic Sites', in International Symposium on the Present and
Future of the Scenic Sites, ed. by National Research Institute of Cultural Heritage (Seoul: National Research Institute
of Cultural Heritage, 2009), pp. 338-364 (p. 355); Wi-Su Lee, ‘The Present and Future of Korea's Scenic Sites', in
International Symposium on the Present and Future of the Scenic Sites, ed. by National Research Institute of Cultural
Heritage (Daejeon: National Research Institute of Cultural Heritage, 2009), pp. 292-320 (p. 315).; Je-Hun Ryu, The
Management System and Process of Scenic Sites as National Heritage', in Interdisciplinary Research on Scenic Site,
ed. by National Research Institute of Cultural Heritage (Daejeon: National Research Institute of Cultural Heritage,
2012), pp. 131-167 (pp. 132-133).

3 Milton Rokeach, The Nature of Human Values (New York: Free Press, 1973), p. 5.

4 Zdzistaw Najder, Values and Evaluations (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), p. 177.
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In various places throughout this chapter, and in the rest of the thesis, the approach taken here
has an anthropological perspective which attempts to understand the full range of values of
cultural heritage or heritage landscape, and its valuing processes, as opposed to the normative,
art historical view common in the conservation field, which a priori privileges artistic and
historical values over others. The understanding of heritage values from an anthropological
perspective tends to change according to shifting patterns of public interest, so, this research will
also review how paradigms in the heritage field have shifted with changing values regarding

heritage.

Understanding cultural heritage values

Amongst a range of research studies that define the meaning of cultural heritage and the
principles of heritage management, | shall now consider key texts showing the shifting paradigm
in heritage values, by an art historian, Alois Riegl, and an archaeologist, William D Lipe, and a
series of reports by the Getty Conservation Institute and English Heritage.® In addition to this
research, changing perspectives and horizons on cultural heritage values can be found in
international charters, recommendations, resolutions, declarations or statements, such as the
Venice Charter (1964), the Nara Document (1994), the Burra Charter (1999), and the Faro
Convention (2005), that were drafted and adopted mainly by international organisations, such as
UNESCO, ICOMOS and IUCN. These international institutions aim at conserving cultural
heritage, including historical monuments, buildings, groups of buildings, sites and towns, and
landscapes around the globe, against various threats.

Across this series of studies, a common feature is the identification and categorisation of values.
Though the typologies from different scholars and disciplines vary, and each represents a

reductionist approach to the complex issue of significance.® They argue that categorisation of

5> Alois Riegl, "The Modern Cult of Monuments: Its Character and Its Origin' (1903), trans. K. Forster and D. Ghiardo,
Oppositions/25 (1982), pp. 20-51; Erica Avrami, Randall Mason, and Marta de la Torre, eds., Values and Heritage
Conservation (Los Angeles: The Getty Conservation Institute, 2000); William D. Lipe, 'Value and Meaning in
Cultural Resources', in Approaches to the Archaeological Heritage : A Comparative Study of World Cultural
Resource Management Systems, ed. by Henry Cleere (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984); Randall
Mason, ed., Economics and Heritage Conservation: A Meeting Organized by the Getty Conservation Institute (Los
Angeles: The Getty Conservation Institute, 1999); Marta de la Torre, ed., Assessing the Values of Cultural Heritage
(Los Angeles: The Getty Conservation Institute, 2002).

6 Erica Avrami, Randall Mason, and Marta de la Torre, eds. (2000), p. 8.
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value can enable a systematic approach which explains key features of targets, facilitates the
management of complexity, and avoids the confusion associated with comparing value types
across classificatory boundaries.” However, simplification of cultural heritage values to such
typologies can be quite challenging because values are difficult to conceptualise and express
objectively. Moreover, values are multifaceted, and can be located within several categories, and

even these values are always changing in some respect.

While this subjectivity and contingency of heritage values make it difficult to establish a clear
framework, the concept of values needs to be broken down and defined in a typology because of
its practical aspects: establishing a typology of values will facilitate discussion and understanding
of the different value processes in heritage conservation. This kind of knowledge can ultimately
guide practitioners’ choices of appropriate assessment methods for a wide range of heritage
values, and is expected to facilitate comparability for practitioners engaged in evaluating
different heritage projects while establishing some grounds for significance in identifying things

as heritage.

Another reason to understand heritage values in terms of a typology is that it can be used as both
an analytical tool and as a way to advance wider public participation in the sustainable
conservation process.® It is normally desirable to sustain all the identified heritage values of a
place, but on occasions, what is necessary to sustain some values will conflict with what is
necessary to sustain others. If so, understanding the relative contribution of each identified
heritage value to the overall value of the place — its significance — will be essential to objective
decision-making by stakeholders in heritage debates. A balanced view of values is best arrived

at through enabling all interested parties to appreciate their differing perspectives and priorities.®

Hence, a typology of heritage values would be an effective guide to characterisation and would
move conservation stakeholders closer to having a common ground across which all interest

groups’ values can be expressed and discussed. By the use of such a typology—a framework that

" Michael Lockwood, 'Values and Benefits', in Managing Protected Areas: A Global Guide, ed. by Michael
Lockwood, et al. (London: Routledge, 2006), pp. 101-115 (p.102).

8 Randall Mason, 'Assessing Values in Conservation Planning: Methodological Issues and Choices', in Assessing the
Values of Cultural Heritage, ed. by Marta de la Torre (Los Angeles: The Getty Conservation Institute, 2002), pp. 5-
30 (p. 9).

9 English Heritage, Conservation Principles Policies and Guidance for Sustainable Management of the Historic
Environment (London: English Heritage, 2008), p. 38.
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breaks down significance into constituent kinds of heritage values—the views of experts, citizens,
communities, governments, and other stakeholders can be voiced and compared more

effectively.®

HERITAGE VALUES, THEIR INTERACTION AND CONTRADICTIONS: VALUES DEVISED BY
REIGL (1902)

Until the middle of the 19" century, Western heritage conservation, was mainly biased in favour
of reviving how it once was, particularly for architectural monuments, because people thought
that keeping the original ideal styles and forms was the point of heritage practice. However, after
the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB) declared its Manifesto!? in 1887,
their opposition to ‘destructive restoration” became the predominant view in the cultural heritage
area. This discourse was developed through multilateral investigations, from which discourses
on heritage values emerged. One classic example that reflects this trend was an article written by
an Austrian art historian, Alois Reigl (1858-1905). At the time, he was the state-appointed
‘General Conservator’ in Austria, who sought a more refined understanding of the motives which
lay behind the process of conservation.!® In his 1903 paper, he sought not only to break down
heritage values and define them in every aspect, but to advance the discourse of heritage values,

explaining the adversarial and contradictory nature of the relationship of each value.'*

Reigl explained heritage value as dividing broadly into ‘commemorative’ and ‘contemporary’
values in monument conservation. He then distinguished three commemorative values: ‘age’,
‘historical’, and ‘deliberate commemorative’, and divided contemporary values into ‘artistic’,

and ‘use’. He says that commemorative value has few variable aspects in general, but means that,

10 Randall Mason (2002), p. 9.

11 Alois Riegl, 'The Modern Cult of Monuments: Its Character and Its Origin' (1903), trans. K. Forster and D.
Ghiardo, Oppositions/25 (1982), pp. 20-51

12 In many ways the origins of conservation can be traced to William Morris, and the milieu in which he lived; it was
this milieu that in 1877 founded the first conservation body in the world, the ‘Society for the Protection of Ancient
Buildings’ (SPAB), an organisation that still exists today. The SPAB, or as Morris referred to it “Anti-Scrape”
(Thompson 1976 p.228) developed as a practical protest against a scheme for restoring and reviving Tewkesbury
Abbey. Even today membership of SPAB entails signing up to the Manifesto of which Morris is thought to have
been the principal author. In the Manifesto, the terminology of ‘value’ cannot be found, but it indicates that “anything
which can be looked on as artistic, picturesque, historical, antique, or substantial” should be conserved. The Society
for the Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB), The Manifesto', SPAB, (1877); http://www.spab.org.uk/what-is-
spab/the-manifesto/.

13 Jukka Jokilehto, A History of Architectural Conservation (Oxford: Butterworth-Heinemann, 1999), p. 8.

14 Alois Riegl (1903), p. 49.
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even though times have changed, there are values in monuments that constitute an irreplaceable
and irremovable link in a chain of development. In comparison, contemporary values are
recognised when there is common consent based on a sense of aesthetics, preference, and
philosophy, meaning that contemporary values have no absolute but only relative value,

according to the period.'®

In addition to his value classification, Reigl refers to conflicts between various values, which
cause the aims of conservation and the degrees of intervention in the conservation process to vary.
For example, age value is recognized according to the appearance of surviving heritage that is
dated and has declined over the passage of a considerable period of time, which evokes
appreciators’ nostalgia for their past and inspires sentimental reflection. On the other hand,
historical value is said to increase when a heritage object remains intact as far as possible, so it
can conflict with age value that involves an object being better appreciated when it embodies the
trace of time.® In this context, those who consider historical value first actively try to protect
heritage from dilapidation, whilst those who stand for age value pursue the aim of conserving its
declined form, as long as the dilapidation does not harm its integrity. Use value, whose worth
increases according to the usage and potential applications of heritage, cannot help colliding with

age and historical values in the way of conservation.

Likewise, deliberate commemorative values are formed when a manifestation of heritage had the
intention of commemorating a certain incident at the time it was erected, or to educate people
about something. For example, a stone pillar standing at the heart of a square carved with some
phrase in order to educate the public, can be said to have intentional commemorative values. If
this carved phrase were erased, its original value would be compromised, but restored if the
phrase itself was restored. An intervention of this kind emphasises the historical and age values

of the object.

Riegl criticised indiscreet restoration which only considered the values of the minority and the
trends of the time, and recommended setting the aims of conservation by thoroughly analysing

the character and creative intention of heritage. He also recommended compromising between

15 bid., p. 23.
16 pid., p. 34.
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various values, considering their contradictory aspects.!” However, while his article played a
pivotal role in the categorisation of heritage values, his perspective on heritage at the time was

still limited to ‘monuments’.

BROADENING THE CONCEPT OF HERITAGE VALUE: VALUES IN THE VENICE CHARTER (1964)'8
Many of the differentiated heritage values, and attempts to connect them in conservation
activities noted in both the Manifesto in 1887 and Riegl’s discourse in 1903, were filtered and
adopted in the International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and
Sites, commonly known as the Venice Charter, 1964. The Venice Charter, which was adopted
by the newly formed International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) in 1956 and
published by them in 1966, was an important modern milestone for the conservation movement.
While the charter directly mentioned ‘aesthetic’, ‘historical’ and ‘archaeological’ values in
Article 9 and 11 that should be safeguarded in conserving and restoring monuments, ‘historical’

value and ‘use’ value are also mentioned in Article 3 and 5 respectively.®®

The charter actively reflected heritage trends in the early 20" century, and criticised the type of
indiscriminate restoration which prevailed in the 19" century. At that time, heritage practices just
pursued the restoration of ideal forms and styles of ancient times, which rather distorted authentic
meaning and form of heritage. The charter classified conservation (in Article 4-8) and restoration
(in Article 9-13), and defined each principle in terms of heritage practice. It highlighted historical
value in heritage conservation, which had previously been overlooked, so as to provide a set of
principles that conservation should be firmly based on historical evidence and not have its
meaning distorted (in Article 3and 15). The charter tried to broaden the horizon of heritage usage,

saying heritage should be conserved ‘for some socially useful purpose’ (in Article 5).2°

The Venice Charter also helped to broaden the concept of historic buildings, the application of

modern technology in conservation works, international co-operation and, most important of all,

7 bid., p. 34.

18 |COMOS, The Venice Charter: International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and
Sites (Venice: ICOMOS, 1964); from: http://www.icomos.org/charters/venice_e.pdf

19 1bid.

20 |pid.
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to provide a set of principles for the safeguard of the integrity of ‘historic sites’ (in Article 14)%
that also led to a paradigm shift in heritage conservation, from a focal to an areal approach. Since
its adoption internationally in 1964, the Venice Charter has been used as a reference for the
development of a number of other conservation documents around the world. While the charter
still enjoys immense popularity and has been recited in many succeeding charters and
conventions, it has, however, also begun to attract criticism, particularly in relation to its

privileging of authenticity, and for fetishising the tangible and monumental.??

HERITAGE VALUES FOR DEFINING CULTURAL RESOURCES: VALUES DEVELOPED BY LIPE
(1984)*

By the 1980s, heritage values, discussed in various aspects, became widely known to scholars
and practitioners in related fields, the discussion of value emerged as a key issue in heritage
management and conservation. As the appreciation of cultural heritage was no longer limited to
certain groups, such as scholars, art aficionados or private collectors, but rather permeated the
general public, discourses of cultural heritage values became increasingly heated. In this
atmosphere, a number of studies dealing with interactions and conflicts between various aspects
of heritage values were conducted in order to set a framework for the degree of intervention in
heritage conservation.?* One essay that well reflects this trend was written by the archaeologist,
William D. Lipe.

In his 1984 essay, Lipe outlined a comprehensive framework describing ‘cultural resources’
valued within the needs and concerns of contemporary society. This was to tackle concern ‘with
the loss of cultural continuity and contrast brought about by too rapid a change in our cultural
environments, both built and natural’.?> This essay comprises a good overview of heritage values,

alongside the cited work of Riegl. Lipe classifies heritage values into four broad parts:

21 'Yahaya Ahmad, 'The Scope and Definitions of Heritage: From Tangible to Intangible', International Journal of
Heritage Studies, 12/3 (2006), pp. 292-300 (p. 293).

22 |_aurajane Smith, Uses of Heritage (London: Routledge, 2006), p.27.

2 William D. Lipe, 'Value and Meaning in Cultural Resources', in Approaches to the Archaeological Heritage: A
Comparative Study of World Cultural Resource Management Systems, ed. by Henry Cleere (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1984).

24 Su-Jeong Lee, 'Preliminary Study on Defining and Assessing Heritage Values for Establishing Conservation
Principles’, Munhwajae Korean Journal of Cultural Heritage Studies, 44/4 (2011), pp. 154-171 (p. 158).

2 William D. Lipe (1984), p. 1.
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‘associative/symbolic’, ‘informational’, ‘aesthetic’, and ‘economic’.?® He defines each value and
thoroughly analyses its attributes, and how they should be taken in to account in heritage

conservation.

Lipe described “associative/symbolic value’ from an anthropological perspective. He noticed that
the essential thing in the process of learning and cultural transmission of information amongst
contemporaries and between generations was ‘symbols’. He believed that the most permanent
and stable symbols enabling this process was ‘material things’. Material things, which could be
artefacts, structures or landscapes, became media for the transmission of cultural information to
their descendants through time in society. 2 That meant heritage should cherish
associative/symbolic value, and include intangible aspects assigned to tangible or material things
by human habits of thought. Lipe understood ‘information value’ could emerge from material
things through well-developed and interdisciplinary academic researches. 2 However, he
revealed that, if some cultural resources seem to have relatively lower information value
according to interpretations from the current perspective, their conservation should not be ruled
out because information from these cultural resources is not yet fully excavated and research
disciplines are still evolving. Therefore, new questions and new methods will enable researchers
and professionals to achieve an increased understanding of the past which will be of a quality
now unattainable. In terms of ‘aesthetic value’, he explained this value is influenced by
‘traditional standards of style and beauty; by critical writings stemming from art history research;
by conceptions of what aesthetic standards were held by the culture.” Therefore, there is also the
possibility that contemporaries will contradict and misunderstand the origins and ‘information’
of their ancestors, utilising and appreciating cultural resources from different viewpoints.?® In
this sense, Lipe’s notion is thought to be a pioneering discussion of ‘authenticity’, which should
be understood in the sense of social and cultural diversity, as will be discussed later. ‘Economic
value’ perhaps the most controversial of all values and the one that generates the most conflict
of interest between various groups in society. As we cannot conserve and utilise all existing or

expected cultural resources in modern society, this value could be useful way for prioritising the

% |n the essay, Lipe indicated Value ‘is not inherent in any cultural items or properties received from the past ...
Value is learned about or discovered in these phenomena by humans, and thus depends on the particular cultural,
intellectual, historical, and psychological frames of reference held by the particular individuals or groups involved.’;
William D. Lipe (1984), p. 2.

27 William D. Lipe (1984), pp. 4-5.

2 |bid., p. 6.

2 |bid., p. 7.
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tasks that lie ahead. However, he gave a forewarning that just pursuing economic goals might
result in damage to the resources themselves or to their non-economic value. So he claimed that
not only monetary value but also utilitarian aspects, such as educational resources, could be
embraced under the term ‘economic value’, since, even if the associative, informational, and
aesthetic values of cultural heritage cannot always ‘pay for themselves’ directly, in monetary

returns, they should be treated as essential values for society to conserve.

For rational heritage conservation, he understood cultural heritage ‘plunges us directly into the
larger common world which exists in the stream of time and hence bridges the mortality of
generations. If the pursuit of our present-day interests is not to destroy the continuance of that
common world, we must keep it in our thoughts; a respect for the rights of the past to exist is
philosophically continuous with a respect for the rights of the future.”3! In this context, it can be
understood that conserving the values of cultural heritage forms a tangible and direct link with
the past, and can help focus our attention on its reality and its potential to contribute to our present

condition.

HERITAGE VALUES INTO HERITAGE POLICIES: VALUES ARRANGED BY THE GETTY
CONSERVATION INSTITUTE (1998-2005)

Three reports from the “Value of Heritage’ project, conducted by the Getty Conservation Institute
(GCI)*? were published from 1998 to 2005 which sought to bridge economic and cultural
approaches to valuing heritage.®® Over an eight-year period of research, the GCI developed the
discourses of heritage values in practical ways, suggesting some methodologies which might
show how various heritage values could be utilised in the context of modern society, with the
objective of improving conservation practice and policy.3* In the first report, Economic and

Heritage Conservation, which was published in 1999, the economic value of cultural heritage

%0 1pid., p. 9.

31 1bid., p. 10.

32 The Getty Conservation Institute (GCI) is a private international research institution dedicated to advancing
conservation practice through the creation and delivery of knowledge. The GCl is located in Los Angeles, USA and
was found in 1985. It ‘serves the conservation community through scientific research, education and training, model
field projects, and the dissemination of the results of both its own work and the work of others in the field" and
"adheres to the principles that guide the work of the Getty Trust: service, philanthropy, teaching, and access.” For
more information, visit the GCI’s website [http://www.getty.edu/conservation/]

3 For reviewing the Values of Heritage Project, visit the Getty Conservation Institute’s project webpage
[http://www.getty.edu/conservation/our_projects/field_projects/values/index.html]

34 Erica Avrami, Randall Mason, and Marta de la Torre, eds. (2000), p. 1.
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was examined. The GCI thought economic considerations should take precedence over cultural,
social, political, and aesthetic values when it comes to making decisions about what is to be
conserved in contemporary society.*® In the second report, Values and Heritage Conservation,
they defined various heritage values in detail and set out a framework to place cultural resources
into ‘heritage’ in the process of embedding values responsive to ever-changing cultural
conditions.®® Assessing the Values of Cultural Heritage, the final report of the Value of Heritage
project, discussed the methods of identifying, articulating, and establishing ‘cultural significance’,
which is determined by the aggregate of values attributed. The report also identified some

drawbacks in value-based assessment in heritage conservation.®’

A notable discussion from these three reports is that the GCI tried to deal with the invisible
aspects of values, such as the spiritual and intangible aspects of cultural heritage, rather than its
physical and tangible aspects. In the second report, published in 2000, it also noted approaches
to heritage values, where those values were particularly focused on the process of heritage
conservation. These approaches can be understood in the same context as the value-based policy-
making that has been implemented by several Western nations’ governmental and non-
governmental bodies. Value-based policy-making, particularly in the heritage field, has been
devised in the course of managing historical cities with urban planning. This can gain momentum
from so called ‘instrumentalisation’ of cultural institutions and programmes, such as UNESCO,
ICOMOS, IUCN and English Heritage, which have emerged over the last thirty years.®

The background to the discourse that made the heritage paradigm shift possible for valuing
intangible aspects is that there was a consensus on heritage conservation, which was seen to be
not merely as an action itself, but as one element of complex, diverse, and even divergent social
processes (the subject of social sciences and humanities). * As briefly mentioned above,

conventional heritage conservation was framed as a technical activity and as top-down

3% Randall Mason, ed. (1999), p. 1.

3 Erica Avrami, Randall Mason, and Marta de la Torre, eds. (2000), p. 7.

37 Marta de la Torre, ed. (2002), pp. 3-4.

% Lisanne Gibson, and John Pendlebury, 'Introduction: Valuing Historic Environments', in Valuing Historic
Environments, ed. by Lisanne Gibson and John Pendlebury (Farnham: Ashgate, 2009), pp. 1-16 (p. 3).

%9 Yahaya Ahmad (2006), p. 297; David Harmon, 'Intangible Values of Protected Areas: What Are They? Why Do
They Matter?', The George Wright Forum, 21/2 (2004), pp. 9-22 (pp. 10-19); Ken Taylor, 'Cultural Heritage
Management: A Possible Role for Charters and Principles in Asia', International Journal of Heritage Studies, 10/5
(2004), pp. 417-433 (p. 420).
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implementation of experts’ knowledge. However, the GCI highlighted that this conventional
practice should take a step further, towards being recognised as a social activity. When it comes
to what is important about cultural heritage, these are important because of the meanings and
uses that people attach to these tangible things and the values they represent intangibly in myriad
and sometimes conflicting ways. These different means of valuing influence negotiations among
various stakeholders and thus shape conservation decision-making. They highlight the way that
conservation, as a field and as a practice, must integrate the assessment of these values, or
‘cultural significance’, into its work and more effectively facilitate such negotiations to embrace
bottom-up public demands posed by the wide variety of stakeholders in conservation efforts,
leading cultural heritage conservation to play a productive role in civil society.*® Based on the
underpinning premise that heritage conservation is an integral part of civil society, the GCI
displayed step-by-step processes and the role of heritage values throughout conservation policy

and its practice in diagrammatic form (see Figure 2-1).4!

VALUES

Figure 2-1 The potential future of conservation policy and practice: in which different aspects of conservation practice, social
contexts, and stakeholders are integrated, connected, and coherent (Source: Erica Avrami, Randall Mason, and Marta de la
Torre, eds. (2000), p. 5).

As seen in the diagram, various values arising from cultural resources evoke interest in the first
step, and that interest drives commitment to protection. Protection will be conducted through
specific planning and management strategies, which finally lead certain interventions in cultural

heritage conservation. That is why it was thought that employing a value-based approach was

40 Erica Avrami, Randall Mason, and Marta de la Torre, eds. (2000), p. 11.
4 1bid., p. 5.
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crucial, in order to incorporate varied heritage values more effectively throughout the whole

process of conservation decision-making.

As a first step to facilitate the approach, the GCI broke down heritage ‘significance’ into
constituent kinds of heritage value, and introduced a provisional typology of heritage values.
They expected the typology to use the views of experts, citizens, communities, governments, and
other stakeholders, so that they could be compared more effectively. They divided cultural
heritage value into two broad categories: ‘socio-cultural values’ and ‘economic values’. Socio-
cultural values are conceived as the traditional core of conservation, which are sub-categorised
to ‘historical’, ‘cultural/symbolic’, ‘social’, ‘spiritual/religious’, and ‘aesthetic’ values. These
values are attached to an object, building, or place because it holds meaning for people or social
groups due to its age, beauty, artistry, or associations with a significant person or event or
otherwise contributes to processes of cultural affiliation. Economic valuing is one of the most
powerful ways in which society identifies, assesses, and decides on the relative value of things.
Economic values are also divided into two sub-categories: ‘use (market) value’, and ‘non-use
(nonmarket) value’ that can be defined in terms of whether heritage can be seen as ‘public good’

in the ‘market’ or not.*?

Likewise, the GCI’s research on heritage values has provided not only a
theoretical and philosophical foundation for value-based policy-making, but also practical

methodologies in heritage conservation.

Value-based approaches by cultural institutions for new perspectives on

heritage policies

The development of ideas of heritage values and the contingent and variable nature of heritage
has gradually begun to permeate heritage practice.** However, even though values are widely
understood to be critical to understanding and planning for heritage conservation, there is little
knowledge about how we value heritage and whose values should be considered in the context

of planning and decision-making.** In this regard, international and local institutions have

42 Randall Mason (2002), pp. 9-13.
43 Lisanne Gibson, and John Pendlebury (2009), p. 7.
4 Marta de la Torre, ed. (2002), p. 5.
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suggested a theoretical context of ‘value driven’ or ‘value-based’ approaches, and applied these

theories to conservation policies in practice.

In the developing process of heritage policies, international and local institutions, especially in
the West, borrowed 1970s and *80s research results on various heritage values in order to adopt
them in the establishment of a new paradigm for cultural heritage. For example, Australia’s
ICOMOS established the Burra Charter to provide guidance for the conservation and
management of places of “cultural significance’;* the U.S National Park Service adopted a more
proactive policy on managing national parks’ resources in ‘historic landscapes’;*® English
Heritage applied the concept of ‘public value’ to inform its framework for managing the ‘historic
environment’;*’ and the Council of Europe’s Faro Convention highlighted a people-centred
focus to cultural heritage, in accordance with evolving society for the democratisation of heritage
policies. Through their endeavours, reflecting the current concerns on heritage, they set the some
specialized methodology, including ‘integrated” and ‘informed’ conservation, and introduced
them to heritage policy-making, employing value-driven planning methodologies that attempted
to incorporate values more effectively through interdisciplinary methods in conservation decision
making.*® Amongst them, a key document for the reflection of these concerns and its influence
on heritage practice worldwide has been the Australian Burra Charter.*°

4 Australia ICOMOS, The Burra Charter: The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance,
(Burra: Australia ICOMOS, 1999).

6 Charles A. Birnbaum, NPS-36: Protecting Cultural Landscapes: Planning, Treatment and Management of
Historic Landscapes (Washington: u.S. National Park Service, 1994);
http://www.nps.gov/hps/tps/briefs/brief36.htm; John Lemons, 'United States' National Park Management: Values,
Policy, and Possible Hints for Others', Environmental Conservation, 14/4 (1987), pp. 329-340.

47 Kate Clark, ‘Capturing the Public Value of Heritage’, in the London Conference, (London: English Heritage,
2006); Gavin Kelly, Geoff Mulgan, and Stephen Muers, Creating Public Value - an Analytical Framework for Public
Service Reform (London: Cabinet Office, 2002).

48 Erica Avrami, Randall Mason, and Marta de la Torre, eds. (2000), p. 4.

49 R. W. Carter, and R. Bramley, 'Defining Heritage Values and Significance for Improved Resource Management:
An Application to Australian Tourism', International Journal of Heritage Studies, 8/3 (2002), pp. 175-199; Fengqi
Qian, 'China’s Burra Charter: The Formation and Implementation of the China Principles', International Journal of
Heritage Studies, 13/3 (2007), pp. 255-264; Emma Waterton, Laurajane Smith, and Gary Campbell, 'The Utility of
Discourse Analysis to Heritage Studies: The Burra Charter and Social Inclusion’, International Journal of Heritage
Studies, 12/4 (2006), pp. 339-355.
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HERITAGE VALUES FROM MONUMENT TO PLACE WITH SYSTEMATIC PROCESS OF
CONSERVATION: THE BURRA CHARTER

In 1979, Australia ICOMOS drafted and adopted a charter for the Conservation of Places of
Cultural Significance, commonly known as the Burra Charter of 1979, which was revised in
1999. It is primarily based on the Venice Charter of 1964, which has received fierce criticism,
particularly on its ‘privileging of authenticity’, and ‘fetishism of the tangible and monumental.’
The Burra Charter reflected these criticisms, and declared a new perspective on the conservation

of cultural heritage.

The most important feature of the charter is that it widens the Venice Charter’s focus on
monuments to a new and extended focus on ‘place’.®® With the pioneering term ‘place’, it

suggests three new key words in heritage conservation.

- place: referring to site, area, land, landscape, building or other work, group of buildings or
other works, and may include components, contents, spaces and views;

- cultural significance: aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present
or future generations;

- fabric: meaning all the physical material of the place.>!

With these three new keywords, the Burra Charter puts great importance on particular values —
‘aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual values’. When an important ‘place’ and its ‘fabric’
alter, it seems to affect its inherent meanings and its ‘cultural significance’ should be defined in
terms of these classified values. In this sense, ‘cultural significance’ plays an essential role as a
reference line for conservation decisions.>® The accompanying guideline to the Burra Charter

explains each heritage value as follows.

%0 Yahaya Ahmad (2006), pp. 292-300.

51 Australia ICOMOS (1999), Article 1.1-3. (highlighted by the author)

52 For discussion of the role of ‘cultural significance’ in heritage management and conservation after the Burra
Charter, see: Michael Pearson and Sharon Sullivan, Looking After Heritage Places (Melbourne: Melbourne
University Press, 1995); James S. Kerr, The Conservation Plan (Sydney: NSW National Trust, 1996); Kate Clark,
ed. Conservation Plan in Action: Proceedings of the Oxford Conference (London: English Heritage, 1999); English
Heritage, Conservation Principles for the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment (London: English
Heritage, 2008); Derek Worthing, and Stephen Bond, Managing Built Heritage: The Role of Cultural Significance
(Oxford: Blackwell, 2008); Neville Agnew, and Martha Demas, eds., Principles for the Conservation of Heritage
Sites in China (Los Angeles: The Getty Conservation Institute, 2004).
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Aesthetic value: includes aspects of sensory perception for which criteria can and should be
stated. Such criteria may include consideration of the form, scale, colour, texture and material
of the fabric; the smells and sounds associated with the place and its use.

Historic value: encompasses the history of aesthetics, science and society, and therefore to a
large extent underlies all of the terms set out in this section. A place may have historic value
because it has influenced, or has been influenced by, an historic figure, event, phase or
activity. It may also have historic value as the site of an important event. For any given place
the significance will be greater where evidence of the association or event survives in situ, or
where the settings are substantially intact, than where it has been changed or evidence does
not survive. However, some events or associations may be so important that the place retains
significance regardless of subsequent treatment.

Scientific value: the research value of a place will depend on the importance of the data
involved, on its rarity, quality or representativeness, and on the degree to which the place may
contribute further substantial information.

Social value: embraces the qualities for which a place has become a focus of spiritual,

political, national or other cultural sentiment to a majority or minority group.>®

The charter highlights the need to follow a planning methodology and a rigorous assessment

procedure.>® In Article 6, based on these defined values, the charter focuses on suggesting a

systematic process of heritage conservation from assessing values of place to understanding

cultural significance to the management of heritage, through authorised interventions by

developed policies (See Figure 2-2).

%3 Australia ICOMOS (1999), p. 12. (highlihgted by the author)
54 Fenggi Qian (2007), p. 257.
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UNDERSTAND THE PLACE

Define the place and its extent

Investigate the place: its history, use,
associations, fabric
Articles 5-7, 12, 26

ASSESS CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE

Assess all values using relevant criteria
Develop a statement of significance
Article 26

IDENTIFY ALL FACTORS AND ISSUES

Identify obligations arising from significance
Identify future needs, resources, opportunities
and constraints, and condition

Articles 6, 12

DEVELOP POLICY
Articles 6-13, 26

900 pjnoys juawabebus Japjoyajyels pue Ayunwwo)

PREPARE A MANAGEMENT PLAN

DEVELOP POLICY

Define priorities, resources, responsibilities
and timing

Develop implementation actions

Articles 14-28

IMPLEMENT THE MANAGEMENT PLAN

MONITOR THE RESULTS
& REVIEW THE PLAN

MANAGE IN
ACCORDANCE
WITH POLICY

Article 26

Figure 2-2 The Burra Charter Process: Sequence of Investigations, decisions and actions. (Source: Australia ICOMOS (2013),
p. 10)

Understanding the cultural significance of place accompanies an understanding of the fabric and
its setting and use in a tangible place. However, as ‘significance’ is the state or quality of
something that is outstanding because it is recognised as especially meaningful by people,
significance also stems from people’s memory and invisible associations with a place.
Emphasising public participation in heritage conservation by referring to the guideline of the
charter, Gibson and Pendlebury highlighted that ‘judging significance is not just an architectural
and archaeological appraisal of fabric, but is also reliant upon incorporating people’s experience.
How place is valued in conservation terms should not, therefore, be undertaken entirely on the
basis of conventional expert values.”®® All things considered, it can be said that the charter opened

up a new chapter in the value-based approach to heritage conservation, as it applied the concept

%5 R. W. Carter, and R. Bramley (2002), pp. 181-183.
% Lisanne Gibson, and John Pendlebury (2009), p. 8.
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of ‘place’ that links natural heritage and cultural values. It also emphasises ‘significance’, as a
medium that connects people’s values and experts’ values. In this way, the charter became a
cornerstone in widening the conceptual boundary of cultural heritage to enable the idea of

conserving extensive places, like landscapes with cultural significance.®’

Above all the Burra Charter has been used as a pivotal reference in promoting social inclusion
in heritage conservation internationally.®® Its commandments and especially its definition of
‘social value’ and ‘cultural significance’ have been influential, particularly in arguing for
community inclusion in the process of heritage conservation.*® The charter’s latest version, in
1999, gave more emphasis to both the intangible aspects of heritage value and importance of
social and cultural value. It describes these as ‘the recognition of less tangible aspects of cultural
significance including those embodied in the use of heritage places, associations with a place and

the meaning that places have a people.”®® On this basis the charter:

recognizes the need to involve people in the decision-making process, particularly those that
have strong associations with a place. These might be as patrons of the corner store, as
workers in a factory or a community guardians of places of special value, whether of

indigenous or European origin.®!

The charter articulates a public-focused assessment of social value and cultural significance. But
this established understanding of the charter was challenged by Waterton et al, who observed a
gap in the charter’s heritage practice between experts and the public. They argued that ‘the
construction of terms such as fabric and cultural significance inherently contradicts attempts of
social inclusion and community participation.’®? They pointed out that the charter’s constructed
notion of fabric is contradicted by its stated recognition of intangible meaning. They thought that
the idea of fabric ‘assumes that cultural heritage is inherently fixed within, thus becoming
physically manifested and subject to conservation, management and other technical practices’ so

the dominating hegemony of the charter remains with heritage professionals and not communities.

5"Jane L. Lennon, 'The Evolution of Landscape Conservation in Australia: Reflections on the Relationship of Nature
and Culture', in The Protected Landscape Approach: Linking Nature, Culture and Community, ed. by Jessica Brown,
et al. (Gland; Cambridge: IUCN, 2005), pp. 205-217 (p. 208).

8 Emma Waterton, Laurajane Smith, and Gary Campbell (2006), pp. 351.

%9 Lisanne Gibson, 'Cultural Landscapes and Identity’, in Valuing Historic Environments, ed. by Lisanne Gibson and
John Pendlebury (Farnham: Ashgate, 2009), pp. 67-92 (pp. 74-75).

80 Australia ICOMOS (1999), Background.

81 Ibid.

52 Emma Waterton, Laurajane Smith, and Gary Campbell (2006), p. 347.
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Waterton et al. argue, ‘participants are contrasted with the experts, pushed into the role of
beneficiaries, and thus made passive’, and that therefore, ‘the idea that the conservation values
of experts might be just another set of cultural values is entirely absent in the discursive

construction of the text, and for that matter all texts of this sort.”®

SIGNIFICANCE FROM HERITAGE VALUES FOR SUSTAINING HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT:
ENGLISH HERITAGE

Based on the spirit of the international charter, various British conservation bodies have
continued debates on the topic of cultural heritage conservation from its principles, policies and
practices. In the development of a specifically British discourse on value-based heritage
conservation, English Heritage (EH) published a significant statement, Sustaining Historic
Environment.®* This brief 1997 discussion paper has been recognised as opening viewpoints
towards heritage issues that include the concept of ‘sustainability’ and ‘public involvement’ in

decision-making.%®

A widely quoted definition of sustainability was provided by the Brundtland Commission of the
United Nations in 1987 as a part of the concept of ‘sustainable development’. They defined
sustainable development as ‘development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” %® While this
comprehensive concept was viewed as being vague and imprecise,®’ the term has extended from
the environmental sphere to economic, social and even cultural policy since the adoption of the
Local Agenda 21 strategies, 1992. As a consequence of this growing agenda of sustainability,
UK governmental strategy on sustainable development has assimilated economic growth and
environmental protection, with four principal goals of sustainable development: social progress;

8 1bid., p. 350.

8 English Heritage, Sustaining the Historic Environment: New Perspectives on the Future (London: English
Heritage, 1997); http://www.ihbc.org.uk/context_archive/55/historicenvironment_dir/historicenvironment_s.htm

8 Graham Fairclough, 'The Cultural Context of Sustainability: Heritage and Living', in Heritage and Beyond, ed. by
Daniel Therond and Anna Trigona (Paris: Council of Europe, 2009), pp. 125-127; Lisanne Gibson, and John
Pendlebury (2009), pp. 1-16.

% World Commission on Environment and Developemnt, Our Common Future (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1987); http://ww.un-documents.net/ocf-02.htm

57 Andrea Ross, Jeremy Rowan-Robinson, and William Walton, 'Sustainable Development in Scotland: The Role of
Scottish Natural Heritage', Land Use Policy, 12/3 (1995), pp. 237-252 (p. 237).
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environmental protection; prudent use of natural resources; and maintenance of high and stable

levels of economic growth and performance.®

In the surge in the application of sustainable development principles across governmental
agencies in the UK in the mid-1990s, EH first approached the relationship between sustainability
and the historic environment in the cultural heritage field. The concept they took was a unique,
heritage-specific discourse on the notion of sustainability. In their 1997 discussion paper,
Sustaining Historic Environments, the concept of sustainability was employed as a reference to
‘people’, linking past to future.®® It asserted that the public identify with the past and draw from
heritage a sense of belonging and a quality of life. The paper encapsulates the point with

discourses of heritage values and its significance:

Our archaeology, historic buildings and gardens, towns and historic landscapes were all
created by people in the past but in addition this heritage owes its present value and
significance to peoples’ perceptions and opinions or in other words to their personal beliefs

and values.”

EH considers heritage is not solely confined to buildings, spaces and archaeological remains, as
set out in legislation. The importance of cultural heritage extends beyond this in defining ‘local
distinctiveness’ that people associate with valued parts of their local and ordinary environment.
EH’s position is about ‘helping people to develop an understanding of the whole of their historic
environment so they can contribute their own perspectives to the debate about what is important

and what should be conserved or changed.”’

To broaden the view of what people value in the historic environment, EH discussed the
multiplicity of values that shape conservation decisions, believing that these values can also
arouse the need for public participation (beyond experts) in heritage conservation. Such heritage

values are divided into six categories, as follows:

8 UK Government, Sustainable Development: The UK Strategy (London: HM Stationery Office, 1994); A
Better Quality of Life: A Strategy for Sustainable Development for the United Kingdom, (London: UK Government,
1999); from: http://collections.europarchive.org/tna/20080530153425/http://www.sustainable-
development.gov.uk/publications/uk-strategy99/index.htm

8 Michael Stubbs, 'Heritage-Sustainability: Developing a Methodology for the Sustainable Appraisal of the Historic
Environment', Planning Practice & Research, 19/3 (2004), pp. 285-305 (p. 289).

0 English Heritage (1997), p.1.

" Ibid.
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Cultural values: the historic environment helps to define a sense of place and provides a
context for everyday life. Its appreciation and conservation fosters distinctiveness at local,
regional and national level. It reflects the roots of our society and records its evolution.
Educational and academic values: the historic environment is a major source of
information about our ancestors, the evolution of their society and the characteristics of past
environments. It provides a means for new generations to understand the past and their own
culture. We can also use archaeology to learn about the long-term impact (and sustainability
or otherwise) of past human activity and development, and to use this knowledge when
planning our future.

Economic values: the historic environment can make a significant contribution to economic
development by encouraging tourism, but more generally it also supports viable communities
by creating good environments where people will prefer to live and work.

Resource values: longer-lived buildings usually make better use of the energy and resources
that were used during their construction, and reuse is usually more economically than is the
case where demolition and redevelopment take place. Conservation is inherently sustainable.
Recreational values: the historic environment plays a very significant role in providing for
people’s recreation and enjoyment. Increasingly, the past and its remains in the present are a
vital part of people’s everyday life and experiences.

Aesthetic values: archaeology and historic buildings make a major contribution to the
aesthetic quality of townscapes and landscapes, enhancing the familiar scenes of our historic

towns and villages and giving historic depth and interest to our countryside.”?

EH also suggested six steps for the identification of issues to be considered in the quest for a

greater understanding of the value of the historic environment in order to achieve the aims of

sustainability. What is important here is that EH gives much weight to the conservation of locally

valued distinctiveness and the general public’s contribution, not just of experts. More importantly,

EH manifests the need to focus on ‘landscape’ and ‘place’ in heritage practice rather than

buildings and fabric. ”® The key to this approach was the concept of ‘character’, which was

articulated in the 1967 Conservation Area legislation, while more recent influences include

‘Landscape Character Assessment and the English Heritage Historic Landscape Project’ of 1992-

"2 |bid., p.5. (highlighted by the author)
3 Michael Stubbs (2004), pp. 285-305.
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4." Aiming to develop the public understanding of their surrounding historic environments, EH
developed character-based approaches to assessing and understanding the historic landscape,
which take a holistic view of the whole landscape in preference to selective designation. One of
the value-based approaches in practice that they have taken is ‘historic landscape characterisation
(HLC)’. HLC interprets the whole landscape as a continuous cover based on variations in historic
development. The resulting HLC map looks like ecologists’ habitat maps or soil scientists’ soil
maps (see Figure 2-3); however, this HLC-type approach provides a mechanism to facilitate
communication, both between the various academic and professional disciplines concerned with
landscape and amongst different groups of the wider public.” The HLC programme has been
implemented in two thirds of England by 2012. Its projects have produced interactive G1S-based
descriptions of the historic dimension - the ‘time-depth’ — that not only characterises English
historic environments, but also facilitates interactions between experts and local communities

through an online web-page.”®

»sed Land

tal Ground

Rough Ground

M Upland Woods
Bl Reservoirs

Figure 2-3 (left) Mapping the progress of English Heritage’s HLC programme at April 2004; (right) an extract from the
Cornwall HLC map for the Bondrugan Area. (Source: Jo Clark et al. (2004), p. 2)

4 Graham Fairclough, and Paul Chadwick, eds., Yesterday's World, Tomorrow's Landscape: The English Heritage
Historic Landscape Project 1992-94 (London: English Heritage, 1999), p. 54,

5 Oscar Aldred, and Graham Fairclough, Historic Landscape Characterisation - Taking Stock of the Method
(London: English Heritage, 2003); Jo Clark, John Darlington, and Graham Fairclough, Using Historic Landscape
Characterisation (London: English Heritage, 2004); Sam Turner, 'Historic Landscape Characterisation: A
Landscape Archaeology for Research, Management and Planning', Landscape Research, 31/4 (2006), pp. 385-398
(p. 386).

76 English Heritage provides the web page of the 'Historic Landscpae Character’; http://www.english-
heritage.org.uk/professional/research/landscapes-and-areas/characterisation/historic-landscape-
character/?utm_source=nav.1293&utm_medium=redirect&utm_campaign=redirect.
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The 1997 paper, Sustaining Historic Environment, also highlighted the need to see heritage not
as a fragile resource to be kept safe, but urges that people ‘should not be afraid of creating
tomorrow’s historic environment or of using our historic and archaeological resources for the
benefit of the present, as long as we do so wisely.”’” This approach paves the way for a new
discourse of disciplines and practices in heritage conservation; developed in 2006, EH produced
the draft, Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of
the Historic Environment, or EH principles (revised in 2008)."® This draft is intended not only to
guide EH staff on conservation practice, but also to be read and used by local authorities, property

owners, developers and professional advisers.

It redefines the term heritage conservation to involve ‘people managing change to a significant
place in its setting in ways that sustain, reveal or reinforce its cultural and natural heritage values’
and declares that conservation ‘is not limited to physical intervention, for it includes such
activities as the interpretation and sustainable use of places...Change to a significant place is
inevitable...Decisions about change to significant places may be influenced by a range of
interests. They may involve balancing the heritage values of what exists now against the
predicted benefits and disbenefits of the proposed intervention; that is to say, the public interest
in the historic environment, with other, usually inter-related, public and private interests (See
Figure 2-4).>"°

By understanding
the histaric environment

~ peaple value it
/ N\

/ A\

From enjoying By valuing
the historic environment it they will want
comes a thirst to to care for it
understand /

\ﬁ\ By caring

for it they will help
pecple enjoy it

Figure 2-4 The Heritage Cycle (Source: English Heritage (2008), p. 3.)

7 English Heritage (1997), p.6.
78 (2008).
78 English Heritage (2008), pp. 43-44.
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Reflecting the main concept of the Burra Charter and EH’s previous discourse on sustainability
in heritage conservation, EH principles puts the concept of ‘significance’ at the core of these
principles in the course of assessing cultural heritage in a systematic and consistent process.
‘Significance’ is the term EH understands as the sum of all the heritage values attached to a place,
be it a building, an archaeological site or a larger historic area such as whole village or
landscape.®® It assumes ‘sustainable management of a place begins with understanding and
defining how, why, and to what extent it has cultural and natural heritage values: in sum, its
significance.” For this, they believe ‘comprehensive thought about the range of inter-related
heritage values that may be attached to a place’ should precede decision-making in heritage
conservation, because, they claim, ‘balanced and justifiable decisions about change in the historic
environment depend upon understanding who values a place and why they do so, leading to a
clear statement of its significance and, with it, the ability to understand the impact of the proposed

change on that significance.’8!

To allow experts and the public to be able to participate in sharing their knowledge in the process
of assessing and articulating the significance of the place for making decision about its future,

EH re-suggested four-grouped heritage values (See Figure 2-5 & Figure 2-6).

» Evidential value: derives from the potential of a place to yield evidence about past human activity.

- Natural: Sources of information about the evolution of the planet and life those are valued
from geology, landforms, species and habitats.

- Cultural: Physical remains or genetic lines of past human activities that are the primary
source of evidence about the substance and evolution of places, and of the people and cultures
that made them.

» Historic value: derives from the ways in which past people, events and aspects of life can be
connected through a place to the present.

- llustrative: representative of a particular period, the perception of a place as a link between
past and present people

- Associative: representative of particular people, events or movements.

»  Aesthetic value: derives from the ways in which people draw sensory and intellectual stimulation

from a place.

8 |bid. p. 27.
81 |bid. p. 67.
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- Design: the aesthetic qualities generated by the conscious design of a building, structure or
landscape as a whole
- Artistic: when the design is explicitly artistic, by the hand of or on the instruction of an artist
- Artless: not the result of conscious design, but a combination of natural and artificial elements,
or the action of nature on human works by the passage of time.
- Sublime: causing the sense of inspiring awe or fear
»  Communal value: derives from the meanings of a place for the people who relate to it, or for whom
it figures in their collective experience or memory. Communal values are closely bound up with
historical (particularly associative) and aesthetic values, but tend to have additional and specific
aspects.
- Commemorative: reflecting the meanings of a place for those who draw part of their identity
from it, or have emotional links to it.
- Social: associated with places that people perceive as a source of identity, distinctiveness,
social interaction and coherence.
- Spiritual: attached to places can emanate from the beliefs and teachings of an organised

religion, or reflect past or present-day perceptions of the spirit of place.®?

HERITAGE

VALUES

Figure 2-5 The significance of a place is the sum of its heritage values. (Source: English Heritage (2008), p.24.)

82 |bid. pp. 27-32. (added by the author).
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Evidential Historical

The Significance lies
chiefly in ...

Aesthetic Communal

Figure 2-6 Template for recording cultural resources, used in Exploring Constructive Conservation workshop, held by
English Heritage, aimed at local authorities, developers and NGOs on 03 October 2012, in Blackpool.

To sum up, EH principles sees that heritage conservation is about managing change to sustain
the historic environment for people, both present and future. The principles assert that the entire
conservation process should be based on understanding the significance of heritage, as assessed
and articulated from various heritage values through public participation. The document
acknowledges that there is a potential gap between historic environments and everyday
environments, which may cause conflicts between experts and the public. The former are mainly
validated by experts on conservation, while the latter is what people may value in their daily life
and may underpin local distinctiveness and identity through their surrounding environments. For
this reason, the EH principles highlight the importance of recognising non-expert values
particularly strongly, saying that they can be informed by securing wider public participation in
heritage conservation debates. From this standpoint, the heritage paradigm was advanced to a

new paradigm, ‘democratisation of cultural heritage policies’.

HERITAGE VALUES BY A HERITAGE COMMUNITY FOR DEMOCRATISATION HERITAGE
POLICIES: FARO CONVENTION
A recent international statement on the values of the historic environment and its conservation

process, interpreted in a European context, came from a small Portuguese city, Faro, in 2005.
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Ratified by the Council of Europe (CoE), the Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural
Heritage for Society, or the Faro Convention®® stands on strong foundations, including the
democratisation and potential inclusivity of cultural heritage and the recognition of heritage’s

contribution to identity and social cohesion, as well as sustainability.

The aim of the convention was to provide European countries with a framework of reference for
heritage policies. This discourse was based on the awareness of the growing importance of

cultural heritage issues, which existing instruments did not affirm.

- Sustainable development: cultural heritages are seen as precious resources in the integration
of the different dimensions of development: cultural, ecological, economic, social and
political. Cultural heritage is valuable for its own sake and for the contribution it can make to
other policies;

- Globalisation: cultural heritages are resources for the protection of cultural diversity and
sense of place in the face of growing standardisation;

- Renewed awareness of the cultural identity dimension in conflicts: cultural heritages are

resources on which to develop dialogue, democratic debate and openness between cultures.3*

With these critical recognitions for cultural heritage today in mind, the convention combines
conventional notions of cultural heritage with the idea that heritage also needs to be considered
pluralistically in socio-cultural and political contexts. 8 In this respect, it offers a holistic

definition of cultural heritage, as follows;

Cultural heritage is a group of resources inherited from the past which people identify,
independently of ownership, as a reflection and expression of their constantly evolving values,
beliefs, knowledge and traditions. It includes all aspects of the environment resulting from

the interaction between people and places through time.2®

This definition acknowledges that the convention goes one step further than the concept of

‘historic environment” and ‘sustainability’. Before the convention, the discourse of ‘sustaining

8 Council of Europe, Council of Europe Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society (Faro
Convention) (Faro: Council of Europe, 2005a).

84 , Explanatory Report to the Framework Convention of the Council of Europe on the Value of Cultural
Heritage for Society (Faro: Council of Europe, 2005b), p. 2.

8 Lisanne Gibson, and John Pendlebury (2009), pp. pp. 8-9.

8 Council of Europe (2005a).
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historic environment’ was mainly concerned with preserving tangible aspects of the inherited
environment,®’ simply as a process for environmental protection or green issues, regardless of
the sacrifice of human rights. The Faro Convention, however, offers a new perspective on
sustainability as it adds a new conceptual and socio-cultural terminology, ‘a heritage community’,

as follows;

A heritage community consists of people who value specific aspects of cultural heritage
which they wish, within the framework of public action, to sustain and transmit to future

generations.®

These two pluralistic definitions, ‘cultural heritage’ and ‘heritage community’, are considered to
break new ground in heritage policies of European countries. The convention understands
‘sustainability’ as a socio-cultural phenomenon that speaks directly to the relationship between
people and the world.®® In other words, conservation policies for cultural heritage should not
merely be understood as an array of restorative and punitive processes, but should have the
objective of promoting the well-being of individuals and the wider expectations of society for a
sustainable ‘heritage community’. It deals firmly and thoroughly with how people live; with
people-based issues such as quality of life; with place-based issues such as the concept of
landscape as cadre de vie; and with society and social responsibilities.®® In these regards, the
Faro Convention associates the need of most individuals to value one or more heritages as their
right to participate in cultural life®! as referred in the 1948 United Nations Universal Declaration
of Human Rights.%2 The accompanying commentary claims this to be an innovation of the

convention.®

87 (2005b), p. 8.

8 (2005a), (Article 2-b).

8 Graham Fairclough, p. 125.

% Ibid., p. 125.

% Daniel Thérond, 'Benefits and Innovations of the Council of Europe Framework Convention on the Value of
Cultural Heritage for Society', in Heritage and Beyond, ed. by Daniel Thérond and Anna Trigona (Paris: Council of
Europe, 2009), pp. 9-11 (p. 10).

92 The Faro Convention refers to the 1948 United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights, ‘Recognizing
that every person has a right to engage with the cultural heritage of their choice, while respecting the rights and
freedoms of others...’

9 Council of Europe (2005b).
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Bringing human rights into heritage conservation allowed the heritage community to raise
awareness of the public’s pluralistic democratic engagement in heritage policies. Thus Article

12a has an intention to encourage everyone to participate in:

- The process of identification, study, interpretation, protection, conservation and presentation
of the cultural heritage;
- Public reflection and debate on the opportunities and challenges which the cultural heritage

represents.®

The developed notion of heritage values in the convention also widens its perspective, referring
to the complex idea of ‘valorisation’. ‘Valorisation’ is ‘like cultural heritage itself, multi-
dimensional: it involves ‘giving value to’ the ethical, cultural, ecological, economic, social and
political dimensions of a heritage. As a resource for personal and communal development,
cultural heritage is an asset which requires preservation, and thus its valorisation can be
considered as one factor of development.”® In other words, value-based approaches in heritage
practice are no longer limited to expert-driven control and legal restriction; rather, the major trend
has shifted to identifying multi-dimensional values by social inclusion for the sustainable use of

the cultural heritage.

The discussion to conserve and manage cultural heritage sustainably and democratically is based
on earlier studies about plural heritage values. However, in the face of significant threats against
our societies, such as demographic change, lifestyle and mobility, population movement,
responses to climate change and social inequity, these previous discussions on heritage values do
not go far enough. Confronting these vital issues, the Faro Convention understands that society
should be soundly built on all three of the ‘legs’ of the sustainable development tripod,
confirming that sustainability is a cultural as much as an environmental or ecological issue. The
convention sees the conservation of cultural heritage as being intrinsic to sustainable
development ‘as a central factor in the mutually supporting objectives of sustainable
development, cultural diversity and contemporary creativity’ between generations in one

evolving society.*®

% (2005a), Article 12-a.
% (2005b), p. 10.
9% (2005a), Article 5.
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In terms of cultural diversity, the convention attempts to expand viewpoints from the UNESCO
Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity, which was published in 2001.°% The Faro
Convention also recognises the important synergy between cultural heritage and cultural diversity.
It highlights how cultural heritage can be utilised sustainably to create favourable social,
environmental, and economic conditions for the survival of diverse heritage communities. While
previous discussions on heritage value have concentrated on the need to conserve that heritage,
and on how it should be protected, this framework convention prepares the ground for a range of
methods which use cultural heritage wisely, and concentrates on why an object in that heritage

community and in that place should be ‘accorded value’.%

For this purpose, it claims heritage is not merely a discrete issue of protection or conservation,
but should be a key factor in mainstream policy and politics. In this regard, Faro asks for more
discussions on heritage value in the process of making innovative policy tools. In general, the
Faro Convention defines a range of heritage policy tools covering the following topics: heritage
strategy; modernisation of the legal framework and the public sector; programmes supporting
civil society initiatives; tools for improving mobility and exchange of people; knowledge and
ideas; digitalisation of cultural heritage as an integral part of information society policies; and
development and land-use planning instruments, encompassing heritage impact assessment,
integrated conservation of natural and cultural heritage and quality objectives in contemporary
additions and the related production of building material and the building sector in general. All
these policy tools focus on diminishing environmental risks and social conflicts, in an attempt to
contribute to the mitigation of negative impacts of development and globalisation on cultural

heritage.%

% UNESCO, UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity (Paris: UNESCO, 2001), p. 13; This
Declaration is constituted by 12 Articles; Article 1, titled "Cultural diversity, the common heritage of humanity",
states that "As a source of exchange, innovation and creativity, cultural diversity is as necessary for humankind as
biodiversity is for the nature. In this sense, it is the common heritage of humanity and should be recognized and
affirmed for the benefit of present and future generations."
% Council of Europe (2005b), p. 5-6; This intention can be found in Section Il — Contribution of cultural heritage to
society and human development of the convention, particularly in Articles 9-a and 10-c.
“To sustain the cultural heritage, the Parties undertake to promote respect for the integrity of the cultural heritage
by ensuring that decisions about change include an understanding of the cultural values involved (Article 9-a).’
‘In order to make full use of the potential of the cultural heritage as a factor in sustainable economic
development, the Parties undertake to ensure that these policies respect the integrity of the cultural heritage
without compromising its inherent values (Article 10-c).”
% Jelka Pirkovi¢, 'Unpacking the Convention into Challenging Actions for Member States', in Heritage and Beyond,
ed. by Daniel Therond and Anna Trigona (Paris: Council of Europe, 2009), pp. 23-27 (p. 27).
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Thus, it can be said that, from the Faro Convention, both internationally and locally, the heritage
field has an agenda to follow, whereby heritage management practice and its policy have sought
to democratize, embracing more pluralistic definitions of heritage and more inclusive processes

of management, in a constantly evolving society.

Summary

Prior to considering ways of developing value-based approaches to scenic sites, Chapter 2
analysed previous studies in heritage conservation and the ways in which paradigms have
changed with the times. The most important conclusions about the value-based heritage

discourses are as follows:

« The future challenges of the heritage field are expected to stem not only from heritage objects
and sites themselves, but also from the contexts in which society embeds them;

» The approach to cultural heritage conservation has been concerned ultimately not with the
restrictions designed to keep things, but with the management of the entire built environment;

 Cultural heritage has been recognised as something that changes and evolves continuously
as a consequence of its diversity, which ultimately makes a contribution to its sustainability;

« New values and meanings are now being ascribed to particular landscapes, many of which
previously were not considered of particular significance;

* The idea of ‘value’ has become central to both the study of cultural heritage and the
establishment of new interdisciplinary frameworks for cultural heritage policies;

*  “Value-based approaches’ in heritage practice are no longer limited to expert-driven control
and legal restrictions; rather, the major trend has shifted to identifying multi-dimensional
values by social inclusion for the sustainable use of cultural heritage.

« Conservation policies for cultural heritage should have the objective of promoting the well-
being of individuals and the wider expectations of society for a sustainable ‘heritage

community’;
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Management decisions in value-based approach flow from understanding all multi-
dimensional values, both tangible and intangible, and the resulting management decisions
must be participatory and involve local people in a significant way;

Clearer guidance for incorporating various heritage values throughout the whole process of
conservation decision-making (understanding significance, developing policy and managing
in accordance with that policy) should be provided to both experts and heritage community;
Values that appear to be in conflict should be carefully examined and reconstructed to
determine whether there is really a conflict and, if so, exactly what it is; and

Once values are clearly articulated and the appropriate management actions are determined,
ways of measuring success and change must be identified and adopted. Monitoring and

follow-up are essential to achieving sustainable cultural heritage.
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Chapter 3

Cultural Landscape and Heritage Landscape Conservation

This chapter reviews the theory and practice of cultural landscape studies, as it has been
established in the mainstream of international heritage fields in the last two decades. Cultural
landscapes present human perspectives of nature as it has been seen through the lens of culture.
This theoretical foundation embraces diverse cultural perspectives on landscapes and provides a
platform for today’s dialogue between different cultures on the meanings of landscape. In this
context, the origin and changing paradigm of cultural landscape is reviewed before providing a
rational conservation framework for a discussion of scenic sites in Korea, which will refer to the
Western discourse of cultural landscape. This review is expected to provide new perspectives on

the meaning of scenic sites and indicate how they lead to the conservation of these new values.

Today the concept of heritage is much broader than in the past, and the idea has been expanded
to cover the entire built environment, especially extended to a landscape scale (see Chapter 2).
Landscapes are a palimpsest, rich with traces of a wide range of cultural processes arising out of
the inter-relationships between humans and their environment in the past, intertwining with the
present and embodying a full range of human values in their historical development.? As concern
about vanishing historic landscapes and new emerging landscapes has surged over recent years,®
people have reacted by developing their own strategies to conserve them. In this circumstance,
cultural landscape theories have become the new paradigm in the cultural heritage field from the
1990s, and a number of countries have set special heritage policies to conserve their outstanding
or historic landscapes as a way of maintaining their national identity.* These discourses have led

to the emergence of new heritage values and meaning which are now being ascribed to particular

1 Jukka Jokilehto, 'World Heritage: Defining the Outstanding Universal Value', City & Time, 2/2 (2006), pp. 1-10
(p-1).

2Lionella Scazzosi, 'Reading and Assessing the Landscape as Cultural and Historical Heritage', Landscape Research,
29/4 (2004), pp. 335-355 (p. 339).

3 Marc Antrop, 'Why Landscapes of the Past Are Important for the Future', Landscape and Urban Planning, 70/1-2
(2005), pp. 21-34.

4 Ran-Ky Kim, 'New Evolution of Cultural Landscapes in Cultural Heritages Conservation', Journal of Architectural
History, 14/4 (2005), pp. 288-304.
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landscapes, many of which previously were not considered of particular significance.® One
international policy based approach at the centre of this movement is World Heritage Cultural
Landscape by UNESCO.

Scenic sites, a type of legally defined cultural property in Korea and the only policy for the
conservation of landscape in heritage context, are quite similar to UNESCO’s World Heritage
Cultural Landscapes. In general, scenic sites are considered as cultural landscape by Korean
scholars because they possess outstanding or extraordinary natural beauty in a picturesque
landscape, or have a designed garden with a historic building. Most designated scenic sites are a
‘place’ in which people have shared and valued subjective ‘meanings’ in everyday life, hidden
behind ‘renowned’ landscape which has formed a meaningful background to Korean folk culture

or historical culture, so scholars commonly call them cultural landscape.®

The concept of cultural landscape has experienced difficulty in Korea, both in theory and in
practice, as it is a foreign term. The concept first came to public attention quite recently, when
there was an effort by scholars and local governments around it to designate Jirisan Mountain as
a World Heritage Cultural Landscape. Before the concept came to Korea, the term ‘cultural
landscape’ had only limited use within the field of human geography imported from the West.
Research on cultural landscape in the field of landscape and heritage studies conducted in Korea
are few, but have taken on the semantic concept of the cultural landscape. In terms of explaining
the relationship between people and nature, the Korean focus has been on philosophies, literature,
arts and settlements, so Koreans seem to have a deep understanding of the essence of cultural
landscapes, but have been confused by the Western term, ‘cultural landscape’, and by heritage

policies based on the Western concept.

5 Paul Claval, 'Changing Conceptions of Heritage and Landscape', in Heritage, Memory and the Politics of Identity:
New Perspectives on the Cultural Landscape, ed. by Niamh Moore and Yvonne Whelan (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007),
pp. 85-93 (p. 88).

& Hak-Beom Kim, 'The Present and Task of Korean Scenic Sites', in International Symposium on the Present and
Future of the Scenic Sites, ed. by National Research Institute of Cultural Heritage (Seoul: National Research Institute
of Cultural Heritage, 2009), pp. 338-364; Jong-Han Jeon, ‘A New Reading of Landscape and Place’, in the Gaze of
Human Geograph, ed. by Jong-Han Jeon, et al. (Seoul: Sahoepyeongron, 2012), pp. 239-269 (p. 265).
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The rise of Cultural Landscapes

THE ORIGIN OF CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

The original concept of ‘cultural landscape’ can be traced back in both Chinese and European
traditions of landscape painting. Chinese landscape painting mainly dealt with shan-shui
(mountain-water, 1L7K), widely developing in the 11" century under the Song dynasty. This
painting style later transferred to neighbouring countries, for example in Korean painting
(AF<+ 3}, sansu-wha) and Japanese print (7548, ukiyo-e) (see Chapter 4). However, it can be
said that the modern concept of ‘cultural landscape’ is rooted in European landscape art, led by
the Flemish and the Italians in the 15" and 16" centuries, the Dutch in the 17" century, the
English, French and Germans in the 18" and 19" centuries. It influenced the view of landscape
in the West, as they painted landscapes in terms of their human content and interest, whether

rural scenery, or during the Romantic Movement, as a picture of wild spaces.’

Landscape is a both a way of viewing the environment surrounding us and a means of describing
the environment in order to include both its natural and cultural aspects,® so land-shaping,
describes an environment shaped by human activities, and takes a meaning which is attached to
the surroundings and embodied in them. While landscape painting is a mode of representation
that turns ideas and values about the scene depicted into symbols, the construction of monuments,
lakes, gardens, groves and avenues turns the land itself into a symbol in a process which colonizes

nature by landscape.®

‘Cultural landscape’ describes a human-made artefact with associated cultural process values
manifest in the land itself. It encapsulates a holistic view of landscape with its morphology

resulting from the interplay between cultural values, customs and land-use practices,*° which is

" UNESCO World Heritage Centre, World Heritage Cultural Landscapes - A Handbook for Conservation and
Management. ed. by UNESCO World Heritage Centre. Vol. 26, World Heritage Papers (Paris: UNESCO World
Heritage Centre, 2009). p.17.

8 Marc Antrop (2005), pp. 21-34.

% Jane L. Lennon, 'Cultural Heritage Management', in Managing Protected Areas: A Global Guide, ed. by Michael
Lockwood, et al. (London: Routledge, 2006), pp. 448-473 (p. 454); Kenneth R. Olwig, 'Sexual Cosmology: Nation
and Landscape at the Conceptual Interstices of Nature and Culture, or What Does Landscape Really Mean', in
Landscape: Politics and Perspectives, ed. by Barbara Bender (Oxford: Berg, 1993), pp. 307-343.

10 Ken Taylor (2012), pp. 23; John Wylie, Landscape (Oxon: Routledge, 2007).
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also called ‘an active scene of practice’.!! In this sense, the value of cultural landscape can be
found in the practices by which people have shaped the land, as well as in myth, beliefs, stories

and other productions.*?

The basic idea of the scholarly term ‘cultural landscape’ derived from the studies of German and
French geographers in the middle and later 19" century.'® Though the terminology was not
always the same, the French geographers represented by Paul Vidal de la Blache wrote of ‘pays’,
while German counterparts led by Richthofen took Landschaften. The French school of
geographie humanine conceived the idea of ‘genre de vie’, which is the notion that the lifestyle
of a certain region reflects the economic, social, ideological and psychological identities
embedded in the landscape.’* In his 1899 speech, Paul Vidal de la Blache (1845-1918) claimed
that geography is the study of small homogeneous areas, popularly recognised in French as ‘pays’,
interpreted as having their own unique characteristics and their own personalities as a result of
human influences. In addition, he insisted that ‘pays’ are normally characterised by particular
sets of natural and cultural contributions and processes that distinguish ‘pays’ from another
district. With these notions, ‘pays’ are explained as very special cultural landscapes, set in
physical environments that place limits on human activity, but at the same time offer
opportunities for creative development in terms of styles of living.*®

About the same time, from 1883 onwards, the German school was spurring on the study of
chorology, or regional studies, whose discourses started from the physical landscape but
developed to seek human interaction with it.*® One of the scholarly endeavours that significantly
contributed to the development of ideas and methodology was the study of Kulturlandschaft,

which refers to an area modified by human activity as opposed to the primeval natural landscape,

11 Kenneth R. Olwig, 'The Practice of Landscape ‘Conventions’ and the Just Landscape: The Case of the European
Landscape Convention', Landscape Research, 32/5 (2007), pp. 579-594 (p. 587).

12 UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2009), p.17.

13 peter J. Fowler, World Heritage Cultural Landscapes 1992 - 2002. ed. by UNESCO World Heritage Centre. Vol.
6, World Heritage Papers (Paris: UNESCO World Heritage Centre, 2003), p.16.

14 Peter J. Howard, An Introduction to Landscape (Surrey: Ashgate, 2011), pp. 11-12.

15 John Aitchison, 'Cultural Landscape in Europe: A Geographical Perspective', in Cultural Landscapes of Universal
Value: Components of a Global Strategy, ed. by Bernd von Droste, et al. (New York: UNESCO, 1995), pp. 272-288;
Graeme Aplin, 'World Heritage Cultural Landscapes', International Journal of Heritage Studies, 13/6 (2007), pp.
427-446; Daniel O'Hare, "'Tourism and Small Coastal Settlements: A Cultural Landscape Approach for Urban Design'
(unpublished doctoral thesis, Oxford Brookes University, 1997), pp. 275-276.

16 Graeme Aplin (2007), pp. 427-446; Geoffrey J. Martin, All Possible Worlds: A History of Geographical Ideas. 4th
edn (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), pp. 166-169.
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which was first defined by Friedrich Ratzel (1844-1904).1” The concept was widely discussed
and disseminated by German social geographers such as Schlitter, Ratzel and Boas. They led the
concept of cultural landscapes, shaped by people, in opposition to the physical determinism

school of geography.

The German morphologist Otto Schlttter (1872-1959) saw geography focusing on landscape as
a cultural product, rather than in terms of natural settings. He understood the landscape itself as
a primary source of data for mapping the historic-geographical regional atlas, explaining
landscape patterns according to the way of life of inhabitants in their local context. Meanwhile,
Franz Boas (1858-1942), who was also an anthropologist, embraced the idea that different
cultures adjust to similar environments, and taught a historicist mode which conceptualised the
environment under a description, ‘historical-particularism’.!® Boas, called ‘the father of modern
anthropology’, argued that it was important to understand that the cultural traits of societies, their
behaviours, beliefs and symbols, and he highlighted the necessity of examining them in their
local context to aid in their analysis.*® His pioneering research and ideas on anthropology and
geography in terms of cultural relativism remain central to present-day interest in the concept of

cultural landscape, where ‘landscape is a clue to culture’.?°

From these bread-and-butter studies on cultural landscape, the theory has stretched to three
academic perspectives; exploring the morphology of landscape, landscape as symbol and

landscape as place.

17 Michael Jones, 'The Concept of Cultural Landscape: Discourse and Narratives', in Landscape Interfaces: Cultural
Heritage in Changing Landscapes, ed. by Hannes Palang and Gary Fry (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 2003), pp. 21-51 (p.
33).

18 David N. Livingstone, The Geographical Tradition: Episodes in the History of a Contested Enterprise (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1992); Ken Taylor, and Jane L. Lennon, 'Cultural Landscapes: A Bridge between Culture and Nature?',
International Journal of Heritage Studies, 17/6 (2011), pp. 537-554 (p.539).

1% Franz Boas, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Franz_Boas

20 peirce F. Lewis, 'Axioms for Reading the Landscape: Some Guides to the American Scene', in The Interpretation
of Ordinary Landscapes, ed. by Donald W. Meining (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979), pp. 11-32.
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MODERN ACADEMIC DISCOURSES ON CULTURAL LANDSCAPE IN THE WEST

Morphology of Landscape: visible landscape and its experience

Against the background of the early discussions in Europe, the term ‘cultural landscape’ and the
particular idea it embraced, were introduced into American thought by Carl O. Sauer and the
Berkeley School of human geographers in the 1920s and 1930s.2! In his 1925 essay on ‘The
Morphology of Landscape’, Carl O. Sauer introduced the English term ‘cultural landscape’. He

argued that a cultural landscape expressed the ways of life in a place. He said:

The cultural landscape is fashioned from a natural landscape by a cultural group. Culture is
the agent, the natural area the medium, the cultural landscape is the result. Under the influence
of a given culture, itself changing through time, the landscape undergoes development,
passing through phases and probably reaching ultimately the end of its cycle of development.
With the introduction of a different, that is, alien culture, a rejuvenation of the landscape set
in, or a new landscape is superimposed on remnants of an older one. The natural landscape
is of course of fundamental importance, for it supplies the materials out of which the cultural

landscape is formed. The shaping force, however, lies in culture itself.?2

This definition reflects not only Sauer’s individual interests, but also theoretical issues that
remain critical to the discussion of cultural landscape. This approach underlines the view that
landscape should be read and judged by one’s eyes and intellect, not as ‘a composed image’, but
as ‘the place itself” and ‘a document of human history’.2® Sauer and the Berkeley School stressed
cultural forces as a geographical agent which shapes the visible forms of the Earth’s surface in
delimited areas through its distinctive sense of time. In their definition, the physical environment
gained a central significance as the medium with and through which human cultures act?* (see
Figure 3-1).

21 peter J. Fowler (2003); Michael Jones (2003), pp. 21-51; William W. Speth, How It Came to Be: Carl O. Sauer,
Franz Boas and the Meanings of Anthrogeography (Ellensburg: Ephemera Pres, 2001); Ken Taylor, 'Cultural
Landscapes and Asia: Reconciling International and Southeast Asian Regional Values', Landscape Research, 34/1
(2009), pp. 7-31 (p.9).

22 Carl O. Sauer, 'The Morphology of Landscape', Geography, 2/2 (1925), pp. 9-53 (p.46).

23 Ken Taylor (2009), pp. 7-31; Chris Wilson, and Paul Erling Groth, 'The Polphony of Cultural Landscape Study:
An Introduction', in Everyday America: Cultural Landscape Studies after J.B. Jackson, ed. by Chris Wilson and Paul
Erling Groth (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2003), pp. 1-22 (p. 5).

24 UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2009), p.18; Daniel O'Hare (1997), pp. 21-22; John B. Jackson, Discovering
the Vernacular Landscape (London: Yale University Press, 1984).
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Figure 3-1 Natural landscape and cultural landscape. (Source: Carl O. Sauer (1925), pp. 9-53.)

This discourse was strictly opposed to the view of traditional environmental determinism, which
saw the physical environment determine cultures and their societies. Instead, Sauer and his
Berkeley School emphasised that the visible form of landscape morphology, the material
landscape, is the result of the interaction between societies and their environment, in which

humans are the key agent of change?® (see Figure 3-2).

Determinism ENVIRONMENT ——MmM8Mm™ SOCIETY
J e ]
Cultural landscape ENVIRONMENT | Cuitural landscape | SOCIETY
1 }

Figure 3-2 Two conceptualisations of the human-environment relationship (Source: Thomas Kirchhoff et al. (2012), pp. 53.)

However, Sauer’s way of seeing landscape based on ‘the morphological method’ went through
various modifications during the last century. The most notable feature was the concentration of
scholarly discourse towards ‘the experience of landscape’.?® There were two scholars, one on
each side of the Atlantic, W.G. Hoskins in England and J.B. Jackson in the USA, those who

% Thomas Kirchhoff, Fridolin S. Brand, and Deborah Hoheisel, 'From Cultural Landscapes to Resilient Social-
Ecological System’, in Resilience and the Cultural Landscape: Understanding and Managing Change in Human-
Shaped Environments, ed. by Tobias Plieninger and Claudia Bieling (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2012), pp. 49-64 (pp. 53-54).

2 Tim Creswell, 'Landscape and the Obliteration of Practice’, in Handbook of Cultural Geography, ed. by Kay
Anderson, et al. (London: Sage, 2003), pp. 269-281 (p. 271).
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played pivotal roles in opening our eyes to see the landscape in new ways.?’ In the 1950s and
1960s, the historian Hoskins arguably established the study of ‘landscape history’ in his book,
The Making of the English Landscape, with its investigation of the rich historical and cultural
layers of the English countryside. As a historian, he was shocked by his fellow historians’
unwillingness to go outside and get mud on their boots, whether looking at the landscape itself
or using it as evidence.?® His emphasis on empirical and historical articulation in local field work
established his book as a pioneer work of landscape history and of landscape as history,?® and he
was praised because ‘no-one has more consistently projected the reciprocal satisfactions of
landscape analysis as a form of history and historical understanding as a form of landscape
appreciation.”3® This approach to landscape history works through the way in which humanity
has changed the physical appearance of the environment in both the present and the past.
Landscape history pursues an objective approach, but a cultural viewpoint indicates that the
world we perceive every day cannot be interpreted in this way. Instead a symbolic approach is
based on subjective experience and understanding of the ways in which we appreciate or ‘read’
certain landscapes.®* Although the two approaches share ways of analysing landscape in regard
to what happened in the past, Hoskins’ perspective is distinguished from Sauer’s, who was more

concerned with explaining the appearance of the present.

J.B. Jackson, in his seminal essay on everyday American landscapes, also emphasised the virtue
of perceiving the symbolic clues to culture which are abundantly layered within the bare
morphology of the landscape.®* Promoting his view through the interdisciplinary journal,
Landscapes, he challenged Sauer’s dominant view that underscored the visual and material
aspects of the landscape. Jackson placed emphasis instead on finding meaning in the landscape
through other sensory experiences. He highlighted the importance of ordinary or ‘vernacular’

landscapes, which are intertwined with imaginative meaning and collective beliefs and axioms.*

27 Donald W. Meining, 'Reading the Landscape: An Appreciation of W. G. Hoskins and J. B. Jackson', in The
Interpretation of Ordinary Landscapes, ed. by Donald W. Meining (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979), pp.
195-244 (p. 196); William H. Tishler, 'Historical Landscapes: An International Preservation Perspective', Landscape
Planning, 9/2 (1982), pp. 91-103.

28 peter J. Howard (2011), pp. 10-11.

2 John Wylie (2007), p. 40.

30 Donald W. Meining (1979b), p. 202.

31 Jain Robertson, and Penny Richards, 'Introduction’, in Studying Cultural Landscapes, ed. by lain Robertson and
Penny Richards (London: Arnold, 2003), pp. 1-18 (p. 2).

32 John B. Jackson (1984).

33 John Wylie (2007), pp. 44-46.
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In this context all landscapes would guide deeper understanding of complex values of place and
culture, when we regard all landscapes ‘as symbolic, as expression of cultural values, social

behaviour, and individual actions worked upon particular localities over a span of time.”**

What Hoskins and Jackson contributed was the modern foundation for cultural landscape study.
It was the shifting perspective from looking at landscape as simply a pretty picture or as a static
text to analysing landscape as the expression of cultural processes.®® Both had a historic view and
shared a common perspective on the interpretation of landscape®, which was to be ‘read’ directly
from the landscape. Hoskins argued that ‘the ... landscape itself, to those who know how to read
it aright is the richest historical record we possess’®’, and Jackson saw landscape as ‘a rich and

beautiful book [that] is always open before us. We have but to learn to read it.”*®

Landscape as Symbol: reading landscape as cultural process

The emphasis on ‘reading’ then paved the way for the view of landscape to shift during the 1970s,
away from the material focus of landscape toward landscape as ‘cultural processes’. This reflects
human action over time by building in associated pluralistic meanings and human values in
landscape: everyday landscape features are used to reconstruct culture and identity.3 These
various meanings and values are accommodated by the observer or interpreter in the cultural
process. Meining describes landscape as ‘composed of not only what lies before our eyes but
what lies within our heads.”* In other words, individuals might ‘read’ the same landscape with
multiple meanings. He demonstrated this understanding in an essay where the same scene is
variously recognised in terms of its perceived values: in his exercise, landscape became a
suffocating or freeing wilderness (nature), the Home of Man (habitat), the stage for human
evolution and prosperity (artefact and wealth), a teacher of science and a harbour of ills (system

and problem). It is also a physical record of our past (history) that embodies our fundamental

34 Donald W. Meining, 'Introduction’, in The Interpretation of Ordinary Landscapes, ed. by Donald W. Meining
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979a), pp. 1-7 (p. 6).

% lain Robertson, and Penny Richards (2003), pp. 1-18.

3 Donald W. Meining (1979b), p. 233.

37 W. G. Hoskins, The Making of the English Landscape (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1955), p. 14.

3 John B. Jackson, Landscape 1, 1/Spring (1951), p. 5.

3 Yi-Fu Tuan, 'Thought and Landscape: The Eye and the Mind's Eye', in The Interpretation of Ordinary Landscapes,
ed. by Donald W. Meining (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979), pp. 89-102 (pp. 100-101).

40 Donald W. Meining, ‘The Beholding Eye: Ten Versions of the Same Scene', in The Interpretation of Ordinary
Landscapes, ed. by Donald W. Meining (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979c), pp. 33-48 (p. 35).
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philosophies (ideology). It is a particularity (place) that may have a visual and visceral essence
(aesthetic).*! The argument, then, is that landscape is never singular, and understanding the
complexity of meaning inherent in these overlapping values is essential to understanding the

landscape.

During the late 1980s and 1990s, the discourse on pluralistic meanings and values behind cultural
landscape saw humanistic approaches to understanding landscape as ‘a cultural construct’. This
notion was in line with a new current of thought called ‘New Cultural Geography’, which
investigates the multiplicity of meanings and human values in the cultural landscape, the socially
constructed nature of culture and the contested nature of landscape interpretation. > This
approach was re-conceptualised as a ‘text’, ‘symbolic form’ or ‘way of seeing’.*® In fact, these
new cultural geographers assumed a critical attitude towards traditional cultural geography,
which had more interest in material aspects of landscape. Traditional geographers, they thought,
located studies between social organization and landscape, and highlighted only visible aspects

of cultural geography like built artefacts, since these can be quantified.**

The new cultural geographers used the metaphor of landscape as ‘text” when it came to ‘reading’
landscape. In interpreting landscape, they used ‘text’ metaphor through qualitative and
interpretative methods such as hermeneutics rather than strictly morphological methods. *°
Duncan and Duncan saw ‘texts’ as ‘transformations of ideologies into a concrete form’, which
means textual metaphors can and should be pursued to illuminate the crucial relationships
between landscape and ideology, by helping to identify how landscapes can transform ideologies
into a concrete, visible form.*® Thus, to see these ideologies inscribed in landscape from a cultural

41 Donald W. Meining (1979c), pp. 33-48; Stephanie Laura Cimino, '‘Managing Change: Integrating Cultural
Landscape Values and Industrial Heritage Preservation' (unpublished Master's thesis, the University of Oregon,
2009), pp. 29-30.

“2 Denis E. Cosgrove, Social Formation and Symbolic Landscape (London: Croom Helm, 1984); Denis E. Cosgrove,
and Peter Jackson, 'New Directions in Cultural Geography', Area, 19/2 (1987), pp. 95-101.

43 Stephen Daniels, and Denis E. Cosgrove, 'Introduction: lconography and Landscape', in The Iconography of
Landscape, ed. by Denis E. Cosgrove and Stephen Daniels (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), pp. 1-
10.

44 James Duncan, The City as Text: The Politics of Landscape Interpretation in the Kandyan Kingdom (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990), pp. 13-15.

45 Vera Lucia Mayrinck de Oliveira Melo, and Dirceu Cadena de Melo Filho, 'Significance and Cultural Landscape:
A New Approach to Heritage Management', in Measuring Heritage Conservation Performance, ed. by Silvio
Mendes Zancheti and Katriina Simild (Rome: ICCROM, 2012), pp. 24-32 (p. 28); Denis E. Cosgrove, and Peter
Jackson (1987), pp. 95-101.

46 James Duncan, and Nancy Duncan, '(Re)Reading the Landscape', Environment & Planning D: Society and Space,
6/2 (1988), pp. 117-126.
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viewpoint, we ‘should ... fill in much of what is visible — to read the subtexts that are beyond the
visible text.’*” To this conceptualisation, more subjective approaches were added for the better
interpretation of landscape as ‘a cultural construct’, understood not only from physical
characteristics, but also from their ‘symbolic forms’ in landscape interpretation. As Meining

states,

We regard all landscapes as symbolic, as expressions of cultural values, social behaviour,
and individual actions worked upon particular localities over a span of time. Every landscape
Is an accumulation, and its study may be undertaken as formal history, methodically defining
the making of the landscape from the past to the present ... And every landscape is a code,
and its study may be undertaken as a deciphering of meaning, of the cultural and social

significance of ordinary but diagnostic features.*8

This interpretation of ‘symbolic form” in landscape is an attempt to find the connection between
present landscapes and the ways in which they reflect vital links, tangible and intangible, with

history. As a result we can read everyday landscape effectively through

the symbolism of the memories, ideas and associations inherent in their very existence, as
well as ... the tangible material patterns and structures that represent how the landscape has

been, and is continually actively used, shaped and changed.*®

Therefore, landscape is not what we simply see as an assembly of physical components and
natural elements, but it is the visual medium for the new cultural geographers through which they
can provide critical interpretations of cultural constructs built and evolved by cultural process.>°

The new cultural geographers have taken a critical view of some trained experts’ stance on
landscape as a ‘product’ of study, as a tendency towards visual ‘gaze’ alone, which may be highly
susceptible to individual bias and represent a short-sighted point of view,>! as an undesirable
outcome of this outsider’s approach may be to exclude people who lived in or actively interacted

with these landscapes.> There has been an increasing emphasis on amalgamating the relationship

47 James Duncan (1990), p. 14.

48 Donald W. Meining (1979a), p. 6. (highlighted by the author)

49 Ken Taylor (2012), p. 27.

%0 John Wylie (2007), p. 92.

51 Ken Taylor (2009), pp. 7-31.

52 Paul Selman, Planning at the Landscape Scale (Oxon: Routledge, 2006), p. 7.

75



Cultural Landscape and Heritage Landscape Conservation

between the ‘way of seeing’ and the social, historical, cultural and political processes that create

and continually redefine cultural landscapes. As Cosgrove proposes, it is:

away of seeing that has its own history, but a history that can be understood only as part of
a wider history of economy and society; that has its own assumptions and consequences, but
assumptions and consequences whose origins and implications extend well beyond the use
and perception of land; that has its own techniques of expression, but techniques which it
shares with other areas of cultural practice.>

This ‘way of seeing’, however, is not to say that the concept and study of landscape as a ‘product’
are unnecessary, but rather that they are complementary to reading landscape as ‘process’.
Products in the landscape, such as buildings, structures, patterns of lands use, are tangible
physical components, which need to be viewed and interpreted within a cultural process: why
they are there, why the landscape takes the shape that it does and who has been involved over
time in its shaping and changing.>* This understanding is articulated by Barker:

historical studies of landscapes must be grounded in analysis of material structures; they are
properly concerned with tangible, visible expressions of different modes of production ...
But [that] such material structures are created and creatively destroyed within an ideological
context: such studies must therefore acknowledge that landscapes are shaped by mental
attitudes and that a proper understanding of landscapes must rest on the historical recovery
of ideologies.®

He takes this further with the view that:

ideology, then, involves system and structures of signification and domination: any landscape
is likely to contain all manner of ideological representations so that a description of its

appearance must also logically be ‘thickened’ into an expression of its meaning.>

This way of recognising ‘represented landscapes’ is developed by Cosgrove as a need to know

‘a particular way of composing, structuring and giving meaning to an external world whose

%3 Denis E. Cosgrove (1984), p. 1.

54 Ken Taylor, and Jane L. Lennon, 'Introduction: Leaping the Fence', in Managing Cultural Landscapes, ed. by Ken
Taylor and Jane L. Lennon (London: Routledge, 2012), pp. 1-17 (p. 2).

% Alan R. H. Baker, 'Introduction: On Ideology and Landscape’, in Ideology and Landscape in Historical
Perspective, ed. by Alan R. H. Baker and Gideon Biger (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), pp. 1-14,
(p. 3).

%6 Ibid., p. 4.
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history has to be understood in relation to the material appropriation of land.” This includes ‘a
particular historical and cultural relationship between people and land, a way of imagining and
representing the world’, ‘a sophisticated cultural construct’, an aesthetic ‘way of seeing that finds
expression in various artefacts from paintings and poems to gardens and cities.”®’ In this way,
studying ‘represented landscapes’ through the notion of ‘symbolic landscapes’ within its own
cultural and historical context may help to read and reveal various meanings and human values
in a particular landscape moulded by particular culture. This approach to reading a particular

landscape is well summarised by Michael Conzen with the reflection:

to review the landscape historically is to acknowledge its cumulative character; to
acknowledge that nature, symbolism, and design are not static elements of the human record
but change with historical experiences; and to acknowledge too that the geographically
distinct quality of places is a product of selective addition and survival over time of each new

set of forms peculiar to that region or locality.>®

Landscape as Place: landscape inspiring cultural identity

Understanding landscape as place is a way of investigating multiple layers of various meanings.
Historical geographers, particularly British scholars, realised that landscape and its elements
represent an accumulation of human history and culture, so landscapes or landscape elements
which occupy place manifest a kind of code for the interpretation of regional history. Through
the interpretation of this code, we can read place as though it was text. Place has an ability to
breathe new life into the past, so that it can be alive to the present; place is a vehicle for enhancing
or reproducing our social memory.>® All memories tend to be “place-oriented’, or at least have a
‘place-supported’ character. The present character of place, which comes from the materiality of

place itself, or from the landscape surrounding place, is recognised by people’s memory.®°

57 Denis E. Cosgrove, and Peter Jackson (1987), pp. 95-101; Feng Han, 'The Chinese View of Nature: Tourism in
China's Scenic and Historic Interest Areas' (unpublished doctoral thesis, Queensland University of Technology,
2006), p. 45.

%8 Michael P. Conzen, The Making of the American Landscape (New York: Routledge, 1994), p. 4.

% Edward S. Casey, Remembering: A Phenomenological Study (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1987), pp.
186-187.

80 Jong-Han Jeon, 'Place Memories of the Urban Back Lane: In Case of the Pimat-Gol of Jogno, Seoul', Journal of
the Korean Geographical Society, 44/6 (2009), pp. 779-796.
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The character revealed in the landscape therefore reflects the values of the people who have
shaped it, and who continue to live in it. These values attached to the landscape inspire ‘identity
of'place’. Identity is crucial to a ‘sense of place’ for people who are living in or enjoying or loving
the landscape.®* Relph summarises the identity of place, suggesting that it is comprised of three
interrelated components: physical feature or appearance, observable activities and functions, and
meaning or symbols, which are irreducible to one another (see Figure 3-3).%2 As human creations
or interactions with nature, whether physical or in our minds, features of the landscapes are used
to reconstruct cultural identity,®® so recognising an enduring landscape give us a ‘sense of place’.
Cultural landscape is landscape with identity, from which we may deduce that cultural landscape
reflects cultural diversity, as cultural landscape is itself diverse.®* This diversity gives us the
perception of landscape that is not just scenery, but is in inter-relationship with us. It embodies
the ways in which generations of people have shaped a place with their own identities and,
reciprocally, landscape has ‘reinforce[d] our values, to inspire us, to reflect and reinforce our
sense of identity.’®® Phillips suggested that landscape should be seen as a ‘meeting ground’

between:

- Nature and people — and how these have interacted to create a distinct place;

- Pastand present —and how therefore landscape provides a record of our natural and cultural
history;

- Tangible and intangible values — and how these come together in the landscape to give us a
sense of identity.%®

61 Ken Taylor, 'Cultural Heritage Management: A Possible Role for Charters and Principles in Asia’, International
Journal of Heritage Studies, 10/5 (2004), pp. 417-433,; (2009), pp. 7-31; Yi-Fu Tuan, Space and Place: The
Perspective of Experience (London: Edward Arnold, 1977), p. 159.

52 Edwards Relph, Place and Placelessness (London: Pion, 1976), p. 61.

8 Hilary P. M. Winchester, Lily Kong, and Kevin Dunn, Landscapes: Ways of Imagining the World (Essex: Pearson
Education Limited, 2003), p. 30.

64 Kee-Won Hwang, Interpreting Landscape (Seoul: Seoul National University Press, 2011), p. 223.

8 Adrian Phillips, 'Landscape as a Meeting Ground: Category V Protected Landscapes/Seascapes and World
Heritage Cultural Landscapes', in The Protected Landscape Approach: Linking Nature, Culture and Community, ed.
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Figure 3-3 Place identity and its components. (Source: Edwards Relph (1976), p. 61)

In this respect, there has been criticism from the new cultural geographers of Sauer’s assertion
that ‘the cultural landscape is fashioned out of a natural landscape’. They think Sauer’s claim
exemplifies an ‘explicit’ perspective on landscape, distinguishing between the natural and the

human dimensions of landscapes.®’ This binary thinking is criticised by Van Dommelen:

More recently, landscape has been viewed as ‘an entity that exists by virtue of its being
perceived, experienced, and contextualised by people’.%® As opposed to the ‘explicit’
approach, this view has been termed ‘inherent’, because the people inhabiting and
experiencing the landscape no longer stand outside it ... they are just as much part of the
landscape they live in as are the so-called ‘natural’ features® ... an inherent approach refuses
to think of landscapes as a mere background of human action ... In this perspective, the unity
of natural and cultural features is emphasised and attention is focused on the ways in which
a particular landscape has taken shape, which elements are significant in it, and which

meanings and implications it contains for its inhabitants.”

57 Matthew Johnson, Ideas of Landscape (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 2007), pp. 57-60.

8 A, Bernard Knapp, and Wendy Ashmore, 'Archaeological Landscapes: Constructed, Conceptualized, Ideational’,
in Archaeologies of Landscape: Contemporary Perspectives, ed. by Wendy Ashmore and A. Bernard Knapp
(Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 1999), pp. 1-30 (p. 1).

% Robert Johnston, 'Approaches to the Perception of Landscape', Archaeological Dialogues, 5/1 (1998), pp. 54-68.
0 peter Van Dommelen, 'Exploring Everyday Places and Cosmologies', in Archaeologies of Landscape:
Contemporary Perspectives, ed. by Wendy Ashmore and A. Bernard Knapp (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 1999),
pp. 277-285.
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CONVERGING APPROACHES TO CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

Landscape Ecology: integrating Nature and Culture

The ‘inherent’ approach has been applied to reading cultural landscape by both ecological and
cultural studies, which have focused on landscape as a ‘meeting ground’ where diverse
relationships happen. Landscape ecologists’ discourse is centred on complex interactions of
natural processes that shape characteristic land areas, and extends its concerns to the way in
which human activities interact with these natural processes. Through cultural study, it
emphasises context and processes where cultural meaning shape ‘nature’ through human
cognition and representation in symbols, signs and language. "* From this convergence
emphasising the cultural dimension in landscape ecology, the concept of cultural landscape
naturally extends to ‘sustainability’ issues. In this regard, Phillips has commented on the
availability of cultural landscape as ‘places which can demonstrate that talk of sustainable
development can be more than rhetoric.” > Recent scholars studying landscape from either
ecological or cultural perspectives seem to agree on the importance of the landscape on an
operational scale in the study and practice of sustainability.”® This trend was reflected in the 1998
European Congress of the International Association for Landscape Ecology, at which landscape
ecology was defined as ‘the study of the interaction between the temporal and spatial aspects of
a landscape and its flora, fauna and cultural components.”’* Farina supported the utilisation of
cultural landscape as a model for integrating ecology with economics, because it describes
‘geographic areas in which the relationships between human activity and the environment have
created ecological, socio-economic, and cultural patterns and feedback mechanisms that govern
the presence, distribution, and abundance of species assemblages.” "> Additionally, as
unprecedented natural resource depletion and environmental destruction caused by human

activities have become the most serious challenges, cultural landscape has emerged as a key

1 Denis E. Cosgrove, 'Landscape: Ecology and Semiosis', in Landscape Interfaces: Cultural Heritage in Changing
Landscapes, ed. by Hannes Palang and Gary Fry (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 2003), pp. 15-20 (p.15).

72 Adrian Phillips, 'The Nature of Cultural Landscapes - a Nature Conservation Perspective', Landscape Research,
23/1 (1998), pp. 21-38.

73 Jianguo WU, 'Integrating Nature and Culture in Landscape Ecology’, in Landscape Ecology in Asian Cultures, ed.
by Sun-Kee Hong, et al. (Tokyo: Springer, 2011), pp. 301-321 (p. 316).

" jaleUK, ‘Key Concepts in Landscape Ecology’, in the 1998 European Congress of the International Association
for Landscape Ecology (IALE), (Myerscough College: ialeUK, 1998).

S Almo Farina, 'The Cultural Landscape as a Model for the Integration of Ecology and Economics', BioScience, 50/4
(2000), pp. 313-320.
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guideline for suggesting alternative ways for the sustainable use of natural resources.
Landscape ecologists discovered the importance of traditional culture, composed by endless
interactions between human and nature, and have drawn attention to the need to conserve
traditional cultural landscapes as repositories of biological and cultural richness in order to fulfil

the following functions:

conserving nature and biological diversity,

- buffering more strictly protected areas,

- conserving human history in structures and land-use practices,
- maintaining traditional ways of life,

- offering recreation and inspiration,

- demonstrating durable systems of use in harmony with nature.”’

This emphasis on traditional cultural landscape by landscape ecologists is reflected in
UNESCQO’s Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention.
It says that the term ‘cultural landscape’ ‘embraces a diversity of manifestations of the interaction
between humankind and its natural environment’, and it ‘often reflect[s] specific techniques of
sustainable land-use, considering the characteristics and limits of the natural environment they
are established in, and a specific spiritual relation to nature.” ’® Selman suggested three

propositions as a basis for understanding the sustainability of cultural landscape:

- cultural landscapes are sustainable if they are regenerative;
- landscape sustainability is characterised by ecological integrity and cultural legibility, and;
- regenerative landscapes are distinguished by feedback loops leading to an accumulation of

cultural and ecological assets.”

6 Almo Farina (2000), pp. 313-320; Zev Naveh, 'From Biodiversity to Ecodiversity: A Landscape-Ecology
Approach to Conservation and Restoration’, Restoration Ecology, 2/3 (1994), pp. 180-189; , 'Ecological and
Cultural Landscape Restoration and the Cultural Evolution Towards a Post-Industrial Symbiosis between Human
Society and Nature', Restoration Ecology, 6/2 (1998), pp. 135-143; Chang-Seok Lee, and Young-Han You, 'Cultural
Landscape of Korea , Its Entity , Changes and Values Evaluation from New Paradigm’, Journal of Ecology and Field
Biology, 24/5 (2001), pp. 323-332.

P, H. C. Lucas, Protected Landscapes: A Guide for Policy Makers and Planners (London: Chapman & Hall in
association with IUCN -the World Conservation Union, 1992), pp. 11-21; Zev Naveh (1994), pp. 180-189; ,
'What Is Holistic Landscape Ecology? A Conceptual Introduction’, Landscape and Urban Planning, 50/1-3 (2000),
pp. 7-26.

8 UNESCO World Heritage Centre, Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage
Convention, (Paris: UNESCO World Heritage Centre, 2012), Annex 3 Article 8-9.

78 Paul Selman, 'Landscape and Sustainability at the National and Regional Scales', in Landscape and Sustainability,
ed. by John Benson and Maggie Roe (London: Routledge, 2007), pp. 104-117 (p. 108).
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European Landscape Convention: interpreting landscape for people’s shared values by landscape

policy

In many ways, these converging approaches gathered sufficient momentum to be reflected in the
European Landscape Convention (ELC) or the Florence Convention in 2000, which was the first
international agreement covering all aspects of landscape protection, planning and
management.?® The preamble to the convention sets out what is meant by landscape, which it
says should support ‘sustainable development based on a balanced and harmonious relationship
between social needs, economic activity and the environment’, and that people should be aware
of ‘the important public interest role [of landscape] in the cultural, ecological, environmental and
social fields ... [that] contributes to the formation of local cultures’, and consequently to ‘a key
element of individual and social well-being.’8! This description of the function of landscape in
the convention is underpinned by the spirit of common good and social justice,®? which also
requires humanistic and anthropological approaches in planning, in managing, or in protecting
landscapes. Based on this accumulated and integrated thinking on landscape, the ELC defines
‘landscape’ as ‘an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and
interaction of natural and/or human factors.’® In this way, landscape is more than an area; it also

expresses the perception of an area that people share, value and use.®*

The convention requires signatory states to ‘recognise landscapes in law as an essential

component of people’s surroundings, an expression of the diversity of their shared cultural and

80 Council of Europe, The European Landscape Convention (Florence: Council of Europe, 2000); The ELC provides
the three types of landscape actions in Article 1, which offers an excellent general typology that is relevant in all
parts of the world:

- "Landscape protection" means actions to conserve and maintain the significant or characteristic features of
a landscape, justified by its heritage value derived from its natural configuration and/or from human
activity;

- "Landscape management” means action, from a perspective of sustainable development, to ensure the
regular upkeep of a landscape, so as to guide and harmonise changes which are brought about by social,
economic and environmental processes;

- "Landscape planning" means strong forward-looking action to enhance, restore or create landscapes.

81 Council of Europe (2000), Preamble; Maguelonne Déjeant-Pons, 'The European Landscape Convention',
Landscape Research, 31/4 (2006), pp. 363-384; Thomas Oles, and Karin Hammarlund, "The European Landscape
Convention, Wind Power, and the Limits of the Local: Notes from Italy and Sweden', Landscape Research, 36/4
(2011), pp. 471-485.

82 Shelley Egoz, 'Landscape as a Driver for Well-Being: The Elc in the Globalist Arena’, Landscape Research, 36/4
(2011), pp. 509-534.

8 Council of Europe (2000), Article 1.

8 Kenneth R. Olwig (2007), pp. 581.
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natural heritage, and a foundation of their identity.’® This, in turn, reflects Hoskins’ and
Jackson’s perception of ‘ordinary landscapes’, as well as ‘cultural landscape’ as described in
Article 2, defining the scope of the convention, which ‘covers natural, rural, urban and peri-urban
areas. It includes land, inland water and marine areas. It concerns landscapes that might be
considered outstanding as well as everyday or degraded landscapes.’®® It means the ELC
understands cultural landscape not just for the importance of its specially aesthetic and scenic
areas, but for the perceptions of an area which people share, value and use in their daily life.8’
This perception of landscape in the ELC is largely the outcome of public discursive practice,
rather than scientific reasoning. The ELC provides a useful entry to understanding the idea of
convention itself in relation to the practices that shape landscape.

Especially for the materialisation of the convention, countries who sign and ratify the ELC are
advised to make a public and national commitment to upholding the principles that it contains,
within the context of their own domestic legal and policy framework.® The convention suggests
legal and financial measures aimed at shaping ‘landscape policies’ at national and international
levels, The ELC encourages interaction between local and central authorities as well as
omnidirectional cooperation in protecting landscapes. The convention also provides for a Council
of Europe Landscape award, to be given to local or regional authorities or an NGO which
introduces exemplary and long-lasting policies or measures to protect, manage and plan

landscapes.®®

As reviewed above, contemporary cultural landscape studies are continually attempting to
integrate and synthesise nature with culture, materiality with meaning, and perception with
process. Cultural landscapes present human perspectives of nature as seen through the prism of
culture. This theoretical foundation embraces diverse cultural perspectives on landscapes and has
built a platform for today’s intercultural dialogue on the meanings of landscape. This scholarly
discourse on cultural landscape is ultimately in line with the concept of heritage conservation

that also represents an effort to find one’s cultural identity and social well-being, and these ideas

8 Council of Europe (2000), Article 5. (highlighted by the author)

8 |bid., Article 2.

87 Marc Antrop (2005), pp. 21-34.

8 Kenneth R. Olwig (2007), p. 589; ICOMOS-UK, Implementing the European Landscape Convention: Qutcomes
of an ICOMOS-UK & IUCN UK Invited Workshop 28th February 2006 (London: ICOMOS-UK, 2006), p.3.

8 Council of Europe (2000).
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of cultural landscape have been translated into various acts of legislation, guidelines and mission
statements in the field of heritage.

Cultural Landscapes as heritage

Landscape has become a crucial term for the heritage field, both for research and practice.
Particularly since the 1990s, a burgeoning interest in, and understanding of, cultural landscape
prompted Jacques to recognise ‘the rise of cultural landscapes’.®® Through the changing
discourse on the conservation of cultural heritage over the past century, a broadened concept and
changing or evolving heritage values have become evident. Initially, with the implementation of
the Venice Charter of 1964, the concept of heritage was taken to reside predominantly in famous
monuments, ensembles or sites possessing intrinsic or inherent qualities as great works of art.%
In this approach, humans were marginalised and perceived as passive receptors, not able to
determine heritage values, which could only be identified and graded through objective scientific
evaluation. % For these reasons, the westernised dichotomy of ‘nature’ and ‘culture’ was still

pervasive in heritage study and dominated the practices of cultural heritage too.

Since the 1990s, however, the concept of cultural heritage has become much broader than in the
past, emphasising its subjectivity and dependence upon public history, cultural inheritance and
idealised conceptions of the world. ® Particularly because of the introduction of the concept of
‘place’ in the Burra Charter of 1979, it has deepened to embrace spatial implications.®* From
these changing perspectives, cultural landscape studies have provided a new angle for the
heritage field, and have been the spearhead of new thinking which has challenged the 1960s’ and
1970s’ concept of heritage. An anthropological interpretation of cultural heritage has led from
the protection of monumental property to recognition of the living heritage of indigenous people,

the spiritual wealth of humankind, and its complex relationships with the natural environment.%®

% David Jacques, 'The Rise of Cultural Landscapes', International Journal of Heritage Studies, 1/2 (1995), pp. 91-
101.

%1 David Jacques (1995), pp. 91; Ken Taylor, and Jane L. Lennon (2011), pp. 537.

92 David Jacques (1995), pp. 92.

% bid. p.91.

% Paul Claval (2007), p. 88.

% Mechtild Rdssler, 'World Heritage Sites: Toward Linking the Tangible and the Intangible', in The Full Value of
Parks: From Economics to the Intangible, ed. Deavid Harmon and Allen D. Putney (Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers, 2003), pp. 197-210 (p. 208).
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This development in the heritage field worldwide has been shared through interdisciplinary
approaches in anthropology, geology, archaeology and heritage management, discussed

professionally and philosophically.*®

These interdisciplinary contributions have provided a solid foundation for expanding the
meaning of the term ‘landscape’ too, which had once been limited to meaning little more than a
view or panorama of natural scenery. This attitude characterised many national protection laws
and policies until the middle of the 20th century, notably during the environmentalist battles of
recent years.®” However, the ambiguous use of the term ‘landscape’ in heritage practice, not only
for designed and inspirational places, but for vernacular, ordinary and everyday places, has
caused some arguments about the adoption of cultural landscape theories for the purpose of
conservation as heritage. Confusion about the idea of ‘landscape conservation’ in the heritage
context has been characterised as an ‘oxymoron’.%® Problems may arise because the movement
to protect landscapes can prevent them from transforming over time, which counters their
inherently dynamic nature.®® J. B. Jackson had a sceptical attitude towards the applicability of
cultural landscape studies to landscape conservation, even though he was the one of the most
influential proponents of cultural landscape studies. He claimed that the ‘beauty’ of an ancient
environment ‘comes from its having been part of the world, not from its having known various

fortunes. 190

UNESCO WORLD HERITAGE CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

Adoption of the Concept of Cultural Landscape in the Heritage Context: the extension of concept and

boundary of cultural heritage

The most influential factor contributing to the recent popularity of cultural landscape on a global
scale has been the adoption of the concept of cultural landscape in the International Convention
for the Protection of the World’s Cultural and Natural Heritage (often referred to as the World
Heritage Convention or WHC) in 1992 by the United Nations for Education, Science and

% Jane L. Lennon, 'Cultural Landscape Management: International Influences', in Managing Cultural Landscapes,
ed. by Ken Taylor and Jane L. Lennon (London: Routledge, 2012), pp. 45-69 (p. 46).

97 Kenneth R. Olwig (2007), p. 589; Lionella Scazzosi (2004), p. 337.

% Robert E. Cook, 'Is Landscape Preservation an Oxymoron?', The George Wright Forum, 13/1 (1996), pp. 42-53.
% 1bid.

100 John B. Jackson, "Sterile" Restorations Cannot Replace a Sense of the Stream of Time', in Landscape in Sight:
Looking at America, ed. Helen L. Horowitz (London: Yale University Press, 1997), pp. 366-368.
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Cultural Organization (UNESCO). The World Heritage Convention (WHC) adopted in the
General Conference of UNESCO in 1972 established a unique international instrument that ‘aims
at the identification, protection, conservation, presentation and transmission to future generations
of cultural and natural heritage of Outstanding Universal Value.’'%* The convention took account
of both natural and cultural heritage under one framework, though arguments had frequently
occurred when recognising sites that were the result of an interaction between cultural and natural
values to form landscapes of ‘outstanding universal value’.2%? These arguments were a function
of the early use of the term ‘cultural landscape’ by heritage agencies whose understanding of it
was still based on pre-First World War geography and classical European landscape painting,
built on the Westernized dichotomy of ‘nature’ and ‘culture’.1% Nature conservationists focused
mainly on ‘better’ areas, where there had been ‘less human interference’. There was an emphasis
in nature conservation on nature reserves and species protection, and humans were regarded as
‘a nuisance’: human influences and modifications meant loss in value. In contrast, those who had
‘cultural’ issues in mind arguably tended to preserve or reconstruct individual monuments and
structures, buildings and ruins as isolated phenomena representing particular past times. This
museum-like approach gave little thought to dynamic process and context, or the landscape itself.
This 1960s’ notion of separating culture and nature in conservation practice was later described
as anachronistic thinking.1%* The World Heritage Convention was no exception, with its narrow

interpretation of culture and its interrelationship with nature.

However, from the late 1970s, the new geographical, ecological and anthropological approaches
to cultural landscape, and a broadened interpretation of cultural heritage led from the protection
of monumental heritage to recognition of the living heritage of indigenous people, the spiritual
wealth of humankind, and its complex relationships with the natural environment.'®® The most
notable evidence integrating the pervasive dichotomous thinking between cultural and natural

into a spatial and humanistic interpretation was the Charter for the Conservation of Places of

101 UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012), Article 7.

102 jane L. Lennon (2006), p. 456.

103 Keir Reeves, and Chris McConville, 'Cultural Landscape and Goldfield Heritage: Towards a Land Management
Framework for the Historic South-West Pacific Gold Mining Landscapes', Landscape Research, 36/2 (2011), pp.
191-207.

104 peter J. Fowler (2003), p. 15; Harald Plachter, and Mechtild Réssler, ‘Cultural Landscapes: Reconnecting Culture
and Nature', in Cultural Landscapes of Universal Value: Components of a Global Strategy, ed. Bernd von Droste, et
al. (New York: UNESCO, 1995), pp. 15-18 (p. 16).

105 Mechtild Rossler (2003), p. 208.
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Cultural Significance, or the Burra Charter declared by Australia ICOMOS in 1979.1% |t
advocates the concept of ‘place’ as a medium that connects natural heritage and cultural value,
and it also attempts to promote ‘community inclusion’ as a main agent in interpreting and
managing heritage sites.'%” This enabled the focus of heritage conservation to widen to cope with
an extensive place; a landscape with cultural significance resulting from associative values
through symbolic meanings given by people living in the specific place.!%® That change led to

actions by international institutions.

The International Council of Monument and Sites (ICOMOQS), one of the major advisory bodies
of UNESCO, and the International Federation of Landscape Architects (IFLA), established the
ICOMOS-IFLA International Scientific Committee for Cultural Landscapes (ISCCL) in 1970 in
order to ‘promote world-wide cooperation in the identification, increased awareness, study,
education and training for protection, preservation, restoration, monitoring, management of
cultural landscapes.” 1% The second attempt to bring cultural landscape into international
discourse was the adoption by ICOMOS of the Charter for the Conservation of Historic Gardens,
or the Florence Charter, in 1982, to resolve the limitations of the Venice Charter of 1964, which
had played a basic role in heritage conservation, but could not stretch its application to a garden
or landscape as a ‘living monument’.}* Inspired by the Florence Charter, the idea of a ‘place’,

characterised by living things with definite life and death cycles, such as plants, was brought into

106 paul Claval (2007), p. 88; Australia ICOMQS, The Burra Charter: The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of
Cultural Significance (Burra: Australia ICOMOS, 1999).
197 Emma Waterton, Laurajane Smith, and Gary Campbell, The Utility of Discourse Analysis to Heritage Studies:
The Burra Charter and Social Inclusion', International Journal of Heritage Studies, 12/4 (2006), pp. 339-355 (p.
340).
198 Thomas Kirchhoff, et al. (2012), pp. 49-64.
109 |SCCL, Tokyo Statutes (Tokyo: ISCCL, 1970) (httphttp://www.icomos.org/landscapes/); In the ICOMOS
webpage (http://www.icomos.org/en/?option=com_content&view=article&id=267:goals-of-
isc&catid=181:international-scientific-committees&ltemid=695), it revealed that ISCCL’s approaches to landscapes
is especially interested in:
the historical and cultural (human) dimensions of landscapes and also in promoting an integrated and
holistic approach towards thinking about them and making decisions concerning them. In this approach,
the natural dimension is fully recognized. [ISCCL] is interested in both the physical (tangible) and the
mental (intangible) aspects of landscapes.
110 |ICOMOS, The Florence Charter: Historic Gardens and Landscapes (Florence: ICOMOS, 1982); The
applicability of the Florence Charter was considered to landscape scale as stated in Article 6: The term ‘historic
garden’ is equally applicable to small gardens and to large parks, whether formal or ‘landscape’. Some other
ICOMS’s or related institutions’ webpage and documents call the Florence Charter as ‘Charter for Historic Gardens
and Landscapes’.
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the spotlight for the first time by heritage practitioners, who used to concentrate on historic

fabric. 111

Later, ICOMOS adopted a more far-reaching document, the Charter on the Built Vernacular
Heritage in 1999, which went against the traditional focus on the conservation of material fabric
only. 12 The charter aimed at conserving built vernacular heritage threatened by the
homogenisation of culture and of global socio-economic transformation. It understood that man-
made vernacular building is important because it is the fundamental expression of the culture of
a community, of its relationship with its territory and, at the same time, the expression of the
world’s cultural diversity. To ensure cultural diversity, it stressed the importance of retaining the
intergenerational transmission of traditional knowledge that has been accumulated through
continuous evolution and adaptation as a response to social and environmental constraints in the

community.113

In addition, there was a discussion in the World Heritage Committee in 1996 of the notion of
‘natural’ in the context of heritage practices, because there had been debates on what is ‘natural
beauty’ in the application of the convention.!** At this meeting, the experts not only reconfirmed
the importance of the concept of ‘natural beauty,” but also expressed the difficulty of assessing
it. As they understood it, the concept of natural beauty is ‘essentially subjective and a social
construct’, though they acknowledged that the natural beauty of an area ‘may be closely
associated with...cultural values.” They said that, ‘human influence can be found in all natural
sites and that the notion of pristine nature is therefore a relative one.” The Committee came up

with the following definition of a natural area:

A natural area is one where bio-physical processes and landform features are still relatively

intact and where a primary management goal of the area is to ensure that natural values are

111 Jane L. Lennon (2012), p. 46.

2 |ICOMOS, Charter on the Built Vernacular Heritage (Mexico: ICOMOS, 1999);
http://www.icomos.org/charters/vernacular_e.pdf

113 Jane L. Lennon (2012), p. 46; Gustavo Araoz, 'Protecting Heritage Places under the New Heritage Paradigm and
Defining Its Tolerance for Change', ICOMOS E-News, 51 (2009); Jukka Jokilehto, Definition of Cultural Heritage:
References to Documents in History (Rome: ICCROM Working Group 'Heritage and Society', 2005), pp. 39-40.
114 In the natural criterion (iii) in the Operational Guidelines, now criterion (vii), it reveals that nominated properties
shall “contain superlative natural phenomena or areas of exceptional natural beauty and aesthetic importance.”;
UNESCO (2012), Article 77.
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protected. ..all natural areas are in a dynamic state. Human activities in natural areas often

occur and, when sustainable, may complement the natural values of the area.'!®

The World Heritage Committee debated for many years about how best to conserve heritage sites,
where interactions between people and the natural environment arouse worldwide interest in
cultural landscape, still an unfamiliar term in the heritage field. The World Heritage Convention
became the first international convention to recognise and protect the world’s diversity of cultural
landscape. In 1992, the World Heritage Committee was convened in Santa Fe, USA, to advise
on Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention, proposing

the inclusion of ‘cultural landscape’ as an option on the World Heritage List:

Cultural landscapes are cultural properties and represent the ‘combined works of nature
and of man’...They are illustrative of the evolution of human society and settlement over
time, under the influence of the physical constraints and/or opportunities presented by their
natural environment and of successive social, economic and cultural forces, both external and

internal 11

To be inscribed on the World Heritage List, sites must meet the requirement of possessing
‘Outstanding Universal Values (OUV)’, the key concept for the selection of sites. According to
the spirit of the WHC, OUV provides a link between universality, uniqueness and
representativeness of a certain cultural phenomenon or natural features. For the purposes of the
convention, cultural landscape is acceptable on the World Heritage list, ‘if the interaction
between people and nature is of Outstanding Universal Value.”*” Therefore, considerations of
the concept of OUV, and its relationship with cultural landscape, are essential for this research
in setting a value-based framework for conserving distinctive Korean landscapes in a heritage

context.

115 UNESCO, 'Report of the Expert Meeting on Evaluation of General Principles and Criteria for Nominations of
Natural World Heritage Sites (Parc National De La Vanoise, France, 22 to 24 March 1996)', (Paris: UNESCO, 1996);
http://whc.unesco.org/archive/1996/whc-96-conf202-inf9e.htm

116 UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012), Article 47 (highlighted by the author).

7 (2009), p. 24.
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QOutstanding Universal Values: the framework for the value-based conservation approach to cultural
landscape

The preamble of the WHC proposes ‘that parts of the cultural or natural heritage are of
outstanding interest and therefore need to be preserved as part of the world heritage of mankind
as a whole.” The document proposes ‘a convention establishing an effective system of collective
protection of the cultural and natural heritage of Outstanding Universal Value.’!!8 The inclusion
of operational guidelines shows the importance of the concept of OUV for the convention, whose
aim is ‘the identification, protection, conservation, presentation and transmission to future
generations of cultural and natural heritage of Outstanding Universal Value.”!!® OUV is a

critically important idea which has played a pivotal role in the WHC.

Even though the term OUV occurs more than ten times in the convention, it is not actually defined
there. The closest to a definition is in Article 11.2, where the convention says that the WHC is to
be composed of cultural and natural heritage that the committee ‘considers as having outstanding
universal value in terms of such criteria as it shall have established.’*?® The concept looks noble,
but has proved almost impossible to define. For that reason, the 2005 revision of Operational
Guidelines says that OUV has:

cultural and/or natural significance which is so exceptional as to transcend national
boundaries and to be of common importance for present and future generations of all
humanity. As such, the permanent protection of this heritage is of the highest importance to
the international community as a whole. The Committee defines the criteria for the inscription

of properties on the World Heritage List.*?

To support the concept of OUV and its role in the convention, ten detailed criteria and the
concepts of authenticity and integrity were introduced. To be inscribed on the World Heritage
List, a property must meet one or more criteria, as well as the conditions of integrity and

118 UNESCO, Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (Paris: UNESCO,
1972), Preamble.

119 UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012), Article 7.

120 UNESCO (1972), Article 11.2.

121 UNESCO World Heritage Centre, Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage
Convention (Paris: UNESCO World Heritage Centre, 2005), Article 49.
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authenticity (see Table 3-1). A statement of Outstanding Universal Value (SOUV)*?2 had to be
written for sites under consideration for inclusion on the list from 2005.

Table 3-1 Selection Criteria for World Heritage Sites Status

Types

Criteria

(i)

represent a masterpiece of human creative genius

(i)

exhibit an important interchange of human values, over a span of time or within a
cultural area of the world, on developments in architecture or technology, monumental
arts, town-planning or landscape design

(iii)

bear a unique or at least exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition or to a civilization
which is living or which has disappeared

(iv)

be an outstanding example of a type of building, architectural or technological
ensemble or landscape which illustrates (a) significant stage(s) in human history

Cultural
Heritage

v)

be an outstanding example of a traditional human settlement, land-use, or sea-use
which is representative of a culture (or cultures), or human interaction with the
environment especially when it has become vulnerable under the impact of irreversible
change

(vi)

be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with
beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal significance. (The
Committee considers that this criterion should preferably be used in conjunction with
other criteria)

Authenticity: truthfully and credibly expressed through attributes

(vii)

contain superlative natural phenomena or areas of exceptional natural beauty and
aesthetic importance

(viii)

be outstanding examples representing major stages of earth's history, including the
record of life, significant on-going geological processes in the development of
landforms, or significant geomorphic or physiographic features

Natural
Heritage

(ix)

be outstanding examples representing significant on-going ecological and biological
processes in the evolution and development of terrestrial, fresh water, coastal and
marine ecosystems and communities of plants and animals

)

contain the most important and significant natural habitats for in-situ conservation of
biological diversity, including those containing threatened species of Outstanding
Universal Value from the point of view of science or conservation

Common Integrity: the wholeness and intactness of the natural and/or cultural heritage and its attributes

Requirements | Protection and Management System: system to ensure safeguarding OUV, e.g.)heritage

policy, buffer zone

Source: UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012), Article 77 (added by the author).

The committee examined these declarations, guided by two advisory bodies, the International

Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) in the case of cultural heritage, and the International

Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) in the case of natural heritage.'?® For cultural

heritage, an assessment of OUV was to be made for: ‘monuments’, such as architectural works

and archaeological structures, of importance to history, art or science; ‘groups of buildings’

122 A ‘Statement of Outstanding Universal Value (SOUV)’ is the official statement about a property that is adopted
by the World Heritage Committee. The statement encapsulates why the property is considered to be of Outstanding
Universal Value — how it satisfied the criteria, the requirements of authenticity and integrity, and the protection and

management requirements.

123 UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012), Article 143-147.
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which are valued for their architecture, homogeneity or their place in the landscape; and ‘sites’
valued from the historical, aesthetic, ethnological or anthropological point of view. In a similar
way, OUV in natural heritage is reviewed in case of: ‘natural features’, comprising physical and
biological formations or groups of such formations of value from the aesthetic or scientific point
of view; geological and physiographical formations, and plant and animal habitats of
conservation value; and natural sites or precisely delineated natural areas of value from the

perspective of science, conservation or natural beauty.'?

As reviewed in Chapter 2, the discourse on value in heritage conservation has been changing in
order to meet the needs of the times and of the people for whom the heritage was being protected.
UNESCO’s World Heritage Convention is arguably the most visible international achievement
of the modern cultural heritage conservation movement, and its crucial concept of OUV
embodies evolving discourses on heritage values.'? Over the past three decades, there has been
a paradigm shift in the heritage field, from focusing on famous monuments and sites in a ‘separate
dots on a map syndrome’, to covering the entire ‘built environment’. Value-based approaches
facilitate a deeper understanding of heritage since UNESCO acknowledged the ‘intangible values’
of cultural heritage and the concept of ‘sustainable development’ based on cultural diversity’.12°
The World Heritage Convention and OUV embody tangible and intangible values for both
natural and cultural heritage, and are flexible enough to acknowledge and adopt traditional
management systems, customary laws and long-established customary techniques and
knowledge in order to protect the cultural and natural heritage. The scope of this World Heritage
strategy evolved, and took in ‘diversity of living cultural places’, ‘sacred sites’ and ‘cultural

landscapes’ during the 1990s.1%’

124 UNESCO (1972), Article 1.2; Paul Selman (2006), pp. 74-75.

125 Jukka Jokilehto (2006), p. 1.

126 Jane L. Lennon (2006), pp. 448-449; Ken Taylor, and Jane L. Lennon (2011), pp. 552.

127 Mechtild Rossler, 'World Heritage Cultural Landscapes: A Global Perspective', in The Protected Landscape
Approach: Linking Nature, Culture and Community, ed. Jessica Brown, et al. (Gland; Cambridge: IUCN, 2005), p.
3r.
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Figure 3-4 Relationship of World Heritage sites to other types of protected areas in terms of Outstanding Universal Value
versus representativeness as key determinants (Source: Chris Magin, and Stuart Chape, Review of the World Heritage
Network: Biogeography, Habitats and Biodiversity. (Cambridge: UNEP-WCMC, IUCN, 2004), p. 112.)

‘.!..!..!l.!'.!"!"!'

As one type of cultural heritage, but ‘embracing a diversity of manifestations of the interaction
between humankind and its natural environment’, cultural landscapes should be also selected for
the list of the World Heritage on the basis of ‘their Outstanding Universal Values and of their
representatively in terms of a clearly defined geo-cultural region and also for their capacity to
illustrate the essential and distinct cultural elements of such regions.’*?® In the initial stages of
establishing World Heritage Cultural Landscape guidelines, however, it was recognised that the
idea of OUV and its six cultural criteria failed to satisfy the reading of landscapes as currently
existing living traditional cultures.'?® For example, in 1986 when the Lake District National Park
in the UK was refused a listing, there was agreement that the park is a prime candidate for a
cultural landscape designation.*® However, when the authorities of the UK tried to list it again
in 1990, there was another debate in the committee which again failed to reach a consensus
because of ‘the lack of appropriate criteria for the examination of cultural landscapes [even

though that] had been a concern of the Committee for several years.”*3!

128 UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012), Annex 3. Article 6-8.

129 Jane L. Lennon (2006), p. 456.

130 Graeme Aplin (2007), pp. 427-446; David Jacques (1995), pp. 97.

181 UNESCO, 'Report of the World Heritage Committee, Fourteenth Session, Banff, Alberta, Canada, 7-12,
December', (Paris: UNESCO, 1990); http://whc.unesco.org/archive/repcom90.htm
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For that reason, the adoption of cultural landscape as a category for listing was progressed very
carefully by the World Heritage Committee to enable the nomination of sites that could not be
listed previously under the existing cultural criteria (i) to (vi).*3? Criterion 24 (a) (iii) was altered
in 1992 to read, ‘a civilization which is living or which has disappeared’, and revisions to the
cultural heritage criteria included reference to ‘landscape design’, ‘landscape’ and ‘land use’ in
criteria (ii), (iv) and (vi), respectively. In addition, references to ‘cultural tradition’, ‘significant
stages(s) in human history’ and ‘living traditions’ were included to recognise the continuing
traditions of local indigenous peoples in cultural heritage criteria (iii) and (iv) respectively. The
concept of surviving ‘living traditions’ and cultural continuity were incorporated within the text
of criterion (vi) and the associative values referred to in that criterion were expanded to include
reference to ‘artistic or literary works’.23® In this way, the revision of the cultural criteria has been
carried out to allow for the essence of a cultural landscape to contain and demonstrate the

interaction of humans and the natural environment.

In 1993, Tongariro National Park in New Zealand became the first property to be inscribed on
the World Heritage List under the revised criteria describing cultural landscapes. The volcanic
mountains at the heart of the park play a fundamental role through oral tradition in defining and
confirming their cultural and religious significance for the Maori people, and these mountains
connect spiritual links between the local community and its surrounding environment. A basis
sense of continuity through tupuna (ancestors) is manifested in the form of profound reverence
for the mountain peaks. Tongariro is the first World Heritage Cultural Landscape to be named,
not only for its natural beauty, but also for its role as the spiritual and historical centre of Maori

culture. 13

With this first inscription in 1993, cultural landscape was finally positioned on the World

Heritage scene with the committee’s adoption of three types of cultural landscape:

132 peter J. Fowler (2003), p. 15.

133 Robert Layton, and Sarah Titchen, 'Uluru: An Outstanding Australian Aboriginal Cultural Landscape', in Cultural
Landscapes of Universal Value: Components of a Global Strategy, ed. by Bernd von Droste, et al. (New York:
UNESCO, 1995), pp. 174-181 (pp. 179-180).

134 UNESCO World Heritage Centre, ‘Tongariro National Park’, (Paris: UNESCO World Heritage Centre, 1993);
http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/421
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(i) clearly defined landscape designed and created intentionally by man. This embraces
garden and parkland landscapes constructed for aesthetic reasons which are often (but not
always) associated with religious or other monumental buildings and ensembles (e.g. Royal
Botanic Gardens, Kew in the UK, or the extended designed area of the Lednice-Valtice
Cultural Landscape in the Czech Republic);
(i) organically evolved landscape. This results from an initial social, economic,
administrative, and/or religious imperative and has developed its present form by association
with and in response to its natural environment. Such landscapes reflect that process of
evolution in their form and component features. They fall into two sub-categories:
- a relict (or fossil) landscape is one in which an evolutionary process came to an
end at some time in the past, either abruptly or over a period. Its significant
distinguishing features are, however, still visible in material form (e.g. St. Kilda in
the UK, or Ancient Villages of Northern Syria)
- a continuing landscape is one which retains an active social role in contemporary
society closely associated with the traditional way of life, and in which the
evolutionary process is still in progress. At the same time it exhibits significant
material evidence of its evolution over time (e.g. the tobacco landscape of Vifiales
Valley in Cuba, or the Rice Terraces of the Philippine Cordilleras);
(iii) associative cultural landscape. The inscription of such landscapes on the World
Heritage List is justifiable by virtue of the powerful religious, artistic or cultural associations
of the natural element rather than material cultural evidence, which may be insignificant or
even absent (e.g. Uluru Kata Tjuta in Australia, or Tongariro National Park in New

Zealand).'*®

135 Mechtild Réssler (2005), pp. 38-39; UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012), Annex 3. Article 10 (highlighted
by the author); There has been ten times revision of the Operational Guidelines since 1992; however, three categories
of cultural landscape in this guideline paper have never changed.
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Table 3-2 Examples of UNESCO?’s categories of cultural landscape
(i) Designed and Created Landscape (iii) Associative Landscape

a. Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, the UK b. Uluru Kata Tjuta, Australia

"©Peter LLangef=Assotiated Media Group © Peter Langer - Associated Media Group

(i) Organically Evolved Landscape

Relict Landscape Continung Landscape

c. Ancient Villages of Northern Syria d. Rice Terraces of the Philippine Cordilleras

&

» © Peter.Langer.- Agsgqiqted Media Group

Source: [a, b and d] extracted from Peter Langer, Associated Media Group (http:/Amww.peterlanger.com/heritage.htm); [c] extracted from
Michel Brodovitch. (http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/1348)

Categorised landscapes in the Operational Guidelines are for guiding the application of
management and planning of landscape, with a view towards conservation. These categories
cover landscapes that are profoundly transformed by human actions (designed and created
landscapes); that show interactions between human and the nature (evolved landscapes); that
carry significant cultural values primarily in an intangible way (associative cultural
landscapes).1® As appears throughout these three types, it seems UNESCO’s interpretation of
cultural landscape is affected by theories of cultural landscapes as generally discussed in the West.
A strong traditional geographic influence may be reflected in the evolving historicist
understanding of the landscape presented by Sauer and the Berkeley School. The new cultural

geographer’s view of landscape, which emphasised the understanding of meanings that an area

136 Jianguo Wu (2011), pp. 301-321.
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has for the population, is utilised to introduce an associative landscape subcategory. ¥
Particularly when it comes to ‘reading represented landscape’ moulded by the interaction
between the nature and human culture, the new cultural geographers’ approach seems to be
working from UNESCO’s point of view towards ‘continuing landscapes’, which ‘reflect a
process of evolution and form and features which can be “read” like documents, but their
condition of historical integrity can also be defined by the continuity of traditional functions and
the relationship of the parts to the whole landscape.’**® Clearly defined landscapes seem to be so
much more connected to one aspect of landscape, to landscape architects who contributed to
realising the concept of cultural landscape in heritage practice, for example by establishing
ISCCL.1%

Cultural Landscape Sustaining Combined Works of Nature and of Man

However it is described or classified, the essence of a cultural landscape in World Heritage terms
is that it should contain and demonstrate the interaction of humans and the natural environment.
Themes of integration and strong connections between nature and culture in the World Heritage
conceptualisation of cultural landscapes are indicated by Rdssler, the Chief of the Policy and
Statutory Section at the UNESCO World Heritage Centre:

Cultural landscapes are at the interface between nature and culture, tangible and intangible
heritage, biological and cultural diversity; they represent a closely woven net of relationships,
the essence of culture and people’s identity...they are a symbol of the growing recognition
of the fundamental links between local communities and their heritage, humankind and its

natural environment.14°

Although treated as a type of cultural heritage by the convention,*! the three main types of
cultural landscape and many actual World Heritage cultural landscapes show that they do not

have to have been entirely created by humans, but have important natural qualities too.#? So the

137 Rafael Winter Ribeiro, Paisagem Cultural E Patrimdnio (Rio de Janeiro: IPHAN/COPEDOC, 2007); Vera Llcia
Mayrinck de Oliveira Melo, and Dirceu Cadena de Melo Filho (2012), pp. 24-32.

138 UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2009), p. 25.

139 Rafael Winter Ribeiro (2007); Vera Ldcia Mayrinck de Oliveira Melo, and Dirceu Cadena de Melo Filho (2012),
pp. 24-32.

140 Mechtild Rassler (2005). p.37; , 'World Heritage Cultural Landscapes: A UNESCO Flagship Programme
1992 — 2006', Landscape Research, 31/4 (2006), pp. 333 — 353, (p. 334).

141 UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012), Article 47.

142 Adrian Phillips (1998), pp. 21-38.
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operational guidelines specifically integrate nature conservation into the definition of cultural
landscapes, emphasising their role in sustainable land use and the maintenance of biological

diversity:

Cultural landscapes often reflect specific techniques of sustainable land-use, considering the
characteristics and limits of the natural environment they are established in, and a specific
spiritual relationship to nature. Protection of cultural landscapes can contribute to modern
techniques of sustainable land-use and can maintain or enhance natural values in the
landscape. The continued existence of traditional forms of land-use supports biological
diversity in many regions of the world. The protection of traditional cultural landscapes is

therefore helpful in maintaining biological diversity.'43

While cultural landscape is considered under the cultural criteria (i to iv) rather than the natural
criteria (iiv to x) (See Table 3-1) (ICOMOQOS, one of advisory bodies for UNESCO, leads
evaluations of such nominations) IUCN is also called up to review the natural values and the
management of a nominated property.** IUCN’s stated vision is ‘a just world that values and
conserves nature’, and its mission is ‘to influence, encourage and assist societies throughout the
world to conserve the integrity and diversity of nature and to ensure that any use of natural
resources is equitable and ecologically sustainable.” 14> However, as the United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP) stated that ‘biodiversity also incorporates human cultural
diversity, which can be affected by the same drivers as biodiversity, and which has impacts on
the diversity of genes, other species and ecosystems’ ¢, TUCN also pursues ‘bio-cultural
diversity’, so they set their own assessment criteria for their participation in joint field inspections
with ICOMOS in order to nominate cultural landscapes. In accordance with the Natural Criteria

for Assessing Cultural Landscapes, the natural factors associated with human culture are:

(@ Conservation of natural and semi-natural systems, and of wild species of fauna and
flora: and in particular whether the cultural landscape is an outstanding example of how

traditional land use patterns can:

143 UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012), Annex 3. Article 9. (highlighted by the author)

144 1hid., Annex 6. Article. 18.

145 International Union for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN), '‘About IUCN', IUCN, (2012);
http://www.iucn.org/about/

146 UNEP, Global Environment Outlook 4 (Valletta: UNEP, 2007), p. 160.

98



Chapter 3

- contribute to the protection of natural ecosystems (e.g. by providing for the protection
of watershed forests);

- help protect wild species of fauna or florg;

- help protect genetic diversity within wild species;

- create semi-natural habitats of great importance to biodiversity, i.e. manipulated
ecosystems with well-structured and functional interactions between its living

components.

(b) Conservation of biodiversity within farming systems: and in particular whether the

©)

cultural landscape is an outstanding example of how traditional farm systems can:
- develop and/or conserve a wide range of varieties of
- domesticated livestock;
- develop and/or conserve a wide range of varieties of cultivated crops, such as cereals,
fruit or root vegetables.
Sustainable land use: and in particular whether the land use practices are an outstanding
example of how to:
- respect the productive capability of land;
- conserve the quality and quantity of soil;
- manage and safeguard water quality;
- manage streams and rivers so as to reduce damaging floods and run-off;
- maintain plant cover;

- restore vegetation, soils and sources of water.

(d) Enhancement of scenic beauty: that is whether the cultural landscape has outstanding

©)

(f)

scenic qualities, deriving as much from the contrast and/or interaction between the works of
nature and humanity as from the intrinsic quality of the natural features themselves (see
above).

The presence of outstanding ex-situ collections: of plants (herbarium, botanic gardens) or
of fauna (e.g. collection of waterfowl).

Outstanding examples of humanity's inter-relationship with nature: IUCN may be
interested if there is evidence of either a successful or failed relationship between a past

civilisation and the natural resources on which it depended.
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(9) Historically significant discoveries in the natural sciences: i.e. where the associative value

derives from such a discovery.#’

In the assessment of OUV in cultural landscapes as ‘combined works of nature and of man’, the
following table shows where each of World Heritage cultural criteria and [IUCN’s natural criteria
are more likely to occur in the context of the cultural landscape types (see Table 3-3).148
Enlarging on this, the latest Operational Guidelines says that the category of cultural landscape
does not exclude the possibility of sites with ‘exceptional importance in relation to both cultural
and natural criteria’ to be also recognised as ‘Mixed Cultural and Natural Heritage’.*® As
cultural landscapes represent ‘the combined works’, a result of the indefinable interrelationship
between man and nature, there is a difference between mixed heritage and cultural landscape (see
Figure 3-5). UNESCO acknowledges cultural landscape as an interface connecting nature and

culture, tangible and intangible as well as cultural diversities across the world.*>°

Table 3-3 Cultural Criteria (UNESCO) and Natural Criteria (IUCN) most likely to be relevant in Cultural Landscape Types

Cultural Landscape type Cultural Criteria* Natural Considerations**
Designed landscape (i) (e)
Organically continuous a), (b), (c), (d
evolved - (i), (iii), (iv), (v) ©. 0.
landscape fossil (a), (f)
Associative landscape (vi) )]

Source: * Bernd von Droste, Harald Plachter, and Mechtild Réssler, eds. (1995), p. 337, ** UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012),
Annex 6, Article 16.9.

147 JUCN, IUCN Evaluation of World Heritage Nomination: Guidelines for Reviewers of Cultural Landscapes -
The Assessment of Natural Values in Cultural Landscapes (Gland: IUCN, 2009), pp. 3-4; from:
http://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/guidelines_for_reviewers_of _cls.pdf

148 Bernd von Droste, Harald Plachter, and Mechtild Rossler, eds., Cultural Landscapes of Universal Value:
Components of a Global Strategy (New York: UNESCO, 1995); Mechtild Rossler (2006), p. 337; UNESCO World
Heritage Centre (2012), Annex 6. Article 16.9.

149 UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012) Annex 3. Article 13; UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2012) Article
46; Properties shall be considered as "mixed cultural and natural heritage" if they satisfy a part or the whole of the
definitions of both cultural and natural heritage laid out in Articles 1 and 2 of the Convention.

150Jong-Han Jeon, 'A Study on the Evaluation and Categorization of National Heritage 'Myeongseung' in Korea from
the Viewpoint of World Heritage Concept and Its Criteria’, Journal of the Korean Geographical Society, 48/6 (2013),
pp. 929-934, (pp. 933-934).
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Figure 3-5 Realtionship of Cultrual Landscape whith other three types of World Heritage: Naturaal, Cutlral and Mixed
Heritage. (Source: UNESCO, Preparing World Heritage Nomination (Paris: UNESCO, 2010), p. 34.)

EXTENDED SCOPE OF CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

IUCN’s Category V Protected Landscape/Seascape

The conservation of landscapes is familiar to [IUCN: this advisory body has managed ‘protected
areas’ since Yellowstone National Park was designated by US Congress law and became the
world's first national park in 1872.1! Since then, and particularly in the last 30 years, the number
and range of protected areas have expanded to the extent that there are now over 114,000 sites
which cover almost 10 to 15 per cent of the Earth’s land surface (see Figure 3-6).1°2 In the
designation and management of protected areas, IUCN categorises such areas into six types

according to their management objectives (see Table 3-4) and defines a protected area as:

151 Michael Beresford, and Adrian Phillips, 'Protected Landscapes: A Conservation Model for the 21st Century’, The
George Wright Forum, 17/1 (2000), pp. 15-26.

152 Stuart Chape, Mark Spalding, and Martin Jenkins, eds., The World's Protected Areas: Status, Values and
Prospects in the 21st Century (London: University of California Press, 2008), pp. 9-14; For more map-based
information on protected areas worldwide visit [http://www.protectedplanet.net/]
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A clearly defined geographical space, recognized, dedicated and managed, through legal or

other effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with associated

ecosystem services and cultural values.*>3

Table 3-4 The six IUCN Management Categories of Protected Areas

Category Description

la Strict Nature Reserve: Protected area managed mainly for science

Ib Wilderness Area: Protected area managed mainly for wilderness protection.

| National Park: Protected area managed mainly for ecosystem protection and recreation.

i Natural Monument: Protected area managed mainly for conservation of specific natural features.

v Habitat/Species Management Area: Protected area managed mainly for conservation through
management intervention.

Vv Protected Landscape/Seascape: Protected area managed mainly for landscape/seascape
conservation and recreation.

VI Managed Resource Protected Area: Protected area managed mainly for the sustainable use of

natural ecosystem.

Source: IUCN (1994), p. 7.
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Figure 3-6 Global growth in protected area, 1872-2005 (Source: Stuart Chape, Mark Spalding and Martin Jenkins (ed.), The
World’s Protected Areas. (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2008), p. 11)

In the IUCN’s new definition with six types of protected areas, such areas are classified into two

kinds: those where the protection of the natural environment is emphasised (even though this

very often requires working with local people), and those where maintaining an inter-relationship

between people and nature is the focus. These two approaches, especially the latter, not only

conserve biological and cultural diversity, but also recognise the important social and economic

functions of protected areas, which are home to local communities with traditional cultures and

153 Nigel Dudley, ed., Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management Categories (Gland: IUCN, 2008), p. 60;
IUCN, Guidelines for Protected Area Management Categories (London: IUCN, 1994), p. 7; the previous definition
of protected areas: “An area of land and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection and maintenance of biological
diversity, and of natural and associated cultural resources, and managed through legal or other effective means.”
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knowledge. 1>* Paradoxically, threats to the world’s protected areas are rapidly increasing. They
become more complex as those functions and interests are entangled in protection issues amongst
the communities of people and stakeholders there.* In the light of these issues, there have been
attempts to take a more inclusive and holistic approach to protected areas, necessary because they
differ from kinds of place protected by the previous natural/pristine system, the “Yellowstone
model’, where the preservation of large and wild areas by governments only allows people as
visitors, not as residents. As a result, the concept of protected areas has evolved, moving beyond

a single model in order to embrace many various protected areas (see Table 3-5).1%

Table 3-5 New paradigms for protected areas

Topic As it was: protected areas were... As it is becoming: protected areas are...
- Set aside for conservation - Run also with social and economic objectives
- Established mainly for spectacular wildlife | - Often set up for scientific, economic and cultural
and scenic protection reasons
Obijectives - Managed mainly for visitors and tourists - Managed with local people more in mind
- Valued as wilderness - Valued for the cultural importance of so-called
- About protection “wilderness”
- Also about restoration and rehabilitation
- Run by central government - Run by many partners and involve an array of
Governance stakeholders
- Planned and managed against people - Run with, for, and in some cases by local people
Local People | _ Managed without regard to local opinions - Managed to meet the needs of local people
- Developed separately - Planned as part of national, regional and
Wider - Managed as ‘island’ international systems
Context - Developed as ‘networks’ (strictly protected
areas, buffered and linked by green corridors)
. - Viewed primarily as a national asset - Viewed also as a community asset
Perceptions . . . . .
- Viewed only as a national concern - Viewed also as an international concern
Management | - Managed reactively within a short timescale | - Managed adaptively in a long term perspective
Techniques | - Managed in a technocratic way - Managed with political considerations
Finance - Paid for by taxpayers - Paid for from many sources
- Managed by scientists and natural resource | - Managed by multi-skilled individuals
Manag_ement experts - Drawing on local knowledge
Skills
- Expert led

Source: Adrian Phillips (ed.), Guidelines for Management Planning of Protected Areas. (Gland: Switzerland and Cambridge: IUCN,
2003), p. 4.

As international movements to manage protected areas have moved from a focus on ‘islands’ of

protected habitat to embrace the wider landscape, including lived-in and working landscapes,

154 adrian Phillips, 'Management Guidelines for lucn Category V Protected Areas Protected Landscapes/Seascapes',
in Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines Series, ed. Adrian Phillips (Gland: IUCN, 2002b), pp. 1-4.

155 Michael Beresford, and Adrian Phillips (2000), pp. 15-26.

1%6 Jessica Brown, Nora Mitchell, and Michael Beresford, eds., The Protected Landscape Approach: Linking Nature,
Culture and Community (Gland; Cambridge: IUCN, 2005), p. 7.

103



Cultural Landscape and Heritage Landscape Conservation

IUCN’s ‘Category V Protected Landscape/Seascape’ came to the forefront as a guideline for
many nations. This is aimed at landscapes whose exceptional natural and cultural values have led
to measures for their protection, by securing the traditional interaction of ‘people and nature’.*>’
About 2,800 protected landscapes/seascapes have been recognised up to 2013 (see Figure 3-7).

For these purposes, IUCN defines Category V Protected Landscape/Seascape as:

A protected area where the interaction of people and nature over time has produced an area
of distinct character with significant ecological, biological, cultural and scenic value: and

where safeguarding the integrity of this interaction is vital to protecting and sustaining the
158

area and its associated nature conservation and other values.

Figure 3-7 Protected Landscape/Seascape in the World. (Source: http:/Aww.biodiversitya-z.org/areas/40)

IUCN also recognised the following benefits within protected landscapes:**®

- To maintain a balanced interaction of nature and culture through the protection of landscape
and/or seascape and associated traditional management approaches, societies, cultures and
spiritual values;

- To contribute to broad-scale conservation by maintaining species associated with cultural

landscapes and/or by providing conservation opportunities in heavily used landscapes;

157 Nigel Dudley, ed. (2008), p. 20; Paul Selman (2006), p. 122.

158 Nigel Dudley, ed. (2008), p. 20; IUCN (1994), p. 7: the previous definition of protected areas: An area of land
and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection and maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural and
associated cultural resources, and managed through legal or other effective means.

159 Nigel Dudley, ed. (2008), pp. 20-21.
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- To provide opportunities for enjoyment, well-being and socio-economic activity through
recreation and tourism;

- To provide natural products and environmental services;

- To provide a framework to underpin active involvement by the community in the
management of valued landscapes or seascapes and the natural and cultural heritage that they
contain;

- Toencourage the conservation of agrobiodiversity and aquatic biodiversity;

- To act as models of sustainability so that lessons can be learnt for wider application

Judging from these expected benefits, it can be said that Protected Landscape/Seascape
designation and management exemplify the new paradigm of protected areas since they
demonstrate many characteristics of the right hand column of Table 3-5. In particular, this
category shares much common ground with UNESCO’s World Heritage Cultural Landscape, not
only for their importance in conserving landscape globally, but also for their standpoint on
cultural landscapes.'®® Amongst their shared perspectives on landscapes, the interaction between
human and the natural environment can be found in the continuing form of organically evolved
cultural landscape, World Heritage Cultural Landscape type (ii), which acknowledges the value
of cultural traditions in working landscape that continue to this day; and in the importance placed

upon associative values (type (iii)).26*

However, there are also distinct differences between the two designations. In the designation of
IUCN’s Category V Protected Landscape/Seascape, the natural environment, biodiversity
conservation and ecosystem integrity take precedence over other values. On the other hand, the
emphasis in World Heritage Cultural Landscapes designation has been on human history,
continuity of cultural traditions, and social values and aspirations. Moreover, World Heritage’s
notion of designed and created landscape (type (1)) is not reflected in the IUCN’s protection aim
in its Category V, even though a protected landscape may include important designed features.
Finally, the fundamental requirement for inscription of a World Heritage Cultural Landscape is
that of OUV. Outstanding qualities are emphasised less in the case of Category V protected areas,

160 Jessica Brown, Nora Mitchell, and Michael Beresford (2005), p. 9.
161 Bernd von Droste, Harald Plachter, and Mechtild Rdssler, eds. (1995); Adrian Phillips (2002), p. 28.
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even though the areas should certainly have nationally significance to merit protection (see Table
3'6).162

Table 3-6 Comparison of World Heritage Cultural Landscape and IUCN Category V Protected Landscape/Seascape

Feature compared Cultural Landscapes Category V
Status Operational Guidelines under World | International Framework for Protected
Heritage Convention Area Management Categories, endorsed
by IUCN General Assembly
Level of designation Globally, by the World Heritage | Nationally (or sub-nationally) often
Committee through legislation
Key concept People and nature create landscape of | People and nature create landscape of
Outstanding Universal Value national or sub-national merit deserving
protection
Key principles People and nature; cultural values; | People and nature;  biodiversity;
cultural integrity; authenticity sustainability; ecosystem integrity
Main management aims Protection of heritage values, processes | Protection of the nature/culture balance
and resources and associated values and ecological
services
Main management means | Strong community involvement Strong community involvement

Source: Adrian Phillips (2002a), p. 43.

Protected Landscape/Seascape is arguably cultural landscape, as such protected areas have co-
evolved with human societies. They are areas where the natural landscape has been transformed
by human actions and qualities of the landscape have shaped the way of life of the people. Unlike
other earlier protected areas or historic sites, which concentrated on just one type of value, all
management approaches to protect landscape now must be based on a clear understanding of the
different values arising from this interrelationship (see Table 3-7).26% Material values, such as
ecological and economic aspects, have dominated discussion in the Western world, where so-
called experts have adhered to the “Yellowstone model’ because of the ease of quantification.
However, the general public, especially tourists, give more importance to the intangible values
of protected areas, whether in personal, cultural, or societal terms. Besides, the growing trend
toward co-management with indigenous or traditional people had paved the way of widening the
notion of such areas as intercultural spaces, where different or distinct cultural perspectives are
considered as equally important. In these areas, all decision-making processes should be based

on a profound sharing of indigenous values, whose interpretation should be addressed with

162 Nora Mitchell, and Susan Buggey, 'Protected Landscapes and Cultural Landscapes: Taking Advantage of
Diveristy Approaches', The George Wright Forum, 17/1 (2000), pp. 35-46; Adrian Phillips (2002b), p. 28.
163 Michael Beresford, 'Editorial', Parks, 13/2 Category V (2003), pp. 1-2.
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respect.%4 The reason why people care about protected areas has hardly been discussed in
relation to those intangible values, compared to the importance given to material or tangible

values.1%®

Table 3-7 Comparison of Protected Natural Areas, Historic Sites, and Cultural Landscapes

Category

Protected Natural Area
(e.g., National Park)

Historic Sites

Cultural Landscapes

Evaluation criteria

Natural values

Cultural or historic values

Cultural and natural values

Size of geographical area

Large geographical areas to
protect ecosystems,
watershed

Small geographical areas to
protect buildings, building
complexes, and
archaeological sites

Large geographical areas to
encompass all values

Subsurface protection

Statutory  protection  of
subsurface

No protection of subsurface

Subsurface protection may
be needed

Tangible or
values

intangible

Tangible and intangible
values relating to natural
features

Tangible and intangible
values relating to
historic/cultural features

Tangible and intangible
values for both natural and
cultural features and the
landscapes as a whole

Balance of natural and
cultural values in area

Cultural or historical values
secondary

Natural values secondary

Cultural and natural values
integrated

management
Source: Anthony J. English, and Ellen Lee (2003), p. 51.

Safeguarding the Tangible and Intangible VValues of Cultural Landscape

One of the first activities to break this atmosphere was the research of the World Commission on
Protected Areas (WCPA) Task Force on Non-Material Values in 2000, which aimed at
developing a typology and defining the intangible values associated with protected areas. They
acknowledged that quantifying benefits from intangible values is difficult or impossible, but
these values have become a major element in merit designation and management in the modern
conservation movement.'®® These intangible values, or non-material values, include the intrinsic
value of nature as well as ‘that which enriches the intellectual, psychological, emotional, spiritual,
cultural and/or creative aspects of human existence and wellbeing.” %’ Classified intangible

values in protected areas by WCPA are comprised of:

164 Allen D. Putney, 'Perspectives on the Values of Protected Areas', in The Full Value of Parks: From Economics
to the Intangible, ed. Anthony J. English and Ellen Lee (Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2003), pp. 3-11
(pp. 6-7).

165 David Harmon, 'Intangible Values of Protected Areas: What Are They? Why Do They Matter?', The George
Wright Forum, 21/2 (2004), pp. 9-22.

166 1hid.

167 WCPA, 'lUCN World Commission on Protected Areas, Task Force on the Non-Material Values of Protected
Areas', WCPA, 2000). Unpublished work; Stuart Chape, Mark Spalding, and Martin Jenkins, eds. (2008), pp. 19-21.
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- Recreational values: the intrinsic qualities of natural areas that interact with humans to
restore, refresh, or create anew through stimulation and exercise of the mind and body.

- Spiritual values: those qualities of protected areas that inspire humans to relate with
reverence to the sacredness of nature.

- Cultural values: qualities, both positive and negative, ascribed to sites by different social
groups, traditions, beliefs, or value systems that fulfil humankind’s need to understand and
connect in meaningful ways to the environment of its origin and the rest of nature.

- ldentity values: natural sites that link people to their landscape through myth, legend, or
history.

- Existence values: the satisfaction, symbolic importance, and even willingness to pay, derived
from knowing that both outstanding natural and cultural landscapes have been protected, and
exist as physical and conceptual spaces where all forms of life and culture are valued and
held sacred.

- Artistic values: the qualities of nature that inspire human imagination in creative expression.

- Aesthetic values: an appreciation of the harmony, beauty, and profound meaning found in
nature.

- Educational values: the qualities of nature that enlighten the careful observer with respect
to the relationships of humans with the natural environment and, by extension, relationships
of humans with one another, thereby creating respect and understanding.

- Peace values: encompass the function of protected areas in fostering regional peace and
stability through cooperative management across international land or sea boundaries
(transfrontier or transboundary protected areas); as ‘intercultural spaces’ for the development
of understanding between traditional and modern societies, or between distinct cultures; and
peace between society and nature. Transboundary protected areas have played a role in the
peaceful settlement of disputes among a number of countries in the last ten years.
Recognizing the importance of transboundary protected areas for peace and cooperation, the
WCPA has developed guidance around the world.

- Therapeutic values: the relationship between people and natural environments in protected
areas that creates the potential for healing, and enhancing physical and psychological well-

168

being.

188 WWCPA (2000); Stuart Chape, Mark Spalding, and Martin Jenkins, eds. (2008), pp. 19-21 (highlighted by the
author)
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Even though tangible values have usually been the primary focus of conservation, intangible
values have been instrumental in the recognition and protection of special places by various
cultures in human history. These intangible values provide a ‘protective impulse’ that should
raise a self-motivated desire to safeguard special places, guiding the design of regionally
specialised management guidelines in modern conservation movements. 1%° This discourse,
promoted by the IUCN, was reinforced at the at the 2003 World Parks Congress in Durban,
South Africa,'’® where it was recommended that ‘all protected area systems recognize and
incorporate spiritual values of protected areas and culture-based approaches to conservation.’*"*
At the Congress, the concept of ‘a protected landscape approach’ emerged, based on shared
understanding of Category V Protected Landscape/Seascape as a primary tool for creating
protected landscape areas. For these areas, members agreed that different strategies are necessary
to cover various tangible and intangible values in broad areas. They agreed that the protected
landscape approach should respond well to the cultural and natural values of landscapes, which
are inseparably intertwined. This culture-nature link is stressed in the book, The Protected
Landscape Approach: Linking Nature, Culture and Community, which was published as a result
of the Durban Congress. It says that landscapes shaped by the interaction of people and nature
are universal where these ‘landscapes ... have contributed to biodiversity and other natural values,
[that] have proven sustainable over centuries, and are living examples of cultural heritage. They
are rich in natural and cultural values not in spite of but because of the presence of people.”"? It
asserts that the protected landscape approach should include people such as indigenous and local
communities in order to elicit intangible values, enshrined in the interrelationship between their
distinct culture and their environment. In the context, local communities emerge as major

stewards for sustaining landscape, and are urged to stand at the heart of management of these

169 David Harmon (2004), pp. 9-22.

170 In the Vth World Parks Congress in 2003, 3,000 participants all around world declared the Durban Accord, which

for challenging some traditional thinking of protected areas, thereby embracing new paradigm for protected areas,

by creating new partnership.
The Durban Accord — a new paradigm for protected areas
In this changing world, we need a fresh and innovative approach to protected areas and their role in broader
conservation and development agendas. This approach demands the maintenance and enhancement of our
core conservation goals, equitably integrating them with the interests of all affected people. In this way, the
synergy between conservation, the maintenance of life support systems and sustainable development is
forged. We see protected areas as vital means to achieve this synergy efficiently and cost-effectively. We
see protected areas as providers of benefits beyond boundaries — beyond their boundaries on a map, beyond
the boundaries of nation states, across societies, genders and generations; IUCN, The Durban Accord
(Durcan: IUCN, 2003); http://www.danadeclaration.org/pdf/durbanaccordeng.pdf.

1 JUCN, The Vth IUCN World Parks Congress to the Convention on Biological Divsersity (Durban; IUCN, 2003);

from: http://www.thpa.net/page.php?ndx=73

172 Jessica Brown, Nora Mitchell, and Michael Beresford, eds. (2005), p. ix.
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protected areas, sharing in the benefits of conservation.!”® Reflecting these discourses, there was
an attempt to connect rather vague concepts of intangible values to a discourse on tangible values
in the same book. This attempted to illustrate the wide range of values considered in the protected
landscape approach, based on selected and converged values between tangible and intangible
(see Table 3-8).1"* It is evident from these discourses that it is difficult to develop management
practices which respect both kinds of values in an integrated fashion, if tangible or physical

values are considered separately from intangible values.

Table 3-8 Selected tangible and intangible values recognised in the protected landscape approach
Values Description
- safeguard and enhance biological diversity.
- safeguard vital environmental services, for example, clear water, clean air, soil
Environmental fertility.
values - attract and encourage beneficial developments.
- reduce or eliminate harmful developments.
- maintain the diversity and value of the visual landscape.
- provide sustainable development models for wider rural areas.
- raise awareness of the cultural heritage and identity.
- safeguard and enhance traditional cultural resources and practices.
- protect unique landscapes and artefacts.
- inspire artists and writers.
- develop a heightened sense of place and promote appropriate recreational
developments.
- maintain the interaction between nature and culture.
- safeguard places/areas of spiritual and sacred significance to local and national
communities.
- secure and improve access and facilities for appropriate enjoyment of such places.
- provide information and interpretation facilities to raise awareness and
Educational understanding.
values - promote a greater understanding of the human/nature relationship.
- provide study and research facilities to increase understanding of the area.
- build wider support for sustainable use of the environment.

Cultural values

Spiritual values

Scientific - encourage scientific research.
values - develop indicators to measure and evaluate change caused by human activity.
Recreational | -  provide a wide range of opportunities for public enjoyment through recreational and
values tourism appropriate in type and scale to the essential qualities of the areas.

Source: Nora Mitchell, Jessica Brown and Michael Beresford (2005), p. 235.

173 Jessica Brown, Nora Mitchell, and Michael Beresford (2005), p.4.
174 |bid., p. 237.
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Sustaining Multiple Values of Cultural Landscape with Heritage Communities

To sustain and respect these values, conservation itself needs to be understood as a culturally
defined activity, in that values are produced through cultural-social process, perceived through
different lenses, prone to conflict, and susceptible to change.” In the process of establishing
schemes for conserving landscapes, a clear understanding of values, especially intangible values,
should be developed with the participation of indigenous people living in the landscape. For this

process, the following is recommended:

- The determination of values and the resulting management decisions must be participatory
and involve local people in a significant way.

- A thorough recording of community knowledge, oral histories, and place names is a good
way to articulate intangible values.

- A cookie cutter approach cannot be used. Management decisions must flow from an
understanding of all of the values of the protected landscape, both tangible and intangible.

- Values that appear to be in conflict must be carefully examined and reconstructed to
determine whether there is really a conflict and, if so, exactly what it is.

- Once values are clearly articulated and the appropriate management actions are determined,
ways of measuring success and change must be identified and adopted. Monitoring and
follow-up are essential to achieving sustainable protected landscapes.

- Itis important to define a moving scale of limits of acceptable change to reflect natural and

cultural evolution and changing values.1’

Regarding the inclusion of people living in the landscape in the conservation of World Heritage
cultural landscape, two advisory bodies, ICOMOS and IUCN, raised an issue about OUV in
particular ‘how reference to values of minorities, indigenous and/or local people were made or
obviously omitted’.1”” Recognising the issue arising from the applications to list Tongariro
National Park (New Zealand, 1993) and Uluru-Kata Tjuta (Australia, 1994) as World Heritage

cultural landscapes, they argued that ‘the States Parties only rarely reflect on local cultures, the

175 Randall Mason, ‘Theoretical and Practical Arguments for Values-Centered Preservation', The Journal of Heritage
Stewardship, 3/2 (2006), pp. 21-48.

176 Anthony J. English, and Ellen Lee, 'Managing the Intangible', The George Wright Forum, 21/2 (2004), pp. 23-33
(p. 32).

1T UNESCO, 'Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage, World Heritage
Committee Thirty First Session, Christchurch, New Zealand, 23 June - 2 July 2007, Discussion on the Outstanding
Universal Value', (Paris: UNESCO, 2007), Annex 2. Article 3;
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rights of these cultures, and prospective conflicts between these cultures and international efforts
for protection.’”® In this regard, follow-up measures that became momentous changes were
taken to the management and legal provisions of the World Heritage Convention. It became

possible to nominate a site of OUV, if it has:

adequate legal and/or traditional protection and management mechanisms to ensure the
conservation of the nominated cultural properties or cultural landscape. The existence of
protecting legislation at the national, provincial, or municipal level and/or a well-established
contractual or traditional protection as well as of adequate management and/or planning
control mechanisms is therefore essential ... Assurances of the effective implementation of
these laws and/or contractual and/or traditional protection as well as of these management

mechanisms are also expected.1’

For the first time in the history of the convention, traditional management mechanisms and
customary law from local cultures were considered acceptable forms of conservation of cultural
heritage. In particular, the 2003 Convention for the Safeguard of the Intangible Heritage
addressed the necessity of considering indigenous people whose practice, representations,
expressions, knowledge and skills are transmitted from generation to generation in non-material
forms. These intangible values have been constantly recreated by local people ‘in response to
their environment, their interaction with nature, and their history’, and these inherent values
provide them with ‘a sense of identity and continuity.