The Safeguarding of Intangible Heritage values under the World Heritage Convention: Auschwitz, Hiroshima and Robben Island

Olwen Beazley

Centre for Cross Cultural Research, The Australian National University, Canberra

olwen.beazley@anu.edu.au
Dr Harriet Deacon

Research Associate, History Department, University of Cape Town

harriet@conjunction.co.za
DRAFT PAPER 

UNESCO Conventions safeguarding Intangible Heritage

Intangible heritage can be described as something of cultural value that is not primarily expressed in a material form. Examples include performing arts, rituals, stories, knowledge systems, know-how & oral traditions, as well as social and spiritual associations, symbolic meanings and memories associated with objects and places. Tangible heritage forms all gain meaning through intangible practice, use and interpretation: ‘the tangible can only be interpreted through the intangible’.
 Intangible values can, however, exist without a material locus of that value.

Thus, although there is a separate 2003 UNESCO Convention covering Intangible Heritage, intended to safeguard heritage forms not located in place, like ritual, performance or knowledge systems, the 1972 Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (World Heritage Convention or WHC) recognises the importance of intangible value associated with place.
 
The WHC emerged from concern about the loss of key cultural artefacts during World War II.
 The WHC is an international treaty that, in its conception and early execution, did not consider as a primary function the protection of the non-monumental heritage of societies and its drafting reflects this. The ‘universal’ heritage embodied in early World Heritage sites is, in essence, a positive, western, humanist one.
 The WHC operated largely within a Western-centric heritage paradigm until the inclusion of cultural landscapes on the World Heritage List in 1992, and, two years later, the introduction of the Global Strategy for a representative, balanced and credible list and the adoption of the Nara Document on Authenticity.
 

The focus on protecting physical fabric in the World Heritage Convention, and the high status of ‘expert’ definitions of value, contrast with the 2003 Intangible Heritage Convention in which there is greater emphasis on the importance of community engagement in the definition and management of heritage, and on heritage performance or practice. The 2003 Convention was born out of concerns about globalisation and the loss of indigenous knowledge and practices, drawing on a history of pressure for a less Eurocentric definition of World Heritage. The 2003 Convention highlights the importance of practitioner-defined value, or value associated with participant involvement and interpretation in the creation of heritage.
 

This is appropriate in some ways because in defining values associated with places or objects, the term ‘intangible’ is usually used to describe what are seen as culturally specific emic values like spiritual and social value, rather than the equally intangible etic or ‘outsider’ values like historical or scientific significance. Intangible heritage practices survive, and are recognised as heritage resources, if they are recognised by, engaged with and practiced within groups of people over a period of time.
 These groups have been called ‘practicing communities’.
 

In other papers, we have discussed some of the challenges associated with managing intangible heritage and associated objects and places.
 One of the biggest challenges facing heritage practitioners is how to identify, manage and help protect the practice of intangible heritage, without interfering in the primary relationship between that heritage form and the practising community: those who have the authority to speak as moral ‘owners’ of that heritage. This is a difficult task where disputes over symbolic significance exist within practicing communities, disputes that are rooted in larger political debates and affected by wider power relations. At the same time, heritage practitioners need to make decisions concerning heritage assets that protect both tangible and intangible heritage values. These debates thus affect the implementation of the World Heritage Convention as much as the Intangible Cultural Heritage Convention of 2003. This paper specifically discusses the history and politics behind recognising and safeguarding intangible heritage values associated with places on the World Heritage List, using the examples of Auschwitz, Hiroshima and Robben Island that are focal to the consideration of the development of World Heritage Committee policy in relation to the inclusion of intangible values associated with places on the List.
Intangible Cultural Heritage values and the World Heritage List

Since its inception in 1972, and its first inscriptions in 1978, the WHC and its Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention (the WHC Operational Guidelines) have facilitated the recognition and accommodation of associative, intangible heritage values on its World Heritage List through a place’s association with an event in history or with ideas or beliefs of ‘outstanding historical importance or significance’, albeit within a western-centric framework.
 

The mechanisms for such inclusion have primarily been through the use of criterion (vi), one of the ten cultural and natural criteria used to define ‘outstanding universal value’ for the inclusion of places on the List. In addition to the inclusion of associative cultural landscapes on the List (1992), and the implementation of the Global Strategy (1994), which will be discussed later in the chapter, the history of the use of criterion (vi) of the WHC Operational Guidelines provides an insight into the working of the Committee and its scepticism surrounding the employment of a highly subjective criterion for inscription.
 It also demonstrates a clear link between both domestic and international politics and inscriptions on the World Heritage List. 
The use of criterion (vi) 
Criterion (vi), like the other nine criteria for including places on the World Heritage List was conceived in 1977 as an autonomous criterion. It intended that places “most importantly associated with ideas or beliefs, with events or with persons, of outstanding historical importance or significance” be included on the List.
 It was not initially intended that criterion (vi) would be used in conjunction with other criteria. Over the years, however, its use has been viewed as highly subjective and problematic. As a result of these concerns, modifications were made to criterion (vi) to restrict its autonomous use. Until 2006 when these restrictions were removed, only nine places had ever been inscribed on the List solely for their intangible cultural heritage values. The history of the imposition of restrictions to inscriptions under criterion (vi) shows how strongly international politics and the pressure for positive symbolic messages have influenced the inscription of World Heritage sites.
 Sites of conflict between signatories to the Convention are of course most contested.

One of the main reasons why criterion (vi) was viewed as problematic is that it could, and did, result in the inscription of places that were associated with “particular historical events or famous people … strongly influenced by nationalism or other particularisms in contradiction with the objectives of the Convention”.
 With a few notable exceptions that will be discussed in this chapter, places on the World Heritage List have celebrated positive, uplifting values. This was because of a long-standing association in western culture between travel, aesthetics and personal growth.
 Rupert Sheldrake writes that tourism is like a secularised or unconscious form of pilgrimage.
 Even in places that commemorate negative histories, positive aspects of intangible significance have thus been highlighted. The inscription of Robben Island, for example, identifies its symbolic value as one of ‘triumph over oppression’, and emphasise positive aspects of its history relating to the recent transition to democracy in South Africa. To some degree, the inscriptions of the Island of Goree, Senegal, and the Hiroshima Peace Memorial/Genbaku Dome, Japan, discussed in this chapter, also sought a positive message as part of the inscription.

By the eighteenth century, rich Europeans had begun to travel to places like Greece and Italy to view the beautiful paintings, architecture and natural scenery they found there. The ‘Grand Tour’ was a rite of passage into cultural adulthood, where ‘true’ beauty was appreciated and known. By the nineteenth century the concept of the ‘picturesque’ – the view onto a particular site – was defined as a moment of greatest value, ‘where parts only are seen, but the whole is felt’.
 The World Heritage site circuit is perhaps the closest counterpart to the Grand Tour that we have today. The ‘picturesque’ architectural sites which formed the touchstones of the Grand Tour were among the first to be listed as World Heritage sites, e.g. Aachen Cathedral (1978), Versailles (1979), the Church containing the Da Vinci painting, ‘The Last Supper’ (1980), the Acropolis (1987).

Challenging this traditional western view of heritage, some of the first places to be inscribed on the World Heritage List using criterion (vi) commemorated what we perceive today as negative historical events. In 1978, for example, the black slave forts of the Island of Goree were among the first seven cultural places to be inscribed on the World Heritage List. It was one of the first two places in 1978 to be inscribed solely on the basis of cultural criterion (vi). Goree was a site of what, in 1979, Michel Parent, French delegate to the World Heritage Committee, would have called ‘negative historical value’.
 The justification by the Republic of Senegal for the inscription of the Island of Goree stated that it should serve as a symbol for the ‘black man’s suffering throughout the ages’. Senegal did, however, provide a positive spin, stating that the listing was ‘prompted by humanistic considerations’ and that Goree should act as a ‘sanctuary of reconciliation between men’ for the ‘exchange of noble ideas and forgiveness’.
 

The archaeological site of L’Anse-aux-Meadows National Historic Site, in Newfoundland, Canada, was inscribed at the same time, also solely under criterion (vi). Its significance is related to the very early European settlement of North America: the 11th century Viking settlement on the site is an example of early “human migration and discovery of the universe”
. The use of cultural criterion (vi) for the inscription of L’Anse-aux-Meadows was justified because of its association with an ‘event’ the World Heritage Committee considered significant in the history of human migration and of outstanding historical importance.

The next three properties to be inscribed exclusively under cultural criterion (vi) were all recommended for inscription by the World Heritage Committee Bureau Meeting in 1979 for their association with events of ‘outstanding historical importance or significance’. They were: The Forts and Castles, Volta, Greater Accra and Central and Western Regions, Ghana; Independence Hall, USA; and Auschwitz-Birkenau Concentration Camp, Poland.
 The Forts and Castles of Ghana, were mostly 17th century fortified trade ports related to pre-colonial trade in goods between Africa to Europe (mainly gold). Later in the 18th century they played a part in the slave trade and, in the 19th century, the cessation of that trade. It is the combination of these facts that makes the forts historically significant. 

Although they were initially listed for their historical role as colonial trading ports, the significance of the Forts and Castles of Ghana has now been more closely linked to the memory of slavery.
 The Forts and the Island of Goree were identified as part of UNESCO’s Slave Route in 1995. The forts of Ghana, instead of being primarily historical significance as “characteristic examples of European fortified trade ports in the tropics” are now being emphasised by the State Party, UNESCO and the World Tourism Organization as “a monument… to the evils of the slave trade.
 This shows how the intangible heritage value of a place is mutable and that the historical significance ascribed to a place can change over time. It also shows a greater willingness in the 1990s to engage with negative values associated with places.

Independence Hall, US, where the declaration of American Independence was signed, was the last of the three places inscribed under cultural criterion (vi) in 1979. Both Independence Hall and the forts of Ghana were inscribed on the List for their intangible cultural heritage values, and for their association with historic events in history, without comment from, or debate within, the Committee.
 The same was not true of the listing of Auschwitz-Birkenau in Poland.
Auschwitz-Birkenau

The Nazi concentration and death camp of Auschwitz-Birkenau in Poland, inscribed in 1979, commemorated and recognised the terrible human atrocity of an event in history. The Committee deliberated over this nomination when it was first presented in 1978 stating that the World Heritage Convention was conceived in such a way as to reflect the ‘heights of human achievement’ and not such places as Auschwitz-Birkenau.
 This was the first of many debates in the World Heritage Committee concerning the use of criterion (vi). The controversial inscription of Auschwitz-Birkenau was delayed for one year.

A report for the World Heritage Committee on the use of criteria for inscription was written following Auschwitz’s deferral at the 1978 Committee meeting, and prior to its inscription at the 1979. It stated: 

in order to preserve its symbolic status as a monument to all the victims, Auschwitz should, it seems, remain in isolation. In other words, we recommend that it should stand alone among cultural properties as bearing witness to the depth of horror and of suffering and the height of heroism, and that all other sites of the same nature be symbolized through it.

It was not clear from the text whether this referred to it being a symbol for other concentration/labour/death camps or for other sites of human atrocity. But the report goes on to clarify:

sites representing positive and negative sides of history will only be invested with real force if we make the most remarkable into unique symbols, each one standing for the whole series of similar events.

On this principle Auschwitz would be placed on the List but would not be a precedent for a whole series of similar sites, …we should also be reluctant to include whole series of famous battlefields or birth places, etc., of great men.
 

From this it would appear that the author was suggesting was that one type of place should act as a metonym for the larger collection of places i.e. Auschwitz as an example of a death/concentration camp from Nazi Germany. This interpretation is not, however, what was understood by Robert Milne a member of the US World Heritage Delegation, who was present when Auschwitz inscription was discussed.
 

The Committee developed a reactive position in relation to the inscription of Auschwitz-Birkenau in 1979. It did not want to set a precedent by inscribing such a place of horror and negative memory on the List. This is substantiated by Milne and also by Ralph Slatyer, a member of the Australian World Heritage Delegation also present at the meeting, and by the Committee’s decision to restrict other similar inscriptions “the Committee decided to enter Auschwitz concentration camp on the List as a unique site and to restrict the inscription of other sites of a similar nature”.
 In an interview with Milne, he explained that this Committee statement was intended to stop any further inscription of sites that had ‘negative historical value’.
 

The inclusion of Auschwitz-Birkenau on the World Heritage List, in spite of the Committee’s express wish that no other sites like it should be included on the List in the future - if this was indeed the correct interpretation - was an important moment in the use of cultural criterion (vi). It was important for the inscription on the List of places with strong associative, intangible cultural heritage values and especially for the inclusion of war related sites and places with ‘negative historical value’.
A significant issue in relation to the management of the intangible heritage values at Auschwitz-Birkenau is that these values have changed over time. The place was nominated by the Polish communist government, it was nominated as a site of Polish martyrdom symbolising aggression from the Fascist West. Today, many think its inclusion on the World Heritage List is because of the Holocaust. Thus, this ascribed value, this intangible heritage value, is mutable, it changes – and dies - with the generations, with the values and experiences of a society.
 

Jeffrey Goldfarb, a Polish Jew who has written about his experiences of visiting Auschwitz in the early 1970s said:

I was very angry. My anger was not immediately directed at the Nazis, the German totalitarians, but the Polish totalitarians: Polish communists, who seemed to belittle the special suffering of the Jews on the grounds of what is in fact the largest Jewish cemetery in the world. At that time it was hardly even noticeable that Jews were among the victims. The sign at the entrance to the museum at the camp noted the suffering of many nations, from the Russians to the French, from the Dutch to he Czechs; Jews were not specifically mentioned. This was repeated in the written materials on sale at the museum store. I should add that this was the way the Holocaust was remembered throughout the old Soviet bloc…The museum presentation at Auschwitz washed out Jewish experience, memory and suffering and replaced it with the stale clichés of official Marxism.

The failed nomination in 1979 of the Edison National Historic Site alerted the World Heritage Committee Bureau to the difficulty of applying criterion (vi) and it noted that its wording ‘could lead to an inordinate number of nominations’.
 As a result, criterion (vi) underwent its first restrictive change and added the words ‘this criterion should justify inclusion in the List only in exceptional circumstances or in conjunction with other criteria’.
 Subsequent changes to criterion (vi) in 1996 served only to make the use of the criterion even more restrictive and it was not until 2005 that intangible cultural heritage values could once again be inscribed on the List using criterion (vi) as an autonomous criterion.

The last four places to be inscribed on the World Heritage List solely for their intangible heritage values were a site that represented the cultural tradition of buffalo hunting in North America, Head-Smashed-in-Buffalo Jump (1981); Rila Monestary in Bulgaria (1983) and La Fortaleza and San Juan Historic Site in Puerto Rico, USA (1983). Political tensions surrounding the listing of the Hiroshima Peace Memorial in 1996 resulted in further restrictions on the autonomous use of criterion (vi).

Cultural Landscapes and Intangible Cultural Heritage Values 

As part of this process of change, and because of pressure to make the World Heritage List more representative of the international heritage landscape, the World Heritage Committee made a radical change in its guidelines in 1992. This change allowed for the recognition of landscapes, ‘natural’ places with no visible, man-made, material evidence, to be inscribed on the World Heritage List as ‘associative’ cultural landscapes. The category of ‘associative’ cultural landscapes helped the Committee to recognise the diverse heritages of the world. It was the first time the Committee had clearly acknowledged the connection of people with a place that was not manifestly monumental or of architectural significance. The changed policy prescribed inscription ‘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’.
 It was also at this time that criterion (vi) received further modifications in order to assist the inscription of associative cultural landscapes: sites had to ‘be directly and tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal significance.
 [emphasis added]

The first such place to be recognised through the Convention was the cultural landscape of Tongariro, New Zealand. Originally inscribed in 1990 for its natural values, its spiritual, intangible cultural heritage values were also recognised in 1993 on that grounds that ‘the mountains that lie at the heart of the Tongariro National Park are of great cultural and religious significance to the Maori people and are potent symbols of the fundamental spiritual connections between this human community and its natural environment’.
 Similarly, in 1994, the intangible cultural heritage values of Uluru-Kata Tjuta in Australia were recognised and it too was re-inscribed on the World Heritage List for its ‘associative’, spiritual, intangible cultural heritage values, in addition to its natural values “…the dramatic monoliths of Uluru and Kata Tjuta form an integral part of the traditional belief system of one of the oldest human societies in the world”.
 

With the recognition of associative cultural landscapes through the WHC Operational Guidelines, there was, for the first time in the history of the WHC a clear and deliberate attempt to ensure that intangible heritage values were included on the List. The values recognised to date through these landscapes have been almost exclusively spiritual. There has, however, been one inscription on the List of an ‘associative’ cultural landscape primarily because of other associative values; its association with ‘artistic and literary works’, Val d’Orcia in Italy. These landscapes are often referred to as ‘inspirational landscapes’. Val d’Orcia, Italy was, however, inscribed in 2004 because of its associations with the utopian ideals of the Renaissance and with the ideas of planned and designed landscapes depicted in contemporary art works, rather than because the artworks or the artists themselves were considered to be of ‘outstanding universal value’.

In 1994, building on the successful development of the cultural landscape categories, the World Heritage Committee adopted a Global Strategy to modernise its philosophies and objectives. Accordingly, attempts were made to accommodate plural types of heritage of ‘outstanding universal value’ on the List, including those with intangible heritage values. The Strategy aimed to “move away from a purely architectural view of the cultural heritage of humanity towards one which was much more anthropological, multi-functional and universal”.
 The Global Strategy is still very much in operation within the work of the Committee and numerous expert meetings have been held since 1994 to discuss ways of achieving a “representative, balanced and credible” World Heritage List. The inclusion of intangible heritage values and the changes to criterion (vi) have been a focus of many of these discussions.

The Hiroshima Peace Memorial 
 

In 1996, the Hiroshima Peace Memorial/Genbaku Dome in Japan, the site where the first atomic bomb was dropped on a ‘live’ target on the 6th August 1945, was inscribed on the World Heritage List. At the World Heritage Committee meeting in Merida that year, there was considerable debate about the inscription of the Hiroshima Peace Memorial/Genbaku Dome (the Dome). This debate followed a year of extensive lobbying by the US Administration to prevent the nomination proceeding to inscription, and by Japan determined to succeed with its nomination. The US used a number of arguments as to why the Japanese nomination should not proceed. Firstly, the US claimed that war sites were not suitable for inclusion on the List but surprisingly, it did not invoke the debate around the inscription of Auschwitz on the List to support such an argument. There was even some discussion internally in the US State Department as to whether a joint nomination with a place in the US, such as The Trinity Site, New Mexico, where the bomb was first tested, should be sought. The US thought that such a nomination might diffuse potential political problems that could arise if the Dome was inscribed independently as a Japanese site.
 Mindful of sensitive international relations with Japan, these discussions were not eventually pursued. The US Administration then turned its attention to the historical integrity of the Japanese nomination document and suggested to ICOMOS that it should be altered to reflect the context of the events that led up to the bombing of Hiroshima; a response to Japan’s aggression in the Pacific. ICOMOS was not prepared to withdraw its support of Japan’s nomination nor insist on its revision; the nomination document proceeded to the Merida Committee meeting unaltered

The US Administration had many reasons for not wanting the Japanese inscription to proceed. Many of these were related to the way the US wished to have the world see its role in World War II and were tied to domestic politics. In 1993, powerful veterans groups in the US had prevented the staging of an exhibition at the Smithsonian Museum in Washington of the Enola Gay, and the history surrounding the dropping of the bomb on Hiroshima, because they considered it to be unpatriotic and a revisionist history that painted the US as war criminals. The Japanese nomination of the Dome had the potential to similarly inflame domestic US politics.
 

Two State Parties opposed the inscription of the Dome, the United States and China. The US, having made a number of different attempts to prevent and modify the nomination prior to its reaching the Committee for consideration, only made a statement subsequent to its inscription. The US did not wish to openly oppose the nomination in an international arena and did not wish to sour its good international relations with Japan. 

The United States is disassociating itself from today’s decision to inscribe the Hiroshima Peace Memorial on the World Heritage List…The United States and Japan are close friends and allies…The United States is concerned about the lack of historical perspective in the nomination of Genbaku Dome. The events antecedent to the United States’ use of atomic weapons to end World War II are key to understanding the tragedy of Hiroshima. Any examination of the period leading up to 1945 should be placed in the appropriate historical context. The United States believes the inscription of war sites outside the scope of the Convention. We urge the Committee to address the question of the suitability of war sites for the World Heritage List.

China, on the other hand, made its statement prior to the consideration of the nomination by the Committee; it was clearly not concerned about the impact such a statement would have on its already poor relations with Japan. Its reasons for opposing the nomination were very different from those of the US but, were also ones which related to the historiography of World War II and the way in which Japan was representing its role in the war in modern history text books: 

During the Second World War, it was the other Asian countries and peoples who suffered the greatest loss in life and property. But today there are still few people trying to deny this fact of history. As such being the case, if Hiroshima nomination is approved to be included on the World Heritage List, even though on an exceptional basis, it may be utilized for harmful purpose by these few people. This will, of course, not be conducive to the safeguarding of world peace and security. For this reason China has reservations on the approval of this nomination
 

Changes to criterion (vi) to make it more restrictive were introduced following the inscription of the Dome. These changes had not been foreshadowed in the Bureau meeting of that year, as would have been the normal procedure for such changes. There was, however, some indication that it had been discussed in some circles prior to the WH meeting but it was thought that the words “only in exceptional circumstances” were to be removed. The Italian Ambassador to the WH Committee introduced the suggested changes to criterion (vi). It was not clear if this was as a result of close consultation with other State Parties or if this suggestion was carried out autonomously. There was some disquiet as to what the restrictions would mean for the inclusion of associative values on the List in relation to cultural landscapes, particularly from the State Party of Australia.

Criterion (vi) was, nevertheless, subsequently reworded so that it could only be used in conjunction with other criteria.
 In line with the declared US concerns, it was intended that this amendment would prevent further sites associated with war being nominated to the List. As will be illustrated later in this chapter, this intention was not achieved. Although the inscription went ahead, the World Heritage Committee further amended its guidelines to restrict listing under criterion (vi). The Guidelines now specified that criterion (vi) ‘should justify inclusion in the List only in exceptional circumstances and in conjunction with other criteria cultural or natural’ (my emphasis).
 This was a clear message that associative value, symbolic significance, under criterion (vi) was not considered by the Committee to be something that should be used autonomously, whether for a war site or an ‘inspirational’ cultural landscape associated only with ‘artistic and literary works’. It was also a clear demonstration of the political influence held by the US within the Committee at this time. 
Robben Island

Three years after this amendment to criterion (vi), the relatively uncontroversial listing of Robben Island, mainly for its symbolic values, created an opportunity to revisit the restrictions on criterion (vi). 

Robben Island, the place of Nelson Mandela’s incarceration (1964-1972), was inscribed on the List in 1999 under criterion (iii) and (vi). The UNESCO list of World Heritage sites describes the justification for inscription as follows: ‘the buildings of Robben Island bear eloquent testimony to its sombre history’ and ‘Robben Island and its prison buildings symbolise the triumph of the human spirit, of freedom and of democracy over oppression’.
 Criterion (iii), which stated that sites should ‘bear a unique or at least exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition or to a civilization which is living or which has disappeared’ had to be invoked because of the restrictions on inscription under cultural criterion (vi) alone.
 

Nevertheless, because the ratification was politically uncontroversial and based on a positive interpretation of the site, the World Heritage Committee’s motivation for ratifying the inscription of Robben Island still related primarily to criterion (vi). They celebrated the positive symbolism of the democratic transition in South Africa:

Many members of the Committee expressed their pleasure and emotion and congratulated South Africa for having proposed this site [Robben Island] which symbolizes the fight against oppression, the victory of democracy as well as the process of national reconciliation. Over and over again the members of the Committee paid homage to the vision of President Mandela.
 

The decision to inscribe Robben Island as a World Heritage Site was thus based mainly on its history as Mandela’s prison and its symbolic relationship to South Africa’s democratic transition of 1994 and the official policy of reconciliation. The tremendous support shown for Robben Island’s inscription had much to do with the international popularity Mandela enjoyed at the time, and continues to enjoy, as a kind of figurehead of democracy and gentlemanliness. This affirmed the positive nature of Robben Island’s narrative of triumph. Also, the conflict against Apartheid was an internal one (unlike those represented in Auschwitz and Hiroshima), and given the widespread (post-1994) condemnation of Apartheid there were few who could object to a monument celebrating a victory against it. South Africa (symbolised by Nelson Mandela) represented a new hope for democracy and human rights in Africa that transcended north-south and east-west divisions. This has international implications: for example, since 1994, the South African government has played an important role as a mediator in international conflicts in Africa and the Middle East.

The lack of emphasis on the ‘sombre history’ of Robben Island, expressed under criterion (iii), both in the WHC meeting and in the initial management of the Island,
 is somewhat ironic given that further research has shown the great importance of the site in understanding and representing the history of colonialism in Southern Africa. The collection of maps of the site from 1654 to 2000, analysed by one of the authors, is unparalleled in breadth and variety in Southern Africa.
 

Although at an international level, the positive symbolism of Robben Island has been widely embraced, it has not gone unchallenged locally. Veronique Rioufol has shown how the positive message of Robben Island closely matches South Africa’s official government policy of reconciliation after 1994, focused on ‘getting over’ the past through a negotiated settlement that provided something for everyone within a culture of human rights and democracy.
 Precisely because the positive story of Robben Island is linked to ANC government policy, it is locally contested.
 It is also contested on historical grounds by some former prisoners, whose experiences both within and after prison were negative ones. Some of this contestation finds its voice in a challenge to the representation of Robben Island as a place of triumph, and in the focus on Mandela as the representative prisoner. 

Like Holocaust survivors in Europe, Robben Island’s former political prisoners, who were doubly silenced by their imprisonment and by the system of Apartheid, have been very influential in interpreting the significance of Robben Island. This is an important aspect of the international trend towards more democratic heritage management, facilitated by the recent focus on community involvement in heritage management. Even within a group who ‘owns’ the symbolic significance, or ICH, of a site, there can be contestation. Former political prisoners, the ‘practicing community’ for Robben Island’s intangible symbolic heritage, enjoy the moral ‘right to represent’ the site in the current political climate.
 However, as in any community, there will be differences within communities. Some interpretations will also be more influential than others. 

Politically influential former prisoners and those who have published memoirs, most of which emphasise the theme of triumph, have tended to have greater impact on official statements about the significance of the site. The Museum has however also conducted oral interviews with a large number of former political prisoners across the political spectrum. Not all of their stories focus on positive aspects of imprisonment, and many tell a tale of great and continued hardship. Some former prisoners find themselves unemployed and isolated in a new political dispensation that seems to have offered little change to the majority of the poor. 

Critics of the triumph narrative argue that 1994 brought political democracy, but not economic equality or true liberation. Other former prisoners, and academic critics, suggest that Robben Island‘s message misrepresents the diversity and depth of sacrifice and struggle under Apartheid. Using Robben Island as a focus for telling the story of the freedom struggle can encourage an emphasis on political victory by the ANC, on stories of men as prisoners and activists in the freedom struggle, ignoring the ‘ordinary person’, and on political imprisonment as a metaphor for hardship under Apartheid. This underplays the role of other political movements and parties, women, and other forms of oppression and resistance such as forced removal.
 Political transformation has been overly personalised in the Robben Island story, and in the emphasis on Mandela. If you say you are bitter about the past, you are judged (against Mandela, who was not bitter) to have personally failed. If your life was destroyed by the horrors you experienced under Apartheid, you have personally failed. The nation is cured, healed, whole: you just don’t fit in.

Robben Island’s story can be a symbolic representation of the anti-Apartheid struggle and its triumph, but much of this struggle took place elsewhere. The history of Robben Island Prison does not itself provide an easy route into the story of large-scale torture, detention without trial, murder and other atrocities which form part of the Apartheid story on the mainland. In fact, after the initial decade and a half, political prisoners at Robben Island were so united and focused that they were able to negotiate better conditions for themselves than those enjoyed in most mainland prisons. Still, being on Robben Island as a prisoner was never easy. At the same time, prisoner experiences, both in prison and after release, were often highly dissimilar.

Mandela himself has always emphasised the role of other prisoners in the Robben Island story, and the importance of understanding the longer-term history of the Island.
 The Museum is increasingly acting on the need to represent other stories, recently refurbishing and preparing for exhibition the house where Robert Mangaliso Sobukwe, the Pan Africanist Congress leader, was kept in isolation. Yet, partly because of visitor pressure, the idea that Mandela represents Robben Island is deeply inscribed into the Robben Island experience
 - Mandela’s cell and the lime quarry where he worked are a key focus for the Museum tour. 

Heritage sites like Robben Island, which are primarily of symbolic value, and rely on interpretations of recent political conflict, will inevitably face challenges to dominant interpretations. The fact that Robben Island performed a powerful symbolic role for the Apartheid government, and colonial powers before it, as the place for outcast ‘terrorists’ was a great incentive for the post-1994 government to reclaim the space both physically and symbolically. Since Robben Island Museum has been one of the key players in the reconciliation game, it is also a site where challenges to the orthodoxy can be prominently aired. Former prisoners usually agree that Robben Island is of great symbolic value to South Africa. The contestation is largely about the balance drawn between triumph and oppression in Museum narratives, and about the nature of triumph. These representations of the Island will not only differ because people had different experiences, but they also represent political differences in the interpretation of Robben Island’s place in recent South African history. But party-political conflict should not be an excuse to ignore the nature of the differences.

We have suggested elsewhere that contestation over meaning is in itself an important index of Robben Island’s value as a heritage site.
 The positive ‘symbolic brand’ of triumph over oppression needs to be balanced by a deeper and more complex interpretation of the site, allowing for contestation, which should be used to develop longer-term conservation and interpretation strategies. 

Perhaps the solution to the problem of contestation about the nature of and balance between triumph and oppression lies in offering a number of different personal stories as interpretations of the site. Studies of tour guide narratives of former prisoners suggest that their own personal stories are deeply influenced by the triumph narrative.
 A more complex interpretation of the site could emerge from the use of more varied personal narratives in tours and education programs. The Museum is currently working to use the oral histories it has collected in this way. 

The use of Criterion (vi) since 2005

In 2006, ten years after the restrictions imposed on the use of criterion (vi) following the Hiroshima Peace Memorial inscription, another place with ambivalent associations was inscribed using exclusively criterion (vi). This was Aapravasi Ghat, Mauritius, a site associated with the first use of indentured labour transported from India from 1834-1920 by the British, it was called ‘the great experiment’. Labourers worked in the sugar plantations or were transhipped to other British colonies, such as the Reunion Islands and Australia. These indentured labourers were employed to replace slave labour after its abolition. The site was inscribed under criterion (vi) as it “was strongly associated with the memories of almost half a million indentured labourers moving from India to Mauritius.” The intangible values of Aapravasi Ghat resonate with those for which the Island of Goree was inscribed as one of the first properties on the List in 1978, the indentured labourers transported to Aapravasi Ghat were replacing the labour of the slaves shipped from Goree and elsewhere. Thus, both sites represent mass migration of a labour force from a continent dominated by colonial powers.  

Thus the WHC’s Operational Guidelines have come full circle, returning to the original unrestrictive use of associative or intangible values in determining ‘universal value’. In going through the process of change, however, the WHC’s Operational Guidelines have facilitated a shift away from the traditional western model of monumental heritage. Today, States Parties to the Convention may find it easier to achieve the inscription of places ascribed negative associations, except perhaps where international politics and relations take precedence over heritage considerations. 

Overlaps between the two UNESCO Conventions

Both the 1972 and the 2003 UNESCO Conventions accommodate the identification of intangible cultural heritage. The clear difference between them is that the 1972 Convention is concerned with location and place and the 2003 Convention is concerned with the practice of heritage, not specifically its location. The 2003 Convention shies away from the notion of ‘outstanding universal value’, recognising that heritage with locally-defined value that is not shared with the world is no less valuable than heritage that has high status world-wide. However, the reasons for the existence of two conventions rather than a single heritage convention with various tangible and intangible criteria are largely historical and pragmatic rather than substantive.

There are, however, some grey areas between the two Conventions. The UNESCO program celebrating ‘Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity’, which led up to the 2003 Convention, recognised the cultural spaces associated with intangible cultural heritage as well as forms of popular and traditional cultural expressions.
 Under the 2003 Convention, many practices continue to be recognised as being associated with a specific community who reside in a specific area, or with sites of performance. The World Heritage List can accommodate places that are primarily associated with the practice of cultural traditions and beliefs, such as associative cultural landscapes. A number of such landscapes have been included on the List since 1992.
 Another such place, included on the List in 1987, was Holloko, Rural Architecture, Hungary. It ‘bears witness, for the whole of Central Europe, to the traditional forms of rural life which were generally abolished by the agricultural revolution in the 20th century.’
 The value for which this place was inscribed was, essentially, an intangible one relating to the knowledge systems, of the traditional building techniques, that have continued through the ages. These intangible values are manifest in the tangible place of the traditional village. 

The Rice Terraces of the Philippine Cordilleras are an example of where heritage practices are closely related to the location in which they are performed. The Rice Terraces of the Philippine Cordilleras were inscribed on the World Heritage List in 1995 under criteria (iii), (iv) and (v) as ‘the first organic evolving cultural landscape to be inscribed on the World Heritage List’.
 The songs of the people working on the terraces, the ‘Hudhud Chants of the Ifugao’, are mainly sung by women as they plant the rice. As part of the special ritual of rice planting, these songs were separately recognised as Masterpieces of the Intangible Heritage of the World in 2001. The Masterpieces list will be incorporated into the Representative List of Intangible Heritage under the 2003 Convention. The WHC and the IHC have been used to identify both the tangible and intangible values of the rice terraces, but under separate UNESCO conventions. The tangible constructions of the rice terraces are included as ‘outstanding examples of living cultural landscapes…they preserve traditional techniques and forms’.
 This raises the question of whether the protection of the tangible heritage is meaningful without the protection and nurturing of the intangible heritage, the ritual associated with the planting of the rice. To separate these two crucial aspects of the place does not contribute to the protection or understanding of the complex values of the rice terraces.

A further example of where the two conventions cross over in their protection of tangible and intangible heritage is the Cultural Space of Jemaa el-Fna Square, included on the Proclamation in 2001. Ironically, what is actually identified is an activity within a defined place, rather than a space, and this place is also protected under the WH Convention as part of the Medina of Marrakesh, Morocco. Thus, today this Square could be included on the WH List solely for its intangible heritage values and cultural associations under criterion (vi).

This kind of overlap is not surprising. Community identification with heritage practices has historically often been closely tied to the location of these practices, and its continued value to communities is linked in some cases to a quest for land rights or regional autonomy. Some heritage practices will lose their meaning when dislocated from a certain environment. For example, the continued performance of rain dances retains its meaning in areas affected by low rainfall. Heritage values associated with sites also often depend on the continuation of certain cultural practices (preferably on the site itself) to remain meaningful, as in the case of buildings such as cathedrals or mosques that are erected for religious rites. 

The distinction between tangible and intangible heritage often lies in how the significance of a particular form of heritage is defined. The practice of intangible heritage can have tangible results or representations (e.g. poetry, baskets woven using traditional techniques or audio-visual recordings of stories), but it is often the continued practice and meaningfulness of the heritage within a group that is significant, rather than specific tangible products. Some objects are thus less important than the intangible cultural practices that produced them. For example, if people doing a certain ritual have traditionally dressed in red, protecting the heritage value of this practice does not necessarily involve mothballing the specific red clothes that have been worn in the ritual, but ensuring the continuation of the ritual, including the redness of clothing to be worn in the future, for example through access to dyes or knowledge of processes of dyeing. It is not enough to ensure that people go through the motions of such a ritual – to protect its significance has to continue to have some sustained meaning for them, usually in relation to a group identity.

Identifying where the heritage value resides is a crucial first step in establishing how heritage resources should best be protected, and indicating where the emphasis on formal protections should lie. This should be the main decision-making factor for choosing whether to inscribe a site or landscape under the 1972 Convention, or an associated heritage practice on that site under the 2003 Convention. There may be reasons for doing both, but care should be taken not to separate management planning of one aspect from another simply because they are required under different UNESCO Conventions or different local legislation.

Conclusion

As we have shown in this paper, the 1972 and 2003 Conventions were born out of different approaches to defining and managing heritage value, and different historical circumstances. Through criterion (vi), the 1972 Convention initially accommodated a wide range of values (including intangible values) associated with historical events, but over time, the autonomous use of the criterion was restricted. ‘Outstanding universal value’ was broadly conceived as positive, making the nomination of Auschwitz in 1979 a challenging issue for the Committee. Further restrictions on the autonomous use of criterion (vi) were imposed for political reasons after the controversial inscription of the Hiroshima Peace Memorial in 1996, this not only restricted the use of criterion (vi) but also the types of value that could be included on the List. 

The restrictions on the use of criterion (vi) were only lifted in 2005, after a process of gradual change, spurred by the uncontroversial inscription of Robben Island in 1999 and a broader definition of heritage value in the Operational Guidelines, illustrated by the introduction of the category of ‘associative’ cultural landscapes in 1992. This, and the attempt to include more non-Western heritage on the World Heritage List, through the implementation of the Global Strategy, has resulted in greater sensitivity towards intangible heritage associated with places, and towards community- rather than expert-defined values.

Together, the two UNESCO Conventions help us to acknowledge and protect a wide range of intangible and tangible values associated with heritage places, objects, traditions, beliefs, practices and knowledge. There are different historical trajectories, and various points of commonality and difference between the two Conventions that need to be recognised in determining what are the optimal mechanisms for safeguarding the construction and locus of intangible heritage resources.
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