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Executive Summary

s —

This report presents the results of a Study Project that took place in the context of the Master’s Programme

World Heritage Studies at Brandenburg Technical University Cottbus-Senftenberg in Germany. Carrying the
title “Heritage Synergies: Enhancing Protection through Coordinated Effort”, its aim was to reflect on the role
and potential of synergies between international standard-setting tools, directly or indirectly related to the field

of heritage.

The international community developed over time an extensive array of conventions, charters, declarations,
recommendations and programmes for protecting different facets of heritage: natural and cultural, tangible and
intangible, movable and immovable, terrestrial and underwater, analogue and digital. Naturally, these standard
-setting tools responded to concerns of the day or addressed gaps that existed in international legislation. Nev-
ertheless, this was not without implications. It resulted in the existence of a variety of concepts of heritage and
just as many approaches for its protection, causing conceptual as well as administrative challenges that com-
plicated the implementation and thus the efficiency of the standard-setting tools. Moreover, although legisla-
tion has divided heritage into its many facets, in practice this division can be hardly sustained and it is also
contradictory to today’s perception of heritage as being holistic. Consequently, within international organiza-
tions such as UNESCO, which has been the main setter of standards for heritage protection at the international
level, there is an increasing interest in mapping existing synergies between normative tools so as to streamline

their management and facilitate implementation. The Study Project was a response to these concerns.

The Study Project was carried out from April to September 2016, and it encompassed three components. The
first was a theoretical component in which students were introduced to the procedure of international law-
making and to various standard-setting activities for the protection of heritage, culture, cultural diversity, na-
ture and biodiversity, developed mainly within the UN system, especially UNESCO. The second component
consisted in detailed research and the identification of themes that cut across two or more standard-setting
tools, providing a basis for the development of synergies. The third component was an extensive reflection on

the preconditions, potential, benefits and challenges of synergies between various international standard-

setting tools as a means to streamline their implementation.




) 1
i
it
.
i1
|

il
il
W*

i
| (LI

The report at hand provides an overview of the process, reflections and findings of the Study Project. It was

prepared by the participating students and it reflects entirely their opinions. Certainly not everything that is
suggested in the report can be easily implemented. Some opinions may be somewhat distanced from the politi-
cal and economic realities of the world. Nevertheless, it provides an impression of how the younger generation
— those who are going to be in charge with implementing standard-setting tools tomorrow — understands and
perceives today’s actions in the field of heritage. With this, the report provides more than just a summary of a
Study Project. It is also a contribution of the younger generation to the efforts of the international community

to the protection of heritage.

Anca Claudia Prodan




1. Introduction

As conceptions of culture, and how culture should be safeguarded, become more complex so too does
UNESCO’s work. This complexity is reflected in the exponential increase in standard-setting tools' created to
address the challenges and responsibilities; over half of all the standard-setting tools have been created in the
past two decades. As the challenges have become more complex there has been a search for ways to make the
implementation of the standard-setting tools more efficient. It has been recognised that promoting “synergies”

between tools is one way in which this improved efficiency might be achieved (Prins, 2014, p. 5).

Promoting synergies to improve the implementation of standard-setting tools is a notion that first emerged in
the discourse surrounding the biodiversity conventions. The notion of collaborating to improve synergies
emerged definitively from the Earth Summit, Rio de Janeiro 1992, and the resulting “Rio conventions.”” Due
to the success of synergies in the biodiversity field, those in the cultural field began to take notice of the con-
cept and it inevitably migrated towards the cultural conventions. In fact, recent years has seen the emergence
of synergies as a buzzword that may yet rival “sustainability”. But, like sustainability, despite its growing
prevalence, there has been little progress made in how this nebulous concept might be practically applied in
order to help improve the implementation of cultural conventions. Defining what exactly “synergies” are is a
difficult task. For the purpose of clarity this text will enunciate the meaning of synergies exclusively in rela-

tion to the standard-setting tools. The Oxford dictionary describes synergy as:

The interaction or cooperation of two or more organizations, substances, or other agents to

produce a combined effect greater than the sum of their separate effects

At first it may seem to be simply a synonym for similarities, collaboration or cooperation. However, while it

can encompass elements of these, it is not limited to them. A “synergy’” can also be simply an element of a

1. It should be noted, throughout the publication the terms legal or standard-setting instruments or tools are used fre-
quently. Using these terms the publication refers to the same concept, which includes conventions, recommendations
and programmes.

2. Rio conventions: Convention on Biological Diversity (1992), United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification
(1992) and the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (1992) .




tool or an organisation that can be exploited in conjunction with an element of another tool in order to reach a

shared or similar goal in a more efficient manner. For example, similarities in funding structures and opera-
tional guidelines have led to suggestions for shared funding systems (IOS, 2013) and joint operational guide-
lines (Prins, 2014).

This study project was envisioned to examine standard-setting tools of UNESCO and determine ways in
which synergies between these tools might be discovered and promoted. The study project was offered as part
of the World Heritage Studies Master Programme at the Brandenburg Technical University, Cottbus-
Senftenberg. It was organised by the Chair in Intercultural Studies (formerly Chair in Heritage Studies) under
the supervision of Anca Claudia Prodan, Ph.D. The ten students who participated in the study project, and

o Aol

Frederick, Martin Odote, Babatunde Owokoya, Tobias Pagani, Evgeniya Panova and Maureen Tismer.

Ten of the standard-setting tools were chosen via lottery from an overall pool of interests®. The tools contained
within this pool were from both the cultural and natural field, though inclining more towards the cultural.
These tools were not limited to UNESCO, and are all directly or indirectly related to the protection of heritage.
Further, it was decided that the study project would not only encompass cultural conventions but also pro-
grammes and recommendations, as they are of equal importance. Each participant extensively researched their
assigned tool, in order to become an “expert”. These experts then partook in brainstorming, in-depth debate
and discussion regarding where synergies between their tool and others might lie and further how these syner-
gies could be used for improved implementation. The study was carried out using the World Heritage Conven-
tion as a foundation and reference point, owing to it being a precursor and a template for a number of cultural

conventions that followed. The results of this study project are presented in the following chapters. Chapter 2

3. The chosen tools, and their short forms, are as follows: The 1954 Hague Convention for the Protection of Cultural
Property in the Event of Armed Conflict (Hague Convention), The 1970 Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and
Preventing the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property (Convention on Illicit Trade), The
1971 Man and the Biosphere Programme (Man and Biosphere or MAB), The 1972 Convention concerning the Protec-
tion of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (World Heritage Convention) The 1992 Memory of the World Pro-
gramme ( Memory of the World or MoW), The 1992 Convention on Biological Diversity ( Biodiversity Convention or
CBD), The 1995 Convention on Stolen or Illegally Exported Cultural Objects (UNIDROIT Convention), The 2001 Con-
vention on the Protection of Underwater Cultural Heritage (Underwater Cultural Heritage Convention or UCH), The
2003 Convention on the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage (Intangible Cultural Heritage Convention or ICH),
The 2005 Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions. (Cultural Diversity
Convention), The 2015 Recommendation concerning the Protection and Promotion of Museums and Collections, their
Diversity and Role in Society (Recommendation on Museums)




outlines the standard-setting tools used for the purposes of the study, giving a brief history of their develop-

ment. It explores the shared similarities of the tools and finally discusses the problems associated with their
implementation. Chapter 3, 'Synergies — Key Aspects', first highlights, through case studies, already existing
measures that are promoting synergies. The chapter then suggests ways in which synergies might be identi-
fied, logically leading into the preconditions that must exist before synergies can occur and then puts forward
some means for implementing synergies. Chapter 4 reflects on 'Potential Measures to Promote Synergies'
grounding the discussion by relating synergies to different elements of the standard-setting tools. However, it
also goes beyond the confines of these tools, for example through exploring how narratives, tourism or civil
society might be used to promote synergies. Chapter 5, 'Synergies in Context', provides a broader view of how
synergies can be of benefit, ruminating on the relevance of synergies for a diverse set of topics ranging from
human rights to combatting climate change. Finally, Chapter 6 ends the publication with a critical perspective,
'Do we need Synergies?', inviting reflection on whether the exertions involved in realising a synergetic ap-

proach are worth the results that they will yield.

References
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2. Standard-setting Tools

The purpose of this chapter is to set up the context and define the object of our study, the international stand-
ard-setting instruments, between which we intend to suggest possible synergies. The first section provides a
historical overview in order to understand the context that led to the creation of these instruments. Though a
diversity of factors were involved in their creation, an overall search for global cooperation in the natural and
cultural heritage field has been a clear point in common. Then, the issue of similarities is discussed as this is a
first step in order to establish synergies for the implementation of the different tools, and thus provides an
additional justification of the project, while also providing a major basis for starting to consider synergies.
Finally, the problems of implementation are presented. As some of the issues in common among the standard
-setting instruments have been the problems of implementation, in regards to legal aspects especially, this
must also be discussed as a basis for turning these weaknesses into strengths, along with finding common so-

lutions through the following discussion on synergies.

Ingrid Frederick




2.1 Brief Historical Overview

World War I had introduced a new
kind of warfare to the world, in
which old techniques were used
with modern artillery and weap-
ons, resulting in the deadliest con-
flict the world had ever seen. What
followed, however, was going to
be even worse, a conflict where
the most of the fatalities weren’t
soldiers fighting at the front but
civilians. In fact, of the 50 million
who died during World War II
(five times as many as those dead
in the 1914-18 conflict), 35 mil-
lion were civilians. These were
men, women and children who
died due to a variety of reasons
including famine, bombings, en-
closure in concentration camps or
indiscriminate massacres. The two
conflicts were also different for the
way they were fought; while the
first involved quite stationary war-
fare (trench warfare fought mostly
on national borders), the second
was fought on a wider scale: it in-
volved cities and villages, seas and
oceans, high mountains and deso-
lated islands. For this reason, the
damage brought by the second
conflict included the loss of, and
damage to, cultural heritage
(bombing of cities, destruction of
buildings, cultural cleansing etc.)
and to the natural environment
(nuclear experiments on tropical
islands, fuel leakages, chemical
weapons, etc.)

This is the background for which,
after the end of World War 11, the

international community, shocked
by the brutalities and losses of the
past years, took the first steps to-
wards regulating warfare, thus put-
ting some limits to the actions that
states are allowed to take in con-
flict cases. Towards humanitarian
issues, to the pre-existent pacts,
treaties and conventions (first of
all the Geneva Conventions on
prisoners of war and wounded/
sick soldiers stipulated in the
1920s) additional rules were made
after 1945, including further Gene-
va Conventions and the Nurnberg
Principles on, among other things,
the institutionalisation of crimes of
war. Also, with the UN Charter
(1945) the new intergovernmental
organisation known as the United
Nations was created replacing the
League of Nations. Thus war ac-
tivities were (ironically enough) to
some extent legitimized as an in-
ternational problem solving meth-
od, through the instruments (laws)
actually created for peacekeeping.
These regulating tools, which were
focused on the cruelties that the
world had seen during the last con-
flict, were soon followed by a new
kind of convention that had seen
increasing importance in the re-
construction years following the
end of the war. On 14" of May
1954, The Hague Convention for
the Protection of Cultural Proper-
ty in the Event of Armed Conflict
was drafted in the Dutch city from
which it took its name (entering
into force on 7™ of August 1956).

Behind it was the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultur-
al Organisation (UNESCO), an
international body founded togeth-
er with the UN for creating peace
avoiding conflicts through build-
ing connections between cultures
with education, intercultural un-
derstanding, freedom of expres-
sion and scientific cooperation.
Their first tool (Hague Conven-
tion) still serves the purpose of
protecting cultural property in case
of armed conflict, and was fol-
lowed in 1996 by the International
Committee of the Blue Shield
(ICBS), a sort of Red Cross for
Cultural Properties, and in 1999 by
a second protocol of The Hague
Convention, strengthening the
rules for protecting cultural prop-
erty during wars. The first of its
kind (excluding the 1931°s Charter
of Athens for the Restoration of
Historic Monuments), this legal
tool started a new era of interna-
tionally binding tools for the safe-
guarding, conservation and protec-
tion of the cultural (and later also
natural) features that characterise
the history and the diversity of the
globe.

After its first activities starting in
1946, UNESCO became the most
important international body car-
ing about culture and education.
Its second major convention relat-
ed to the protection of cultural
property, the Convention on the
Means of Prohibiting and Prevent-




ing llicit Import, Export and
Transfer of Ownership of Cultural
Property, was the first ever treaty
on the protection of trafficable cul-
tural properties (drafted in 1970
and entered into force in 1972). Its
aim was to counteract the forms of
black market that had permitted
colonising powers to steal cultural
property from their colonies, an
activity that was still going on af-
ter the war, despite many countries
having achieved independence.
Later in 1995, the UNIDROIT
Convention on Stolen or Illegally
Exported Cultural Objects at-
tempted to fill the gaps left open
by the 1970’s Convention by har-
monising laws and establishing
common rules to reach the goal.
Along this line of protection of
cultural property, the 1972 Con-
vention for the Protection of the
World Cultural and Natural Herit-
age also aimed at safeguarding
those cultural and natural heritage
resources of such importance to be
considered of Outstanding Univer-
sal Value (ten criteria for the in-
scription to the World Heritage
List, together with the authenticity,
integrity, protection and manage-
ment of properties). This conven-
tion was motivated by various
events and by the way the interna-
tional community had managed to
cope with them, not only the war
destruction, but also more recent
threats posed to heritage. Motivat-
ing incidents here included pro-
jects such as the river dam at the
Abu Simbel temples, and natural
disasters such as the floods in
Venice and Florence throughout
the sixties. In response to these

threats Egypt and Italy managed to
mobilise the international commu-
nity with the aim of safeguarding
“their”/“the world” heritage. The
World Heritage Convention also
considered the natural heritage of
humanity, highlighting the protec-
tion of the natural environment, a
topic which was starting to be
dealt with in those years. Safe-
guarding nature was in fact a con-
sequence of the results that science
had come up with analysing the
natural changes in the world’s nat-
ural environment following after
the industrialisation processes that
had quickly evolved since the In-
dustrial Revolution. With scien-
tific development, for example the
first photographs taken from the
space, came also an awareness that
our planet is after all tiny and deli-
cate. The sixties and seventies
were the decades during which
most of the environmentalist
movements developed, including
the first inter- national governmen-
tal steps to fight what today would
be called “climate change”.
Among those, one of the firsts had
been the Man and Biosphere Pro-
gramme, launched in 1971 by
UNESCO with the aim of improv-
ing the binding relationships be-
tween people and the environ-
ments they live in. Many interna-
tional environmental agreements
followed in the years, dealing with
those issues that slowly became to
acquire more and more im-
portance. One of the landmarks
was the 1992 Convention on Bio-
logical Diversity, based on the
clear fact that human activities had
already been damaging the ecosys-

tem, and forcing State Parties into
action for the safeguarding of the
planet’s ecosystem(s).

International agreements regarding
culture had, meanwhile, seen sub-
stantial development and started
covering broader cultural fields, as
new problems became clearly im-
portant to the international com-
munity. Among all the tools, those
we found relevant for the aims of
our study project were those en-
tered into action in the last twenty-
five years.

The Memory of the World Pro-
gramme, launched in 1992 by
UNESCO was the second tool
(following the World Heritage
Convention) dealing with heritage,
in this case focusing on the protec-
tion and accessibility of documen-
tary heritage that captures a defin-
ing moment of the world’s history.
Heritage was also the focus of two
further conventions both drafted
by UNESCO. The Convention on
the Protection of the Underwater
Cultural Heritage was adopted in
2001, after decades of discussions
on its importance and an attempt
to draft it in the eighties, with the
aim of safeguarding heritage
which has been totally or partially
submerged for at least 100 years.
The Convention for the Safeguard-
ing of the Intangible Cultural Her-
itage (adopted 2003), aimed at
safeguarding and protecting those
traditions or living expressions
inherited from the past which char-
acterise the peoples of the world.
The 2003 Convention (see section
2.2 ‘Compilation of the Similari-
ties Between the Instruments’) was




also intended to help balance the
inequalities of the 1972 World

Heritage Convention, allowing
countries with less monumental
and more intangible heritage the
opportunity to nominate cultural
heritage. The several conventions
that UNESCO had adopted
throughout the years shared a com-
mon ideal of human equality in
rights, importance of their heritage
be it material or not, and the im-
portance of the diversity of the
world’s cultures. Therefore, fol-
lowing the 2001 Universal Decla-
ration on Cultural Diversity,
UNESCO adopted the Convention
on the Protection and Promotion
of Cultural Expressions in 2005,
attempting to avoid a monopolised
cultural market, and stating once
and for all the principle of mutual
respect underlying the other inter-
national tools.

One of the most recent steps taken
by UNESCO was the 2015 Rec-
ommendation for the Protection
and Promotion of Museums and
Collections, their Diversity and
their Role in Society, attempting to
take care of museums and the ob-
jects they protect. This was in re-
sponse to an increase in visitor
numbers and cultural goods ex-
change (e.g. for art exhibitions).
Many things have changed since
World War I, which is being re-
membered throughout the world,
and mostly in Europe, since 2014
for the centenary of its beginning.
Indeed, one can say that at national
and international level giant steps

have been taken for peace and
awareness-raising on  several
themes, many of them thanks to
international organisations such as
the UN and UNESCO. Neverthe-
less, these efforts might be facing
some difficulties, including those
arising from the fact that they
work on similar goals, but with
different and individual means;
thus, synergies among these tools
might become a solution for the
improvement of their implementa-
tion.

References’
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1. This description is based on personal knowledge of history, and on the preambles of the conventions, recommendations
and programmes mentioned throughout the article.




2.2 Compilation of the Similarities between the
Standard-setting Tools

This section provides an overview
of the dynamic that exists between
the different standard-setting tools
that are discussed in this publica-
tion. The first part lists the official
names of the conventions, recom-
mendations and programmes that
have been taken into considera-
tion. The names indicated in
brackets are unofficial short-
forms, which are used for this pub-
lication. The way the tools were
analyzed with the purpose of
drawing similarities is also de-
tailed. A table that provides an
overview of these tools is also in-
cluded.

Tools under consideration

Official names and short forms:

« The 1954 Hague Convention for
the Protection of Cultural Prop-
erty in the Event of Armed Con-
flict (Hague Convention)

« The 1970 Convention on the
Means of Prohibiting and Pre-
venting the Illicit Import, Ex-
port, and Transfer of Ownership
of Cultural Property.
(Convention on Illicit Trade)

« The 1971 Man and the Bio-
sphere Programme (Man and the
Biosphere or MAB)

« The 1972 Convention concern-
ing the Protection of the World
Cultural and Natural Heritage
(World Heritage Convention)

« The 1992 Memory of the World
Programme (Memory of the
World or MoW)

« The 1992 Convention on Bio-
logical Diversity (Biodiversity
Convention or CBD)

« The 1995 Convention on Stolen
or Illegally Exported Cultural
Objects. (UNIDROIT Conven-
tion)

« The 2001 Convention on the
Protection of Underwater Cul-
tural Heritage (Underwater Cul-
tural Heritage Convention or
UCH)

« The 2003 Convention on the
Safeguarding of Intangible Cul-
tural Heritage (Intangible Cul-
tural Heritage Convention or
ICH)

« The 2005 Convention on the
Protection and Promotion of the
Diversity of Cultural Expres-
sions. (Cultural Diversity Con-
vention)

« The 2015 Recommendation con-
cerning the Protection and Pro-
motion of Museums and Collec-
tions, their Diversity, and Role
in Society (Recommendation on
Museums)

Areas of similarities

In any field, they are applied or
even discussed, synergies are often
seen as a pathway to increased ef-
ficlency. UNESCO’s various

standard-setting tools seek to safe-
guard different forms of heritage
and they have different modes of
operation. The exploration of pos-
sible synergies needs the existence
of mutual platforms where the

tools interact. For this reason, it is
necessary to find the ways these
tools are similar.

Analyzing the similarities between
eleven standard-setting tools is
quite an uphill task, but this was
eased by breaking them down into
groups of three to see the similari-
ties that exist between them. The
ease of finding these similarities
varied greatly as some of them
were more obvious than others.
The most challenging comparisons
were those between tools focused
exclusively on natural heritage and
those focused on cultural heritage.
The common denominator during
the initial analysis was the 1972
World Heritage Convention.

Common themes that emerged

1.The Status of the tools

Majority (eight out of eleven) of
the tools analyzed are conven-
tions ,while two (MAB and MoW)
are programmes, and one is a rec-
ommendation. This means that the
degree to which they can influence
the actions of States Parties varies,
with conventions having relatively
more power due to their status and
ratification.

2. Some form of listing

The guiding documents of these
standard-setting tools detail listing
systems, which serve different pur-
poses. The most common are lists




o o

that detail heritage properties de-
pending on the state of preserva-
tion and administration. Other lists
are, however, created outside the
confines of the conventions such
as Red Lists of Heritage in Danger
by ICOM. Such external lists are
considered when one or more of
the expert bodies collaborating
with a given convention conducts
activities that oblige them to have
an in-house list. Other examples of
lists include the Memory of the
World Registers, the Tentative List
for World Heritage Sites, and List
of World Heritage in Danger.

3. Provisions for International
Cooperation

All the respective standard-setting
tools advocate for international
cooperation in some form. The
inclusion of this cooperation is to
help in ensuring there are enough
resources for the preservation and
safeguarding of cultural and natu-
ral heritage. The resources can be
financial, educational, knowledge
and capacity building, among oth-
ers.

4. Reliance on Professional Bod-
ies/ Consultants

Leadership is important as there
needs to be an entity that charts the
way forward in the safeguarding,
preservation, and show-casing of
heritage. To preserve different
types of heritage, experts with the
necessary skills and knowledge
have been consulted by UNESCO
during the formative stages of
these tools. The tools are also de-
signed in a manner that creates
provisions for these professional
bodies to continue providing guid-
ance and informed opinions on the
best way forward with respect to
heritage conservation. Professional
bodies such as IUCN, ICCROM
and ICOMOS for the 1972 Con-
vention, JAC and IFLA for the
MoW, ICOM and Blue Shield for
the Convention on Illicit Trade are
some examples.

5. A Capacity Building Theme

While heritage conservation re-
mains a matter of global interest,
the aim of most tools is to empow-
er the locals with skills so that they
can eventually manage the differ-

ent types of heritage in a sustaina-
ble manner. Virtually all tools
mentioned above prescribe specif-
ic knowledge areas that need to be
addressed in the event capacity
building is initiated.

6. An Educational Objective

The relevance of the heritage to
the locals is another theme that
emerged multiple times during the
initial analysis for similarities. De-
pending on the form of heritage
being preserved, educational ob-
jectives are prescribed by the tools
detailing the angle to be taken in
heritage-relevant programmes. In
some instances, the educational
objective is purely to sensitize
while in other cases it aims to en-
courage active participation in the
preservation of heritage.

7. Proactive and Reactive
Measures

Some of the tools above advocate
for preventive measures to be tak-
en in the preservation of heritage,
while others have a strong inclina-
tion towards reactive measures.
Some have both elements in equal

Mame of Convention for | Convention on | The Man and Convention The Memory The UNIDROIT Conventionon | Convention for | Conventionon | Recommendat
Standard- the Protection | the Means of the Biosphere | concerning the | of the World Conventionon | Conventionon | the Protection | the the Protection | ion concerning
setting Tool of Cultural Prohibiting Programme Protection of Programme Biological Stolen or of the Safeguarding and Promotion | the protection
Property in the | and Preventing the World Diversity lllegally Underwater of the of the and promotion
Event of the Illicit Cultural and Exported Cultural Intangible Diversity of of museums
Armed Conflict | Import, Export MNatural Cultural Heritage Cultural Cultural and
and Transfer Heritage Objects Heritage Expressions collections,
of Ownership their diversity
of Cultural and their role
Property in society
’ . 1;_‘1 UNIDROIT [
_ : i
Year of 1954 1870 1971 1972 1992 1992 1995 2001 2003 2005 2015
Adoption
Type of Convention Convention Programme LConvention Programme LConvention Convention Convention Convention Convention Recommendat
Instrument on

Table 1. An overview of standard-setting tools relevant for heritage protection. Odote, Martin, 2016.




measure.

Out of the themes discussed
above, the strongest similarities
are in the provisions for interna-
tional cooperation, listing systems,
reliance on advisory bodies and
the education objectives. The simi-
larities were extracted through a
comparison between the different
guiding texts of the standard-
setting tools. The texts were in-
strumental in the identification of
similarities because they clearly
describe the way respective tools
are supposed to function. Similari-
ties are an important stepping
stone in the formulation of syner-
gies. Synergies, that have
emerged from listing systems have
been illustrated in Chapter 3.1 of
the present publication. Synergies
that have been realized around the
expertise of professionals in differ-
ent fields of heritage are found in
Chapter 3.1.2. Chapter 3 also deals
extensively with synergies focused
on international cooperation in the
field of biodiversity. Synergies
that are related to, or based on,
similarities in educational and ca-
pacity-building objectives can be
found in Chapters 5.4.2 - 5.5.3.

Martin Odote




2.3 Problems of Implementation

Many of the conventions discussed
in this publication are successful in
terms of ratification. Nevertheless,
they all share problems in the im-
plementation  phase. = Through
round table discussions held with-
in the context of the study project,
problems of implementation have
been analyzed and identified on
three different levels. The first lev-
el addresses problems within prac-
tices of the States Parties, where
unwillingness and lack of capaci-
ties and understanding form major
barriers to the implementation of
the above mentioned conventions,
programmes and recommenda-
tions. The second level identifies
problems within conventions and
their respective operational guide-
lines - confusion between instru-
ments or vagueness in formulation
cause problems to the understand-
ing of the proposed implementa-
tions. The third and final level is a
summary of, to some extent, ne-
glected aspects, which have to do
with the understanding and the
lack of acknowledgment of the
importance of the standard-setting
instruments.

In the following, issues of imple-
mentation under the three different
levels as described above, are pre-
sented. It is important to mention
that all points are not applicable to
each convention, recommendation
or programme. The purpose of the
identification of problems in the
implementation phase is to show
that the various instruments can

learn from each other. Hence, the
committees of the respective con-
ventions should work together to
overcome faced obstacles. This
last point also applies to the over-
lapping of the standard-setting in-
struments, recommendations and
programmes. Communication be-
tween instruments is crucial to
avoid confusion and establish clar-
ity which can ultimately lead to a
successful implementation.

1. Problems of implementation
on the level of States Parties

Lack of interest/ different inter-
ests of the States Parties

States have various political and
economic interests in implement-
ing conventions. For example,
Kenya has a stake in increasing the
numbers of tourists visiting herit-
age sites. Hence, the State’s inter-
est in signing the convention may
be financial. The country has a
medium-term  economic  plan
known as "Kenya vision 2030"
and it includes several economic
pillars, tourism being the first
one ,which explains their interest
in heritage as a tourism attraction.
In the Mijikenda Kaya forests, a
World Heritage Site in Kenya, the
biggest threat to this property is
the tourism development. (Kenya
Vision 2030, 2016)

Lack of capacity

States Parties to the conventions
lack trained professionals that can
carry out the tasks formulated by

—

the operational guidelines and in
the conventions themselves.

Different possible
tions

Due to the use of formulations and
language of standard-setting in-
struments, States Parties can make
their own interpretations of the
necessary means of implementa-
tion. This could also contain termi-
nology problems in the transla-
tions of the texts into the other of-
ficial United Nations languages.
While the United Nations already
created groups to address transla-
tion problems, some remain un-
solved, e.g. the fact that 4 different
scripts are used. This leads to
problems when processing texts on
multilingual databases (Hoffman,
2008).

interpreta-

Unwillingness to ratify conven-
tions

It has happened already that as
soon as laws or requirements are
formulated, states hesitate to ratify
the conventions. For example, The
1954 Hague Convention has 127
ratifications (data retrieved August
2016). But the second Protocol,
which is the only one to give direct
and legally binding requirements,
has only 68 ratifications.

2. Within the conventions and
operational guidelines

Vagueness in formulations
Due to the vague formulations of
the discussed tools it is difficult




for States Parties to distinguish
what actions should be taken, and
by whom, in order to reach a suc-
cessful implementation. For exam-
ple, the Hague Convention and the
Illicit Trade Convention use the
term of “cultural property” when
describing objects they are meant
to protect whilst the World Herit-
age Convention, the Underwater
Heritage Convention and the In-
tangible Heritage Convention use
the term “cultural objects” for the
same purpose ,although it is of
interest to note that most legal
writers, including some who di-
rectly participated in drafting that
Convention, still use the term
“cultural property” in their com-
mentaries on it“ (Frigo, 2004).

Reservations

Due to the possibility of making
reservations to certain articles
within the standard-setting instru-
ments, States are not obliged to
ratify the whole document. This
allows different implementations
of the conventions according to the
different interests of the State Par-
ty. One example is the reservation
of the Netherlands to the 1970 II-
licit Trade Convention’s opera-
tional guidelines. The Netherlands
did not agree on several provi-
sions, so they added a reservation
stating that they did not consider
them to be legally binding (Prins,
2014).

Overlapping of conventions and
confusion between instruments
Conventions may address the same
issue but with contradictions or
neglect of complementation. This
is crucial with the Man and the

Biosphere and the World Heritage
Convention: both acknowledge the
same sites, but difficulties occur in
regards to responsibilities since the
two do not work complementarily
but independent from each other.

3. Neglected Aspects

No universal best practice

The operational guidelines and
regulations from different standard
-setting tools are not analyzed ho-
listically and thus not streamlined.
Hence, there are various UNESCO
practices carried out in different
states, as well as differences in the
implementations of the same tool.
There is no platform where experi-
ence can be exchanged.

Processes are too slow

Due to many bureaucratic obsta-
cles or rules that have to be fol-
lowed, procedures take very long,
which poses problems to rapid and
successful protection of heritage.

Not enough pressure on states

Communities are not informed
about the advantages of living
close to a UNESCO World Herit-
age Site and on a political level not
enough criticism occurs. In the
case of the Dresden Elbe Valley,
Germany, a delisted World Herit-
age Site, inhabitants were asked to
vote in favor or against a new
bridge. What they did not know
was that the bridge would be con-
structed within the site, so that it
would affect its visual integrity
and would ultimately have the El-
be Valley delisted. In this case,
pressure occurred only after the
actual vote, when documents to

build the bridge were already
signed and the inhabitants voted
uninformed (City of Dresden,
2006).

Lack of connection between con-
ventions

Conventions often work inde-
pendently from each other, which
may cause contradictions in for-
mulations instead of linkages to
enhance combined efforts to re-
duce costs and bureaucracy. This
also refers to the Ilack of
knowledge professionals for one
instrument have towards other in-
struments.

No institutions for monitoring
There is currently no joint body
for the evaluation of the measures
that the States Parties have taken
in order to implement the conven-
tions, programmes and recommen-
dations.

Lack of legally binding measures
Conventions, unlike recommenda-
tions and programmes, are legally
binding instruments which require
States Parties to follow them.
However, the UNESCO cultural
conventions lack enforcement
mechanisms allowing States Par-
ties to disregard their responsibili-
ties without any penal consequenc-
es. Unlike other United Nation
conventions, such as the Geneva
Convention (1949) where breaches
can be tried in the International
Court of Justice, a breach of a
UNESCO convention, as for ex-
ample the World Heritage Con-
vention, has few consequences. It
can lead to delisting a World herit-
age Site, although, that has only




ever happened twice (UNESCO,
2009).

There are certainly more problems
of implementation which fall un-
der the specific levels we identi-
fied. However, the above have
been considered the most relevant
ones and thus most important to
address for a more successful im-
plementation of the conventions.
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3. Synergies - Key Aspects

As explained in the Introduction, synergies can simply be any element of a tool, be that its structure, body re-
sponsible for implementation, or any general element, that can be exploited in conjunction with an element of
another tool in order to reach a shared or similar goal in a more efficient manner. In light of this understanding
of a synergy, this chapter highlights some places where these synergies already exist and are being exploited.
This chapter is intended to provide a grounding for the discussions later in the text, illustrating the characteris-

tics and benefits of synergies through the examples provided.

The chapter begins with 'Existing Measures', highlighting what synergies have already been recognised and
how they are being exploited through several case studies, the first from the biodiversity field and the rest re-
lated specifically to culture and the standard-setting tools. Illustrating synergies using concrete examples is
important. The usage of such a nebulous concept can become muddled if the manner in which it is being used
is not clear. Section 3.2 then discusses ways in which synergies might be identified, focusing on two possible
methodological approaches, the analytical and the ethical. Section 3.3 details some of the preconditions that
need to exist before synergies can be identified or developed, beginning with defining what exactly a precon-
dition is. The final section of this chapter addresses the practical implementation of synergies, and how that
might be achieved suggesting that there are three ways in which synergies could be implemented, first through
the States Parties to the convention, second utilising the coordinating assets of the secretariats, and finally

through the creation of a new body specifically tasked with promoting and managing synergies between tools.

Shane Cullen




3.1. Existing Measures

This section is comprised of four texts that present existing measures of synergies. The aim of this section is to
show how the work of synergies can be reflected in visible outcomes of existing measures in the field of both
cultural and natural heritage. First, an example in the biodiversity field is presented with the case of the
Sourcebook on Biodiversity Synergies. Second, still in the same field, the issue of harmonization of reporting,
with a focus on biodiversity-related multilateral agreements, is addressed. The third example consists of a
study of the coordination of heritage sites listed under several tools. This is followed by a fourth case study,
the Common Heritage Methodology, proposed in 2008 by the UNESCO Bangkok Office, which tries to link
three UNESCO culture-related tools. Demonstrating how these efforts display actual synergy measures is im-

portant for the following sections that identify methods, preconditions and means for implementing synergies.

Ingrid Frederick
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3.1.1. Existing Synergies in Biodiversity-related

Conventions

The United Nation Environmental
Programme (UNEP), in cooperati-
on with the Swiss Confederation,
European Union (EU), and other
stakeholders has developed a
Sourcebook of information explo-
ring the opportunities for coopera-
tion among six biodiversity-related
conventions at national and regio-
nal levels." This section therefore
presents summarised information
of the book as well the main re-
sults and best examples of coope-
ration.

The Sourcebook is the fruit of a
project held by UNEP and other
partners entitled “Improving the
effectiveness of and cooperation
among biodiversity-related con-
ventions and exploring opportuni-
ties for further synergies” which
involved qualitative and quantitati-
ve research as well as expert mee-
tings, series of global workshops,
conferences, and surveys for the
National Focal Points (NFP).” It
focuses on what can be achieved
through cooperation among those
implementing biodiversity-related
standard-setting tools. It provides
practical examples, checklists, and
lessons learnt from case studies
around the world which are of gre-

at importance to professionals,
States Parties, experts, communi-
ties and can inspire further coope-
ration to enhance synergies in
other circumstances and regions.
Implementing the different bio-
diversity-related conventions in a
coherent and joint manner proved
to be challenging. For that reason,
the Sourcebook aims at show-
casing, and building upon, existing
measures to ensure coherent po-
licy, to further develop a more so-
lid, comprehensive and integrated
conservation approach to achieve
future sustainable development
goals. Six different biodiversity-
related conventions and six diffe-
rent themes have been invoked and
illustrated with sixty-three diffe-
rent case studies of best practices.
The themes of cooperation in-
cluded are:

. Institutional arrangement

. Information management
and reporting

. Science policy interference

. Capacity building

. The strategic plan for bio-
diversity 2011-2020

. Financial resources,
lization and utilization

mobi-

The case studies presented illustra-
te examples where pooling re-
sources, drawing on each other’s
expertise, reducing duplication,
making joint funding bids, and ge-
nerally realising the benefits of
collaborative work are stressed.
These activities constitute a bed
stone for cooperation that leads to
the conservation and sustainable
use of biodiversity.

1. Institutional arrangement

Coordination between institutions
is important to determine how the
conventions are implemented, to
reduce duplications of tasks, to
reduce costs, and also to provide
more staff to be allocated for other
tasks for which there is a need to
evaluate institutional arrange-
ments. Some successful examples
of cooperation are the creation of
the “Mozambique Biodiversity
Unite (World Bank, 2014)” to en-
sure and enhance cooperation
among the different stakeholders
and NFPs, which resulted in im-
plementing an Action Plan for the
Conservation of Biological Diver-
sity in Mozambique, or in the de-
velopment of a harmonized report-
ing template for Caribbean count-
ries. Despite the success cases of

1. Biodiversity-related conventions include the following: Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), Convention on Inter-
national Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Spe-
cies of Wild Animals (CMS), International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (ITPGRFA), Con-
vention on Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar Convention), Convention concerning the protection of the World
Cultural and Natural Heritage (WHC)

2. For definition of NFPs and further information, see section 4.1 ‘Relevance of the National Focal Points to Synergies’




cooperation, there is still a long
way to go. There is yet a need for
more effectiveness, especially at
the level of information access and
circulation, as stated by the NFPs
in the surveys.

2. Information management and
reporting

Another theme of cooperation that
is tackled by the mentioned
Sourcebook 1is information ma-
nagement and reporting. Coopera-
tion in this regard is quite a burden
due to the different time lapses
between reporting and the diffe-
rent formats required by each con-
vention. In many cases the same
information is reported to the dif-
ferent conventions such as: species
richness or plant cover, etc. This
makes cooperation and collaborati-
on between the different National
Focal Points not only important
but necessary for improvements in
management. Technology involve-
ment is making this hard task less
of a burden, and a number of initi-
atives have been implemented,
such as: the National Biodiversity
Databank and Clearing House Me-
chanism in Uganda, Data collec-
tion for the fifth national report to
the CBD in Iraq and an Online Re-
porting System (ORS) for the Afri-
can-Eurasian Migratory Waterbird
Agreement (AEWA)® to name but
a few. Nevertheless, as mentioned
above, the differences in styles,
formats and timing of reporting is
a major issue that stands against a
more coherent management and
the situation is more complicated

at regional levels especially due to
laws that come into the way of da-
ta circulation.

3. Science policy interference
The science and policy interfe-
rence topic is also invoked in the
Sourcebook. The mentioned theme
is of major importance, as it deals
with the many ways in which sci-
entists, politicians and others link
up to communicate, exchange ide-
as and jointly develop knowledge
to enrich policy and decision-
making processes. This helps to
overcome the ignorance of the sci-
entific input by political instituti-
ons. A number of inspiring case
studies have been showcased in
the Sourcebook at both national
and regional levels such as: the
updating of National Biodiversity
Targets in Brazil through a multi-
sectorial process, the creation of a
National Commission for Know-
ledge and Use of Biodiversity in
Mexico, and the Swiss Biodiversi-
ty Forum where a linkage between
biodiversity, science and policy
making is considered.

4. Capacity building

Capacity building is another the-
matic area for joint work between
representatives of different Multi-
national Environmental Agree-
ments (MEAs). The main benefits
in this field are increased scientific
and technical reporting and policy-
making capacities. Workshops are
identified as the most common
method together with other promi-
sing initiatives, like staff rotation

3. For further information consult the official website: http:/www.unep-aewa.org/

policies in the Environmental Mi-
nistry of Japan and mentoring pro-
grammes at national level in diffe-
rent countries. Usually regional
organizations are more active in
this field and activities such as
joint preparatory COPs
(Conference of the Parties) mee-
tings for the biodiversity-related
conventions, and other training
programmes took place under their
coordination. One successful exa-
mple is the tandem workshop for
NFPs of the International Treaty
on Plant Genetic Resources for
Food and Agriculture (ITPGRFA),
and the Nagoya Protocol. Moreo-
ver, the Sourcebook emphasises
the importance of the identificati-
on of capacity-building needs at
the national level and the develop-
ment of strategies that could lead
to better results in the future.

5. The Strategic Plan for Bio-
diversity 2011-2020

The Strategic Plan for Biodiversity
2011-2020 and National Biodiver-
sity Strategies and Action Plans
(NBSAP) is another successful
example of cooperation between
representatives of different MEA.
It promotes integration of bio-
diversity-related Conventions*
specific targets and objectives into
the development of national strate-
gies and provides mechanism for
coordination between NFPs. In
many cases it is a very successful
strategic tool for the wide imple-
mentation of different conven-
tions. For example, in 2014 in Ne-
pal NBSAP was drafted by a broad




range of different stakeholders and
National Focal Points representing
various conventions. As a result,
different issues were solved more
methodologically and systemati-
cally. However, there are still mo-
re possibilities to apply these stra-
tegies and action plans more wi-
dely at the international level and
to encourage other States Parties to
follow.

6. Financial resources mobiliza-
tion and utilization

Financial aspects are one of the
most sensitive issues where colla-
boration can bring more results. It
has been identified that for effecti-
ve financial resource mobilization
and utilization important factors
are the National Focal Points’ un-
derstanding of environmental ex-

penditures and  collaboration
(formal and informal) on financial
needs assessment. Furthermore

such collaboration on financial
needs assessment, financial re-
source mobilisation and utilisation
turned out to be very successful in
Egypt, Palau and Slovenia. In ad-
dition, national strategies for re-
source allocation, as the case of
Brazil‘s “Federal Government Ac-
tion Plan for Biodiversity Conser-
vation and Sustainable Use”, en-
sure the permanent financial
sources for the implementation of
the biodiversity-related conven-

tions. Trans-boundary challenges
are another important incentive for
regional initiatives in effective re-
source usage, where the attention
should be drawn. One of the most
important lessons that could be
applied to broader spectrum is the

identification of external funds and
joint project proposals bringing
more effective resource mobilisati-
on and utilisation.

The Sourcebook provides many
useful examples of synergies. The

most successful and common
cases in all the fields involve acti-
vities aimed at strengthening for-
mal and non-formal cooperation
and coordination mechanisms
between NFPs. NBSAPs also are
outstanding tools for enhanced
cooperation. However, the authors
of the Sourcebook stress that the
success for each country depends
on their own unique situation, and
thus, different methods that have
not been identified in this report
could be included, and they hope
that the Sourcebook could be
effective in fostering such initiati-
ves.
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3.1.2 Harmonization of Reporting

Reporting plays an important role
in the implementation of standard-
setting tools, as it not only consists
in recording the progress in rela-
tion to specific goals, but also pro-
vides an overview of the present
state of affairs and future needs in
the field and topics related to such
tools. Since reporting is necessary
for implementation but is not in
itself the final goal of any of these
tools, a need to find ways of
providing better results by encour-
aging harmonization of reporting,
among standard-setting tools that
deal with common topics, has been
identified by the participants of the
study project. Discussions around
this idea have been developed for
multilateral environmental agree-
ments (MEASs) related to the biodi-
versity field. Yet, the main aim of
this section is to highlight key
points for harmonization of report-
ing that are considered applicable
not only to the biodiversity field,
but to the cultural and natural her-
itage field as well.

The present text is divided in two
sections. The first section gives a
background on harmonization of
reporting, by briefly presenting the
most important preconditions, ob-
stacles and aims for such a task.
This is based on the work by the
United National Environment Pro-
gramme (UNEP) and the WCMC
(World Conservation Monitoring
Centre), in collaboration with oth-
er organizations. This collabora-
tive effort produced certain guide-
lines that are necessary for harmo-

nization of reporting for biodiver-
sity-related MEAs. The second

section presents examples of
measures.
Section 1. Background and
guidelines

An increase in reporting as a result
of the increase in multilateral
agreements has led to a clear need
for information management, in
order to support “more efficient
and coherent implementation of
the conventions and agreements
involved” (UNEP and WCMC,
2009, p. 1). Harmonization of re-
porting is suggested as a strategy
to achieve this aim, as well as
serving not only international pur-
poses, but also national ones relat-
ed to biodiversity concerns. Its im-
plementation requires the involve-
ment of both global and national
actors. On the global level, there
are the governing bodies of the
agreements, which manage the for-
mats for individual conventions;
and on the national level, there are
the focal points within the coun-
tries involved in the agreements.

Some of the obstacles at a global
level are: the different reporting
cycles, the fact that some states are
not party to all MEAs, and that
some MEAs have not always iden-
tified what information they re-
quire. On a national level, the
main obstacles are that infor-
mation is scattered in different in-
stitutions, the lack of coordination
among institutions, lack of clarity
of the responsibilities, agreed co-

ordination mechanisms, and hu-
man, financial or technical capaci-
ty (UNEP and WCMC, 2009, pp. 2
-3).

The main preconditions that are
necessary for harmonization of
reporting at a national level are:

« appropriate  legislation that
serves the purpose of harmoni-
zation;

« awareness of what has been
done previously to understand
what comes next (an overview
of the implementation);

+ experience sharing among insti-

What key points should a good in-

formation network consider?

—_—

. Availability
2. Easy accessibility

3. Clear roles for collecting data

4. Relevant data holders

5. Data standards

6. Retrieval and storage process

7. Analysis of information

8. Examination of possible duplica-
tion

9. Frequency of updates

10. Authority and means to coordi-

nate all aspects of implementation

Table 2. What key points should a
good information network consider?
Source: Ingrid Frederick. Adapted from
UNEP and WCMC, 2009.




tutions;

« awareness of the use of harmo-
nization of reporting for guiding
decisions;

« cooperation between different
institutions;

« establishment of an information
strategy, for example an inte-
grated and coordinated infor-
mation system/ network (see
Table 2);

+ correlation between reporting
and implementation, as well as
correlation between process and
results.

The main preconditions that are
necessary for harmonization of
reporting at a global level are:

« clarity about information needs;

 inter-MEA agreements on in-
formation needs and manage-
ment;

« joint systems of information
management;

- agreements on how to address
different reporting cycles effi-
ciently;

« commitment and leadership of
key stakeholders.

Section 2. Developments in har-
monization of reporting

The following section illustrates
direct results from the initiatives of
harmonization of reporting. It is
important to note that these efforts
to develop guidelines and precon-
ditions addressed in the first sec-
tion, have actually led to practical
outcomes that are visible in the
following measures carried out in
biodiversity conventions.

Efforts aiming at better national
coordination include the Joint The-

matic Reporting by the Australian
Government, which created a con-
solidated template for reporting as
part of an approach of a “core re-
port” for five different conven-
tions. Another measure is the Pilot
FNR RIO project initiated in 2011,
which explored options for in-
creasing integration at the national
level in reporting to the three Rio
conventions. This series of con-
ventions deal with the topics of
biodiversity, climate change and
desertification, and ‘“are intrinsi-
cally linked, operating in the same
ecosystems and addressing inter-
dependent issues” (Convention on
Biological Diversity, 2016).

In regards to regional measures,
there is the Biodiversity 2020 Tar-
get Cross-Linking tool, developed
by the European Environment
Agency (EEA) and Clearing
House Mechanism (CHM). This
allows countries to see the inter-
linkages between Biodiversity tar-
gets, the EU Biodiversity Strategy
and any national strategy. A work-
ing group was set on the topic of
sharing information on implemen-
tation, and reporting on progress
between global, regional and na-
tional levels, in order to avoid du-
plication in reporting and to en-
courage the re-use of information.
Another regional measure is the
elaboration of the “Harmonized
reporting template for Caribbean
countries”, prepared in 2013 by
the CARICOMs secretariat
through a consultancy as part of
the project for capacity building
related to MEASs in African, Carib-
bean and Pacific Countries.

Finally, two relevant measures in
the international arena include the

Online Management Systems, cre-
ated by the United Nations Envi-
ronment Programme. First, UNEP
Live is an online knowledge man-
agement platform for searching
national, regional and global data
and knowledge to support assess-
ments of the state and trends of the
environment including ecosystems
and biodiversity. Second, In-
forMEA is the first project estab-
lished by the multilateral environ-
mental agreement information and
knowledge management initiative
(co-chaired by UNEP and CITES).
As an additional international
measure there is the Online Re-
porting System (ORS), started in
2012, which was created in order
to use national report data submit-
ted by Parties to AEWA, and cus-
tomizing an ORS for use by the
Convention on International Trade
in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora (CITES) and the
Bern Convention.

As a conclusion, the advances in
the field of biodiversity agree-
ments have contributed to the
strengthening of synergies among
different MEAs. Some of the
guidelines that were drafted and
the preconditions agreed upon are
in essence not different from those
that may be needed for harmoniza-
tion of reporting in the field of cul-
tural heritage, where there is a
need of coordination among con-
ventions that deal with intersecting
topics. This could support the
more recent synergies initiative in
UNESCO for cultural conventions,
which is discussed in the Introduc-
tion to this publication. An infor-
mation management system ap-




proach should be encouraged for
cultural heritage as well in order to
promote synergies, and serve the
final aims of protecting heritage in
better and more effective ways.
The idea that reporting should cor-
relate with the implementation,
and not be a process in itself but
actually lead to results, should ap-
ply in the same manner for cultural
heritage. =~ The examples of
measures from harmonization of
reporting initiatives in the case of
the biodiversity-related MEAs,
proves the importance of harmoni-
zation of reporting for improving
results in implementation. It
demonstrates that providing guide-
lines and discussing preconditions
and needs for harmonization are
essential first steps before carrying
out actual measures for such aims.
Finally, a continuation in this pro-
cess can only be encouraged to
improve progress in enhancing
synergies through the harmoniza-
tion of reporting in the biodiversity
field. This could serve as an exam-
ple of the path that should be fol-
lowed by the cultural field, where
there could be opportunity to find
common points in the guidelines
for harmonization of reporting be-
tween cultural and natural fields,
in order to promote increased syn-
ergies among the two.
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3.1.3 Coordination of Sites Listed under Several Tools

Situated in North-Eastern Italy, the
Dolomites are a mountainous area,
inscribed on the World Heritage
List since 2009 under criterion
(vii) and (viil), that is for their
unique beauty and their geomor-
phology showing stages of the
Earth’s history. The inscription of
the Dolomites also includes the
Bletterbach gorge in Siidtirol
(Italy), where these unique geolog-
ical features are most visible. This
area is also part of the Global Ge-
oparks, a network assisted by
UNESCO for mutual support for
conservation, research and promo-
tion. The area has developed, with
the collaboration of UNESCO, the
Autonome Provinz Bozen and the
support of European Geoparks, a
management plan that has been
relatively effective (at least for the
safeguarding of the Bletterbach
area of the site).

This is only one example of how
different international conventions,
agreements, networks or other
tools often have common interests
in safeguarding the same sites, or
areas of concern (also objects, in
the case of buildings or artworks).
These standard-setting tools cover-
ing similar/ same objectives, often
find common platforms for collab-
oration in the coordination of the
management, in some cases also
sharing a common goal for devel-
opment, safeguarding and so on.
Among the tools that create lists
(not all of which are considered in
this publication) are the following:

the World Heritage List, Intangible
Cultural Heritage Lists, Biosphere
Reserves (Man and Biosphere Pro-
gramme), documentary heritage
(Memory of the World) and wet-
lands (Ramsar Convention).

The coordination of sites that are
covered by different standard-
setting tools is often executed on
the local level. This means that
experts implementing the different
tools start a cooperation work in
the field, with the purpose of put-
ting together those forces and re-
sources to support each other’s
work in achieving safeguarding
and conservation goals. In some
cases, however, the work for the
different tools is coordinated by
one single person, for example, in
those cases where the tag of one
particular convention, such as
World Heritage site, is given after
some safeguarding activity has
already taken place.

Despite the great potential in coop-
eration, examples of synergetic
work are not easily found. There
are no examples that could be
highlighted as best practices from
which other sites, or convention
bodies, could take inspiration or
ideas to repeat functioning mecha-
nisms. Nevertheless, there are
many examples of coordination in
the usage of funds invested in
safeguarding and protection by
diverse organisations, foundations
and governments. For this reason,
however, it would be more correct

— a——

to deal with the coordination of the
capital invested for certain purpos-
es, that could coordinate adminis-
tratively separated stakeholders as
one steering group in order to
avoid futile or repeated expenses,
thus optimising the effect with the
available means. There have been
several projects of this kind, in-
cluding “Filling Critical Gaps”,
funded by the UNESCO World
Heritage Centre, the UNESCO Of-
fice in Indonesia, IUCN and the
US National Oceanographic and
Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) for an amount of US
$599,550. The project, which last-
ed three years from 2000 to 2003,
was aimed at “promoting multiple-
protected area clusters of World
Heritage units and transborder co-
operation in designing new nomi-
nations [to the World Heritage
List]” (UNESCO, n.d.). The pro-
ject, based on dialogue between
the partners for individuating best
practices in the dealt with sites,
had the purpose of implementing
recommendations for both the
safeguarding and nomination of
the natural sites. The funds were
invested by the different partners
of the project, together with sup-
port, in specific cases (nomination
of multiple protected natural sites
to the World Heritage List in the
Caribbean and Pacific Region) of
nationalities (Italy and the Nether-
lands in this case). This action
helped creating a broader network
in a region that hadn't managed to
individuate and nominate many




sites to the World Heritage List,
thus fostering development in are-
as that didn't have many opportu-
nities before, showing the imbal-
ance between nominations in the
“West” and in the rest of the world
(unfortunately the imbalance hasn't
yet changed much).

The coordination between partners
on how to use the resources has in
many cases been effective and has
thus shown benefits either in suc-
cessful nominations, or at least in
awareness raising and capacity
building, particularly in communi-
ties that international procedures
have often not been able to reach.
Coordinated activities of this kind
can become the example of what
international legal tools should
strive for, as they may channel
various strengths together towards
common goals, in an attempt to
overcome the difficulty in contents
and restrictions (mostly legal) and
the very large fields of interest
they cover.
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3.1.4 The Common Heritage Methodology

For nearly five decades now,
UNESCO has been involved in
preserving  cultural  heritage
through conventions, recommen-
dations, declarations and pro-
grammes. Given the thematic
overlaps that exist when heritage
preservation is analyzed at a re-
gional level, a need to demonstrate
synergies emerged. In 2008 the
UNESCO Bangkok Office pro-
posed a Common Heritage Meth-
odology which seeks to promote
the  collaboration of  three
UNESCO standard-setting tools
(1992 Memory of the World, 2003
Intangible Cultural Heritage and
the 1972 World Heritage Conven-
tion), in a bid to present cultural
heritage in an all-round manner
(UNESCO Bangkok, 2008).

The three tools were singled out
due to strong similarities that exist
between their heritage preservation
strategies, coupled with the criteria
applied by each tool to the various
examples of heritage under consid-
eration.

Each tool has its unique approach
and line of action, but all three add
up to portray the same story. As
such, coordination between re-
spective tools is necessitated. The
‘story’ within the context of the
Common Heritage Methodology is
a common overarching theme
whose elements are covered differ-
ently by each tool. The common
purpose of synergies, as envi-

sioned within the Common Herit-
age Methodology, is to try and
cover as much of the picture as
possible.

This approach to synergies in her-
itage presentation was designed
with full appreciation that there
would be varying degrees of suc-
cess and potential for application
since common themes are not
guaranteed for each aspect of in-
scribed heritage.

Another important aspect of the
Common Heritage Methodology is
the fact that all the proposals con-
tained are divided per States Par-
ties with possible synergies being
listed country by  country
(UNESCO Bangkok, 2016a). The
proposals in this context are over-
arching themes, also known as sto-
ries since they seek to present dif-
ferent perspectives on a unitary
platform.

Besides the holistic nature of this
methodology, the Common Herit-
age Methodology is also promoted
for the possible cost-cutting
measures that may result.

One thing that the UNESCO
Bangkok Office emphasizes is the
fact that these complementary ap-
proaches are meant to encourage
cooperation and not as a means to
merge existent tools into single
institutions. Synergies will only
take place where similarities and
mutual goals have been estab-

lished.

The Common Heritage Methodol-
ogy is regarded as consisting in
complementary approaches were
derived from the common heritage
elements conveying same story.
The example below provides an
illustration.

The Joseon Dynasty in the Re-
public of Korea

The inscriptions of the Jongmyo
Shrine (WHC), the Royal Ances-
tral Ritual in the Jongmyo Shrine
and its music (ICH), and the
Uigwe Royal Protocols of the Jo-
seon Dynasty (MoW) are different
forms of heritage that are related
to the same subject matter. The
tangible aspect of this heritage, the
Jongmyo Shrine, is located at the
palace, which this dynasty operat-
ed from. Of all royal Confucian
shrines, this is the oldest. The aes-
thetic values of this dynasty can be
observed at this shrine. The royal
protocols of the Joseon dynasty are
a group of official documents writ-
ten during the five century-long
Joseon dynasty. These protocols
present both a record of the royal
family’s rituals as well as their re-
spective rules. The royal ancestral
ritual was practiced as a way of
paying homage to the dynasty’s
ancestors. Music and dance from
as far back as the 14" century are
the main traditional rituals con-
ducted at the shrine. Taken indi-
vidually, the three examples above




tell fragments of a story. Grouping
these related heritages together
results in a more wholesome story
about the Joseon Dynasty due to
an expanded context (UNESCO
Bangkok, 2016b).
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3.2 Methods of Identifying Synergies

The increased interest and need for
synergies between different stand-
ard-setting tools is not at all unjus-
tified. Benefits' have been identi-
fied when representatives of dif-
ferent conventions join forces and
work together. Because the in-
creased number of conventions
leads to some overlapping fields
with other conventions, joint work
in such a way helps to prevent
work duplication and increases
efficiency. Furthermore, existing
similarities” between activities
suggest the possibilities for this
kind of joint work. However, over-
lapping areas of activities and ex-
isting initiatives are quite scattered
and inconsistent. Bearing in mind
the different character and circum-
stances of origin of these instru-
ments it is not a surprise, but if
there is an expectation for more
positive results for synergies in the
future, a more methodological and
consistent approach is needed.

One of the most important factors
for the common methodology for

synergies between the standard-
setting tools of UNESCO is the
relation between the objects these
documents are dealing with and
their purpose. Objects themselves
vary quite significantly, especially
between nature and culture orien-
tated tools. The objects of the Con-
vention on Biological Diversity
are “biological diversity” or
“biological resources”;
UNESCO’s Man and the Bio-
sphere Programme also deals with
the same objects but from a slight-
ly different and broader “biosphere
reserve”™ angle. In the cultural
field objects are: “cultural proper-
ty” in the Hague Convention® and
the Convention on Illicit Trade®;
“cultural objects” in the UNI-
DROIT Convention’; “cultural
heritage” and “natural heritage” in
the World Heritage Convention®;
“underwater cultural heritage” in
the Convention on Underwater
Cultural Heritage’;  “intangible
cultural heritage” in the Conven-
tion on Intangible Heritage'’;
“cultural expressions” in the Con-

. See chapter 3.1 on ‘Existing Measures’, especially sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.2

. See section 2.2 on ‘Compilation of the Similarities between the Instruments’
. Art. 2 Convention on Biological Diversity of 1992

. Biosphere reserves: The Seville Strategy and the Statutory Framework of the World Network of 1996
. Art. 1 Hague Convention of 1954
. Art. 1 Convention on Illicit Trafficking of 1970
. Art. 2 UNIDROIT Convention on Stolen or Illegally exported Cultural Objects of 1995
. Art. 1 World Heritage Convention of 1972

. Art. 1 para. 1 Convention on Underwater Cultural Heritage of 2001

10. Art 2 para. 1 Convention on Intangible Cultural Heritage of 2003
11. Art. 4 para.3 Convention on Cultural Diversity of 2005

12. Objectives of Memory of the World Programme

13. Preamble of Recommendation on Museums of 2015

vention on Cultural Diversity'';
“documentary heritage” in the
Memory of the World Programme
12 and “cultural and natural, tan-
gible and intangible heritage, in
its movable and immovable
conditions” in the Recommenda-
tion on Museums". Furthermore,
these objects can be divided in
smaller categories as sites, build-
ings, movable, immovable, and so
on. So there is quite a diversity of
objects and categories these legal
instruments are dealing with.
Therefore, the question could arise
if it is even possible to develop a
consistent methodology including
all the tools and how to deal with
such a variety of different catego-
ries.

In aiming to look for better solu-
tions to the methodology question,
the relations between these catego-
ries of heritage should be estab-
lished. This could explain how all
the objects of the tools are inter-
linked with each other, and where
the overlapping areas between




them are. For example, is under-
water cultural heritage part of the
wider cultural heritage category
and do biological resources have
association with natural heritage
and to what degree? We can as-
sume that the correlation exists,
but that would just be an assump-
tion and not a very strong argu-
ment in the field of international
law. So the issue is not the differ-
ent objects but the lack of legally
or officially established relations
between them linking one object to
the other.

Furthermore, in the field of nature-
related legal instruments, the rela-
tionship between the objects has
stronger and more scientifically
documented argumentation than in
the field of culture. Concepts such
as ‘“‘ecosystems”, “protected are-
as”, “biosphere reserves”, “natural
resources” and “natural heritage”
have quite clear and similar mean-
ing in all of the instruments de-
spite the initial scope of the instru-
ments themselves, because all of
them are based on the concepts
and categories derived from natu-
ral sciences. “Ecosystems” will
mean the same in different tools
and the relation  between
“ecosystems” and ‘“natural re-
sources” will have the same con-
nections. That gives a clearer view

on the overlapping areas and easier
possibilities for synergies, which
explains why more achievements
have been made in this field in
comparison to the culture field'.
However, the understanding of this
relation is based on natural scienc-
es but not on the legally or offi-
cially established framework,
which could be a disadvantage.

Concepts in the cultural field have
not so clear or similar identifica-
tion of objects between the instru-
ments or even in the same instru-
ment. Moreover some concepts,
such as “cultural heritage” and
“cultural property” are intermin-
gled in the texts of conventions
without clear identification of why
sometimes the target of the instru-
ment is “heritage” but later it
switches to the “property” or vice
versa'>. One way to explain this
situation is that the concept of
“property” is much better applied
and recognized in general interna-
tional and national legislation than
“heritage,” which has several con-
notations and in different contexts
can have even slightly different
meanings, something that is not
very helpful in the context of law.
However “heritage” reflects the
values of the UNESCO ideology,
as protection of the inheritance,
recognition of the role of the com-

munity, and shows the develop-
ment of the understanding what
culture is, what the heritage of hu-
manity is and what should be pro-
tected'®. From the early conven-
tions, where the protection has
been understood as static and
freezing activities of the proper-
ties, now the importance of the
development and reinterpretation
of the past according to the values
of the present is emphasized. That
leads to the Convention on Cultur-
al Diversity where the dynamic
nature of cultural activities
through “expressions” plays the
most important role.

Therefore “heritage” is a widely
used concept and by analyzing the
definitions and purposes of the
conventions (including other tools
such as recommendations and pro-
grammes) the shift of values to-
wards living heritage could be
seen. Also, “heritage” could be
linked to the natural environment
as well, where “natural property”
would make more inconsistences
with existing legislations. All these
show the importance of the defini-
tions and the connotation they
have for the object of international
legal tools. In addition, to make all
the tools more consistent, the clear
relations between the existing ob-

14. See section 3.1.1 on ‘Existing Synergies in Biodiversity-related Conventions’

15. In preamble of World Heritage Convention of 1972 there are ,,cultural and natural property” and ,,cultural or natural
heritage”; in UNIDROIT Convention on Stolen or Illegally exported Cultural Objects of 1995 there is mentioning of
,cultural heritage* and ,,cultural objects etc. In the Convention on Illicit Trade of 1970 there is more accurate identification
between ,,cultural property and ,,cultural heritage®; Art. 4 states that ,,property which belongs to the following categories
forms part of the cultural heritage of each State* and more detailed descriptions follow.

16. The relation between ,,cultural property* and ,,cultural heritage* in the international legal instruments is analyzed in more
details in Janet Blake (2000) ,,On Defining the Cultural Heritage, in International and Comparative Law Quarterly, 49 (1),
January, 61-85. Republished in James A. R. Nafziger (edt) Cultural Heritage Law. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing
Limited.




jects and their descriptions should
be made for their implementation.

Another aspect leading to the more
methodological approach towards
synergies is the purpose of the in-
struments. Instruments are usually
talking about protection, and de-
pending on the individual nature of
the documents they also can aim at
promotion, recognition, coopera-
tion, dispute resolution, etc. How-
ever, all these tasks are the means
for the ultimate purpose of the
conventions, which reflect the
common values of humanity.
Some of these values relate to the
ideas such as: “biological diversity
is a common concern of human-
kind”'’; “damage to cultural prop-
erty belonging to any people what-
soever means damage to the cul-
tural heritage of all mankind”'®;
“cultural property constitutes one
of the basic elements of civiliza-
tion and national culture“'’;
“cultural diversity forms a com-
mon heritage of humanity“*. The
tools reflect the interest of the in-
ternational community in preserv-
ing values attached to the objects
and these values can relate to the
common memory of the world,
human rights, freedom of cultural
practices, sustainable develop-
ment, indigenous communities or
cultural minorities. The complex
relations between heritage-related
values, and increased scope of
them starting from the time of the
creation of international legal in-
struments, shows the development
of the ethical dimension in the in-

ternational community, and deeper
holistic understanding of the sur-
rounding world. Therefore, syner-
gies between different tools could
be identified through the ethical
dimension®' and through the way
how different values relate to each
other. This method could let us see
the instruments as supplementing
each other from the perspective of
the specific values they represent
and which complement each other
in the wide network of the com-
mon values of humankind.

To sum up, there could be two
methodological approaches in the
consistent identification of possi-
ble synergies: an analytical ap-
proach aiming at mapping the ob-
jects of the conventions and estab-
lishing a common framework of
relations between their concepts
and objects, explaining how they
are linked to each other; and, an
ethical approach that could be
achieved through the relation be-
tween the values of different in-
struments placed within a holistic
system of common values for hu-
manity. Both of them could help in
identifying where the overlapping
arcas are, and where the effective
supplementation between the tools
could be achieved. But both would
require independent and reflective
points of view, leading to the in-
clusion of all the international le-
gal instruments.
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3.3 Preconditions for Synergies

As part of this study project, we
have dedicated a significant
amount of time during the brain-
storming sessions on various as-
pects and problems related to the
development of synergies. One of
the topics we have discussed was
the preconditions for the develop-
ment of synergies. This part of the
publication briefly covers this is-
sue and provides a structural anal-
ysis on the topic.

First of all, it is essential to define
the term “precondition”. Following
an Oxford Dictionary definition,
precondition is “a condition that
must be fulfilled before other
things can happen or be done”. In
other words we will talk about
what conditions must be fulfilled
so that synergies for heritage un-
derstanding and protection can be
achieved.

In order to get deeper into the top-
ic, the division of the types of pre-
conditions is necessary. Therefore,
we came up with the following
categorization, which is derived
from the context of the study pro-
ject, based on the amount of infor-
mation gathered during the brain-
storming session: theoretical (what
kind of changes on theoretical lev-
el of understanding of culture, her-
itage and nature should be imple-
mented), institutional (what kind
of structural, management condi-
tions would serve as a fruitful
ground for development of syner-

gies), political (is there any funda-
mental political change needed for
synergies), social (what kind of
social mindset will help in devel-
opment of synergies), and, finally,
what kind of conditions do we
need specifically for each stake-
holder (heritage professionals, ed-
ucational staff etc.)

United conceptual background
Understanding of heritage in gen-
eral and its theoretical concepts in
particular, may vary from one
community to another as well as
from one organization to another.
For instance, the concept of “world
heritage” in Europe privileges an
attitude toward material culture
originating in the West). However,
other parts of the world can refer
more to non-material aspects of
culture and value different aspects
of heritage.

Reaching a wunited conceptual
background on culture and herit-
age, would lead to a better under-
standing between various national
and international cultural organiza-
tions.

Establishment of
bodies

Speaking about the institutional
level, it is important to notice the
complex system of interrelations
between various institutions deal-
ing with heritage — global organi-
zations  establishing  standard-
setting tools, national institutions

regulatory

in charge of applying the legal as-
pects of these tools, States Parties,
NGOs, civil society representa-
tives, local communities — each of
them having their own agenda and
values.

During our study project we have
been intensively researching the
similarities between  standard-
setting tools and found wvarious
kinds of connections and overarch-
ing themes uniting these tools. De-
spite these connections and similar
goals, cross-institutional coopera-
tion is very often overcomplicated
and misbalanced leading to inef-
fective outcomes. For instance,
increase in multilateral agreements
(see 3.1.2 Harmonization of Re-
porting) has resulted in increase in
reporting which has led to an in-
formation management problem
(UNEP and WCMC, 2009) con-
nected with various reporting cy-
cles, amount of information, and
lack of clear system of submission.
This problem can be addressed on
two levels — international and na-
tional. On the international level, a
regulatory body/ system estab-
lished specifically for standard-
setting instruments can be a solu-
tion for better functioning. On the
national level, a governmental
body responsible for implementa-
tion, management and reporting
for international instruments rati-
fied by the country, should be es-
tablished.




Political change

There has been a long debate
about the influence of politics on
the decision-making processes in
global organizations. Political
games can influence partnerships
in the field of heritage, funding
situations, representation of coun-
tries in global organizations.
Therefore, it is absolutely clear
that politics is a strong factor that
must be carefully considered when
speaking about cooperation be-
tween legal instruments. What are
the political conditions we need in
order to achieve synergies?

Firstly, continuity of partnerships,
cooperation and projects running
between countries and organiza-
tions should be ensured. Even
though, political situations are not
stable, the change in inner or inter-
national political course should not
affect projects and partnerships for
heritage synergies.

Secondly, even representation
should be reached between coun-
tries. It is no surprise that some
countries suffer from uneven rep-
resentation. This issue has been
raised by academics, professionals
and country representatives. For
instance, this can be seen in the
misbalance of the World Heritage
List, which is supported mostly by
developed societies and reflects
the type of material heritage,
which is valued in these societies
(Steiner, Frey, 2011). Taking into
consideration that many countries
lack necessary conservation and
management infrastructure,
UNESCO'’s requirements put a sig-

nificant financial burden on the
countries aiming to have sites in-
scribed on the World Heritage List
(Steiner, Frey, 2011). At the same
time, equality and diversity are
among major values of interna-
tional organizations. It is essential
to move away from Eurocentric or
Western vision towards the more
equal representation and influence
among countries.

Thirdly, the improvement of na-
tional legislation is needed. Coop-
eration and common ground on the
national and international levels of
legislation is one of the precondi-
tions that would lead to the devel-
opment of heritage synergies.
Standard-setting tools are designed
by global organizations; neverthe-
less, it is the duty of States Parties
to implement the laws on the na-
tional level. Therefore, ensuring
that the national legislative system
fully reflects international law is
an important step towards heritage
synergies.

Education, awareness-raising
and cooperation on the social
level

Education is among the most im-
portant values of the agendas of
international organizations. Educa-
tional measures specifically target-
ed at raising awareness about in-
ternational instruments among the
public will lead to a better under-
standing of instruments. Also, be-
cause the relation between the
tools and human rights, these edu-
cational measures may potentially
produce Dbenefits for society as

whole. At the same time, educated
public and local communities can

act as monitoring, criticizing and
cooperative bodies, and produc-
tively impact the development of
heritage synergies by active partic-
ipation in decision-making pro-
cesses.

Interdisciplinary approach

Various disciplinary approaches
should be integrated into the inter-
disciplinary field — management
and protection of cultural and nat-
ural heritage consists of various
disciplines such as conservation,
urban planning, architecture, soci-
ology, among others,— but it is es-
sential to connect them in an inter-
disciplinary approach that would
value the diverse character of her-
itage. Therefore, interdisciplinary
educational academic programmes
and courses organized in coopera-
tion with heritage professionals
and international organizations
will allow new generations of
young professionals to be raised in
various heritage and culture-
related fields. Bearing in mind that
Heritage Studies is not a wide-
spread field in academia, and that
most professionals are coming

from other disciplines
(architecture, cultural manage-
ment, archaeology, museology

etc.), there is a need for creating
more programmes aimed at an in-
terdisciplinary approach, encom-
passing knowledge from different
areas.

Finally, heritage is a diverse field
that can only be successfully stud-
ied, managed and protected with
the help of diversified tools such
as those that aim at enhancing syn-
ergies. Taking into consideration




existing problems in various fields
of heritage, we imagined the envi-
ronment that could serve as a fruit-
ful background or a basis where
synergies could develop and suc-
cessfully work. It is also worth
mentioning that the time frame for
fulfilling each precondition may
vary from shorter to longer terms,
for instance major political chang-
es may be extended to decades,
while other conditions may be ful-
filled in the nearer future. Finally,
this article is rather an attempt to
put down the ideal preconditions
to fully develop successful syner-
gies in the field of heritage. This
categorization is not exhaustive; it
can and should be extended to in-
clude other types of preconditions
on both national and international
levels, and does not mean that the
existence of synergies is impossi-
ble until all the challenges are
solved.
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4. Ptentia Mﬂez‘isures to Promote
Synergies

Having already established what synergies are, and illustrating their efficacy through existing examples in the
previous chapter, this chapter suggests some ways that synergies between tools might be promoted or devel-
oped. This chapter looks at the promotion of synergies from a practical perspective, examining how different
elements related to the standard-setting tools might be used efficiently to promote synergies. This chapter rep-
resents one of the key goals of the study project, exploring how synergies can be promoted within the various

standard-setting tools.

This chapter begins, in section 4.1, with a review of Ascha Prins’ recommendations for promoting synergies.
Although synergies have received relatively little practical attention in the heritage discourse, Prins has been
vocal about how they might be used to improve efficiency and makes several suggestions as to how this might
be achieved. Section 4.2 then discusses how national focal points might be used to help promote and coordi-
nate synergies. Section 4.3 asserts that the use of documentary heritage can promote synergies through being
an effective way to achieve an overall and systematic approach to promoting knowledge exchange, protecting
and managing heritage. Section 4.4 reflects on how the use of narratives might help communities and non-
professionals engage with the idea of synergies and possibly lead to these communities inadvertently promot-
ing them. Section 4.5 presents what the study has identified as best practices in promoting synergies, through
three case studies: the UNESCO Bangkok office, and its list of heritage synergies, the Great Green Wall initia-
tive from the biodiversity field, and the GENASIS Project. In section 4.6, the possible contribution of civil
societies in promoting synergies is outlined. It further details specific roles, such as educational and legal, that
civil societies may play in relation to synergies. Section 4.7 first describes how significance is featured
throughout standard-setting tools as an overarching theme, then details how the prevalence of this theme might
be used in heritage promotion. Finally, section 4.8 covers the theoretical evolution in the concept of conserva-
tion through different standard-setting tools through time. Through a series of reflections on the connotations
that have been associated with this concept, ideas for potential synergies among the standard-setting tools and

this central theme of conservation are pointed out.

Shane Cullen




4.1 Synergies and Operational Guidelines

Review of ,How can operational guidelines facilitate synergies between the Culture Conven-
tions of UNESCO?’ (Ascha Prins, 2014)

The standard-setting tools dis-
cussed throughout this publication
share several measures and simi-
larities that could serve as founda-
tion for future synergies. One per-
son that reflects upon the same
topic is Ascha Prins in her desk
study “How can operational guide-
lines facilitate synergies between
the Culture Conventions of
UNESCO?” (2014). According to
Prins the operational guidelines of
the 1972 World Heritage Conven-
tion, the Second Protocol of the
1954 Hague Convention, the 2001
Underwater Heritage Convention,
the 2003 Intangible Heritage Con-
vention, the 2005 Cultural Diversi-
ty Convention and the 1970 Illicit
Trade Convention could be used to
streamline the conventions and
strengthen  cooperation among
them.

Prins’ text discusses the concept of
operational guidelines as docu-
ments supporting implementation
of conventions in contracting
states, along with the legal status
of these documents. She argues
that the operational guidelines of
the culture conventions are flexi-
ble documents that provide guid-
ance in implementing and inter-
preting the conventions and they
should elaborate on definitions,
criteria, provide forms and recom-
mendations for best practices.
However, the structure and content

of the guidelines vary widely,
causing uncertainty and confusion
about their purpose and usefulness
to provide for necessary coordina-
tion. To examine this further, Prins
provides a comparative analysis of
the content of the operational
guidelines of the respective
UNESCO cultural conventions. In
the analysis the purpose and con-
tent of the operational guidelines
are compared to their goals and
structure. The analysis also in-
cludes information regarding ef-
forts taken to connect conventions
and further possibilities for their
coordination. One example provid-
ed is the 28th session of World
Heritage Committee in 2004, dur-
ing which a need to enhance coop-
eration to strengthen ties and share
information between various con-
vention committees was ex-
pressed. This resulted in a sugges-
tion to create a cultural conven-
tions liaison group. This group
currently meets twice a year to dis-
cuss matters concerning enhancing
cooperation and coherence among
the conventions. Moreover, they
established working groups on Pe-
riodic Reporting, International As-
sistance, Capacity Building, Infor-
mation Management, and Visibil-
ity and Partnership Development.
However, the outcomes of these
working groups has not yet been
made known.

Prins further discusses the legal
status of the operational guidelines
and their possibility as customary
international law, but for cultural
conventions. Customary interna-
tional law is a mirror of customary
practice and it reflects a consensus
between states which makes it
binding. According to Prins there
are two basic elements that can be
detected within customary interna-
tional law: “l1. State practice, de-
fined as material facts, that is, the
actual behaviour of states 2. Opin-
10 Juris: the psychological or sub-
jective belief that such behaviour
is law.” (Prins, 2014;6). Opera-
tional guidelines are non-legal in-
struments; however, Prins argues
that there is potential for them to
be. This would be depending on
element number two “Opinio Ju-
ris”, that states consider and act
according to the guidelines. This is
not likely to happen since it is the
respective states and not legal ex-
perts as in the case of international
law, that prepare the operational
guidelines with the intentions of
making them flexible. Prins there-
fore concludes that the operational
guidelines are better used as an
instrument of  collaborative
measures between the monitoring
bodies of the various cultural con-
ventions mentioned above.

With the 1972 World Heritage
Convention as a central point,




Prins uses the operational guide-
lines to reveal similarities and syn-

ergies among the convention's
structures and key aspects. She
believes the World Heritage Con-
vention to be a good example of
the formatting and structure of op-
erational guidelines that could be
used for the other conventions. On
the other hand, she argues that the
2003 Intangible Heritage Conven-
tion better describes how conven-
tions should interact with other
institutions and local communities.
It is thus important to compare the
operational guidelines and decide
upon a best practice that can be
used by all cultural conventions as
they touch upon the same subjects.

Prins concludes her text by recom-
mending ten actions to be taken
for the creation of synergies
among the conventions:

1. To clarify the purpose of opera-
tional guidelines

2. To streamline the structure of
operational guidelines

3. To use the same definitions in
all operational guidelines.

4. To create synergies between the
World Heritage Convention and
the 1954 Hague Convention for
the protection of cultural proper-
ties in times of armed conflict

5. To connect the terms Outstand-
ing Universal Value and greatest
importance for humanity to each
other.

6. To create synergies between the
1970 UNESCO Convention on
Illicit Trade and the Second Proto-
col of the 1954 Hague Convention

to prevent illicit traffic in occupied
territory

7. To improve collaboration in are-
as of awareness-raising and educa-
tion by the committees of the vari-
ous conventions

8. To coordinate international as-
sistance procedures among the
conventions

9. To create joint emergency
funding for several conventions
10. To speed up procedures of im-
plementation.

Whether or not UNESCO will
consider Prins’ recommendations
cannot be known. However,
through the discussion and analy-
sis of the operational guidelines
she provides a concrete example of
how measures can be taken to pro-
mote synergies. Her visions lead to
a direction, which would bring the
very necessary changes for
UNESCO to improve and facilitate
implementation.
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4.2 Relevance of the National Focal Points to Synergies

At the eighth Conference of Par-
ties (COP)' meeting in New Delhi,
2002, “New Delhi work pro-
gramme”,” (COP, 2002) discussed
the need for a national body to de-
velop national, plans and/ or pro-
grammes for the conservation and
sustainable use for biological di-
versity as mentioned in Article 6
of the CBD (CBD, 1992).* Hence
the term ‘“National Focal Points,”
has been coined and appointed
tasks and specific definition in
COP 8, decision VIII/10°. State
parties to the CBD were required
to form National Focal Points
(NFPs) to enhance and facilitate
cooperation among biodiversity
related conventions. According to
the latter decision, the primary role
of NFPs is to act as liaison with
the Secretariat on behalf of their
Parties. In doing so, they are re-
sponsible for “communications,
dissemination of information, and
representation at meetings, as well
as responding to various requests,
collaboration with other stakehold-
er groups or individuals, monitor-
ing, promoting and/or facilitating
national implementation of the

Convention” (CBD, 2009). A NFP
is also defined as “A daily contact
person, coordinating activities and
liaising with national stakeholders
and international partners includ-
ing the Convention Secretariats,”
under the Ramsar’ convention on
Wetlands (2014). Therefore, the
relationship between the NFPs,
other focal points and the Secretar-
iat is necessary to achieve effec-
tive cooperation and synergies be-
tween the biodiversity related con-
ventions including conservation,
management tasks and implemen-
tation. In addition to the primary
NFP, additional focal points may
be nominated for specific func-
tions, following decisions of the
COP.

Each country that is a Party to the
Convention on Biological Diversi-
ty is requested to nominate a NFP
for the CBD and usually functions
within the government under the
environment related ministries
such as. For example, in Germany
the National Focal Point is ap-
pointed by the Competent Ministry
for the CBD, which is the Ministry

1. Conference of Parties: https://www.cbd.int/cop/
2. New Delhi work programme on Article 6 of the Convention: http://unfccc.int/cop8/latest/14 cpl3 sbstal23add1.pdf

of the Environment. Besides the
primary roles of NFPs, they play
an important role of communica-
tion with other stakeholders,
namely  nature  conservation
NGOs, or other ministries.

In the case of Germany, NFPs are
in constant contact with the Minis-
try of Agriculture, development
cooperation agencies and private
owners. NFPs also act and cooper-
ate with the national focal points
for other water-related and biodi-
versity multilateral environmental
agreements (MEAs), to ensure ef-
fective and coherent implementa-
tion of all the conventions. Moreo-
ver, NFPs maintain a vital link and
are encouraged to cooperate re-
gionally and globally. For in-
stance, meetings and contacts of
EU-member states are maintained
more frequently under the context
of developing a common EU strat-
egy and coherent opinioned posi-
tion. Usually meetings of focal
points are held under the frame-
work of official CBD meetings,
which are COP, SBSTTA®, SBD’
etc.

3. Article 6 of CBD: Each Contracting Party shall, in accordance with its particular conditions and capabilities: (a) Develop
national strategies, plans or programmes for the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity or adapt for this pur-
pose existing strategies, plans or programmes which shall reflect, inter alia, the measures set out in this Convention relevant
to the Contracting Party concerned; and (b) Integrate, as far as possible and as appropriate, the conservation and sustainable
use of biological diversity into relevant sectoral or cross-sectorial plans, programmes and policies.

4. COP 8, decision VIII/10: https://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-08/cop-08-dec-10-en.pdf

5. Ramsar: The international Treaty on Wetlands of International Importance

6. Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice: https://www.cbd.int/sbstta/

7. Subsidiary Body on Implementation: http://unfccc.int/bodies/body/6406.php




Even though the functioning of
NFPs in many countries, especial-
ly in developed countries, seems
smooth, some challenges might
arise in less developed, less demo-
cratic countries, due to the nature
of the legal and political frame-
work governing the work of NFPs
at both institutional/ political and
structural levels. On an institution-
al level the NFPs are appointed by
a higher ministerial body as men-
tioned before, which might intro-
duce a challenge due to political
competition over positions among
parties. The latter often might lead
to put-on coordination or postpon-
ing bigger challenges to next gov-
ernments’ offices. Into the bargain,
competition over budget’s cuts can
hinder NFPs from delivering their
tasks because of lack of resources.

Another challenge that is present
in democratic and non-democratic
parties to CBD alike is the vertical
structure of the NFPs; this struc-
ture presents hierarchy and bu-
reaucracy into the system which
slows down processes. Further-
more, vertical structures have less-
er scope of coordination, which
contradicts the spirit of having
NFPs to facilitate communication
among a larger base. Despite the
present and potential challenges,
NFPs are of great importance to
maintain cooperation and syner-
gies for better implementation of
the conventions nationally, region-
ally and globally. They are also of
special relevance to transnational
and trans-boundary properties as
they serve to channel all official
correspondence between the gov-

ernments and the CBD Secretariat.
To sum up with, NFPs importance
transcends the limits of the statuto-
ry texts governing their work.
They are involved in mainstream-
ing biodiversity thinking into
fields of policy and education,
linking between colleagues who
are in charge of implementing na-
tional strategies on biodiversity,
and in communicating to them
new developments and technolo-
gies at international level, with
NFPs from other biodiversity re-
lated conventions at national level.
In a nutshell, the role of NFPs is of
central importance to synergies in
order to enhance and constitute the
preconditions  for  cooperation
among UNESCQO’s standards set-
ting tools.

References

Secretariat of CBD (2002). CP.8 New
Delhi work programme on Article
6 of the Convention. New Delhi.
Available at: http://unfccc.int/
cop8/
latest/14 cpl3 sbstal23addl.pdf
(Accessed: 14 July 2016).

Secretariat of CBD (2009). Role of the
CBD National Focal Point Module
A-2 Version 2. Montreal. Availa-
ble at https://www.cbd.int/doc/
training/nbsap/a2-train-role-nfp-v2
-2009-02-en.pdf (Accessed: 14
July 2016)

United Nations (1992). Convention on
Biological Diversity. Availa-
ble at: https://www.cbd.int/doc/
legal/cbd-en.pdf (Accessed: 14
July 2016)

Ramsar Secretariat (2014). A bout nfp.
Ramsar. Available at: http://
www.ramsar.org/sites/default/
files/documents/library/

about nfp 2014 en.pdf
(Accessed: 19 July 2016)

Yousef El Miadi




4.3 Cultural Inventories and the Relevance of

Documentation

Inventorying and documenting
heritage is essential for demon-
strating significance, developing
and sharing knowledge, and as a
basis for management purposes.
Given the importance of documen-
tation in the heritage field, the aim
of this essay is to provide a basis
for seeking potential measures to
promote synergies by means of
this practice. Different forms of
documentation of cultural heritage
are integrated into international
heritage standard-setting instru-
ments, and studying the relations
among these documentation tools
demonstrates the evident links be-
tween heritage cases from the per-
spective of each instrument.

The most well-known documenta-
tion tools are cultural inventories,
such as the World Heritage List,
the Memory of the World Regis-
ters, and the Representative List of
the Intangible Cultural Heritage of
Humanity. Some of these exam-
ples of cultural heritage also relate
to other tools that document herit-
age for different purposes. For ex-
ample, some cultural landscapes
may be also registered in the
World Network of Biosphere Re-
serves, which resulted from the
Man and Biosphere Programme
(1971).

In regards to synergies and cultural
inventories from the different
UNESCO conventions, Alissandra

Cummins (2013) points out the
following: “There are clearly syn-
ergistic overlaps in the substance
of the 1954, 1970, 1972 and 2003
conventions covering tangible and
intangible heritage. These conven-
tions require the establishment of
heritage inventories or registers
containing entries within their re-
spective areas” (Cummins, 2013,
p. 3). Furthermore, Cummins iden-
tifies the relationship between doc-
umentation and significance, by
specifically addressing the role of
documentary heritage in World
Heritage nominations, in particular
identifying and attributing signifi-
cance. Additionally, as a conse-
quence, processes involved with
the protection of World Heritage
sites may produce elements of
documentary value. In the author’s
words: “The inscription of the
Australian Convict Sites onto the
World Heritage List was largely
made possible by the availability
of historical documentary sources
related both to the philosophy and
construction of those sites. Fur-
thermore, part of the conservation
measures under this convention is
the documentation, interpretation
and presentation of the heritage
site, the products of which could
have documentary heritage signifi-
cance. These two elements seem to
signal that there is a potential for
integrating documentary heritage
considerations into the associated
processes of the World Heritage

programme” (Cummins, 2013, p.
5).

Another interesting case is that of
items of movable heritage that are
either fragments or elements of
World Heritage sites, which are
also threatened by illicit trade of
cultural property. In these cases
such cultural property may be reg-
istered on ICOM’s Red List of Ob-
jects at Risk, as for example oc-
curs for the pre-Columbian San
Agustin statues. These statues
originally come from the San
Agustin  archaeological  park
(Colombia), a World Heritage site
since 1995, and they are included
since 2010 on the Red List of Co-
lombian Cultural Objects at Risk.

This brings us to the next point in
this discussion, regarding how cer-
tain documentation tools, linked to
standard-setting instruments, are
associated to management purpos-
es. Some of these identify high
priority heritage properties, prac-
tices or expressions that require
special attention because of the
risks they face. Inventories such as
the List of World Heritage in Dan-
ger, the ICOM Red List Database,
and the List of Intangible Cultural
Heritage in Need of Urgent Safe-
guarding, support this objective.
Following this idea, documenta-
tion of heritage, which is com-
prised of not only inventorying but
also all related information pro-




duced from additional studies re-
lated to heritage, should support
management decisions and pro-

cesses. These additional studies
may include, for example, conser-
vation reports, historical back-
ground information, scientific rec-
ords, research writings, relevant
press releases, interviews of stake-
holders, etc. This means that there
may be potential measures to pro-
mote synergies, if more institu-
tions and stakeholders that pro-
duce documentation related to her-
itage crosslink their information.

Furthermore, the role of documen-
tation in the implementation of
certain standard-setting instru-
ments is crucial for encouraging
the creation of common standards.
Though there may be more or less
flexibility on enforcing these
standards, when more stakeholders
engage in creating and adopting
common standards, among nations
and among different international
standard-setting instruments, there
are options for potential measures
of heritage synergies. For instance,
some of the instruments that pro-
mote standards in documentation,
both related to formats and proce-
dures, include the conventions re-
lated to illicit traffic of cultural
property, such as the UNESCO
Convention on Illicit Trade (1970),
and the UNIDROIT Convention
(1995). Some of the standards in
documentation for this purpose
include the Model for Export Cer-
tificate for Cultural Objects, the
State Ownership of Undiscovered
Objects, and the ObjectID that
have developed within the context
of museums, galleries and related

stakeholders for the protection of
movable heritage.

In other cases, for example, at-
tempts to reach certain standards
of documentation are visible
through the efforts to create guide-
lines for inventorying intangible
heritage (UNESCO Intangible
Cultural Heritage, 2016). It is
worth mentioning that efforts such
as the aforementioned intangible
heritage guidelines, though this is
a work in progress, first emphasise
the importance of documentation,
then identify terms within the ref-
erence framework for such inven-
tories, and finally have produced a
selection of key points for invento-
rying, within the “Possible outline
for inventorying elements of the
intangible cultural herit-
age” (UNESCO Intangible Cultur-
al Heritage, 2016). For instance,
under the title “Inventories: iden-
tifying for safeguarding”, this
UNESCO division makes refer-
ence to the integral role that inven-
tories have in safeguarding,
“because they can raise awareness
about intangible cultural heritage
and its importance for individual
and collective identities. The pro-
cess of inventorying intangible
cultural heritage and making those
inventories accessible to the public
can also encourage creativity and
self-respect in the communities
and individuals where expressions
and practices of intangible cultural
heritage originate. Inventories can
also provide a basis for formulat-
ing concrete plans to safeguard the
intangible cultural heritage con-
cerned” (UNESCO, 2016).

Additionally, documentation is

also part of the reporting process
that is involved with the imple-
mentation of conventions and pro-
grammes. The importance of re-
placing repetition and excessive
and ineffective energy in overarch-
ing systems of information should
not be understated. This relates to
the topic of harmonization of re-
porting as a measure for synergies
for heritage protection, which was
addressed in the previous chapter
(section 3.1.2 ‘Harmonization of
Reporting’).

Documenting heritage is not the
final end, but can be an effective
way to achieve an overall and sys-
tematic approach into understand-
ing, promoting knowledge ex-
change, protecting and managing
heritage. Ultimately, adopting ef-
fective measures in documenta-
tion, that take into consideration
the linkages found among standard
-setting  instruments,  different
countries, and variety of institu-
tions and stakeholders, can be-
come potential measures for herit-
age synergies.
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4.4 The Role of Narratives for Promoting Synergies

Introduction

There are two main problems
when discussing promoting syner-
gies for improved implementation
of standard-setting tools. The first
is that the term synergy itself is
quite ambiguous; it can have a va-
riety of meanings and applications.
Like sustainable development, this
can lead to the application of any
concepts relating to synergies be-
ing problematic. This is especially
true for heritage practitioners and
communities on the ground, those
who are not used to dealing with
UNESCO jargon and have limited
experience with the standard-
setting tools. The second problem
is precisely this unfamiliarity with
the standard-setting tools.

When speaking of synergies for
improved implementation there is
a tendency to focus on the stand-
ard-setting tools. On the surface
this is logical; what better way to
improve implementation than by
examining the tools themselves?
However, it must be noted that the
tools themselves are merely an ab-
stract concept, intended to visual-
ise methods of enhancing heritage
protection. They do not represent
the heritage itself. In light of this,
this paper sought to find a way to
encourage people to recognise the
synergies between the different
types of heritage. For this purpose,
the possibility of using narratives
to promote synergies between var-
ious types of heritage, and by
proxy the tools designed to protect

that heritage, was envisioned. The
paper begins by “Defining Narra-
tives”, both in general and how the
concept has been developed as a
problem solving tool. The second
discusses “Narratives in Heritage”,
dealing specifically with how nar-
ratives have been used in heritage,
such as promoting conservation
amongst visitors. “Narrating syn-
ergies” explores how narratives
can be used to promote synergies
between the various standard-
setting tools. Finally, the conclu-
sion summarises the overall paper
and ruminates on the potential fu-
ture of narratives and synergies.

Defining narrative

The definition of narrative has
been the subject of a great deal of
debate (Frey & Sunwolf, 2001). At
its most basic level, the Oxford
English dictionary describes narra-
tive as “A spoken or written ac-
count of connected events; a sto-
ry” (oxforddictionaries.com.
2016). Traditionally, narrative has
been mainly understood in relation
to literary studies. It has been used
as a device to construct and exam-
ine stories. The narrative is partly,
but not limited to the sequence of
events. The narrative constructs
and connects the sequence in such
a way that the story makes sense
and, ideally, imparts a particular
message. The success of a story,
and the delivery of its message,
depends entirely on a well realised
narrative. Though previously nar-
rative has been refined to literary

studies, more and more its use is
being recognised in other areas,
perhaps obviously in art and cine-
ma (Frey & Sunwolf, 2001). Most
of these applications are related to
storytelling in one form or another.
In reality, the term can have a
much broader application.

The words narrative, narration, to
narrate, etc., derive via the Latin

gnarus ("knowing," "acquainted
with," "expert," "skilful," etc)
and narrb ("relate," "tell") from

the Sanskrit root gna ("know")
(White, 1987. p. 216).

As can be seen from this etymolo-
gy, the term has not always been
explicitly related to stories, but
simply to  “knowing”  and
“relating” or “telling”. Though the
concept of a story is useful to un-
derstand what a narrative is, it
must be understood that the narra-
tives and their applications are not
limited to storytelling. More schol-
ars are recognising its value to a
greater variety of field and disci-
plines, particularly in the social
sciences (Frey & Sunwolf, 2001).
Frey & Sunwolf explore how nar-
ratives can be used to examine as-
pects of law, health and illness,
education (Ibid.). The term is actu-
ally not strictly related to research
or fields of study in any regard.

“People continually experience life
through story structure, as narra-
tive offers both a way of knowing
and remembering experiences, as




well as providing a powerful struc-
ture for binding together in a
meaningful way seemingly isolat-

ed events”
2001).

(Frey & Sunwollf,

When we remember something, or
tell someone about something that
happened, we relate this infor-
mation in terms of a narrative.
This inherent nature of narratives
accounts for its wide range of ap-
plicability. In this paper, while the
analogy of a story is still pertinent
as will be seen in the next section,
the term is referring to specifically
created narratives. The term im-
plies a process where a sequence
of associations creates a desired
outcome. While this sequence of
associations may come in the form
of a story, the story structure is not
entirely necessary. Consider the
most basic and successful narra-
tive in the world: traffic lights.
Red is stop, orange is wait, green
is go. This sequence of progres-
sion is almost universally recog-
nised and communicates infor-
mation, a narrative at its most
basic level. The importance of sto-
ries, the inherent nature of narra-
tive and its almost universal scope
make it an ideal tool for heritage,
as is discussed in the next section.

Narratives in Heritage

“Telling stories is as basic to hu-
man beings as eating. More so, in
fact, for while food makes us live,
stories are about what make our
lives worth living” (Kearny, 2002.
p. Ak

The most easily recognisable form
of narrative is a story. Stories are
an essential part of human exist-

ence. Whether they are teaching
basic language skills, important
moral lessons or just serving as
simple leisure function, they are an
integral part of the human experi-
ence (Kearny, 2002). In each story
the element that holds it together,
provides coherence and delivers
the message of the tale, is the nar-
rative. The success of a story and
the delivery of its message depend
entirely on the narrative. Narrative
in story form is arguably the most
important form for heritage. For
what is heritage if not a part of a
story we tell ourselves about our
own identities. Kearny suggests
that narratives are essential to our
own identity creation, both person-
al and community identities. That
identity is created through the sto-
ries we tell about ourselves and
our communities. The identity is
created both by the stories them-
selves and the process of telling
the stories (Kearny, 2002). Wheth-
er that identity is personal or com-
munal, heritage, and heritage nar-
ratives, are a vital part of it.

At a most basic level, narratives in
heritage are found in the interpre-
tation present at heritage sites. In
fact, the interpretations’ main pur-
pose could be described as com-
municating the narrative. Despite
the importance of interpretation in
heritage being recognised as early
as Tilden’s seminal work Inter-
preting Our Heritage, in 1957, on-
ly in recent years has its im-
portance really took hold in popu-
lar and official discourses. Inter-
pretation is simply how a site tells
its story, or conveys its narrative.
The interpretation can range from

something as simple as a graphic
panel or a guided tour up to the
most advanced virtual reality sim-
ulations. The increasing recogni-
tion of the importance of interpre-
tation, and narratives, is evident in
publications by local heritage au-
thorities in Ireland (Heritage
Council of Ireland, 2014) and New
Zealand (Colquhoun, 2005), the
establishment of degree courses
focused on Interpretation in
Leicester and Deakin, and also
through the emergence of organi-
sations such as Interpret Europe.

The purpose of interpretive ele-
ments is to act as a medium for the
narrative. However, it must be not-
ed that it is the narrative itself that
delivers the intended message. The
intended message depends on the
site. Some sites simply wish to
give an overview as to why that
particular site is important while
others, such as World Heritage
sites, are seeking to convey their
outstanding universal value. It has
been recognised that narratives
have a variety of uses in the field
of heritage. Specifically designed
interpretation can integrate conser-
vation elements within the narra-
tive, promoting visitors to actively
pursue preservation of the sites
themselves. This idea is discussed
at length in ‘Mindful visitors: Her-
itage and tourism’ (Moscado,
1996). Beyond conservation and
telling a story, narratives can be
used to improve local communi-
ties’ connection and association
with the site, as has been discussed
in the publication Sharing our sto-
ries (Failte Ireland, 2010). This
publication also details how a nar-




rative can be constructed that pro-
motes other sites and the overall

tourism of regions. Bored of
Boards (Heritage Council of Ire-
land, 2014), provides an interest-
ing introduction to how meaning-
ful interpretation, moving past typ-
ical “information boards”, can im-
prove the delivery of a heritage
site’s message and improve visi-
tors' and local engagement with
the site.

In a broader sense, beyond site in-
terpretation, narratives can be used
to promote overarching themes
and fit sites, or different types of
heritage, into a meta-narrative.
Meta-narrative, incorporating her-
itage narratives, can be used for
various purposes, ranging from
national identity building to tour-
ism promotion. The possibility of
using narratives to promote over-
arching themes could be particu-
larly pertinent to UNESCO as it
attempts to encourage the adoption
of goals which embrace a broader
spectrum of influence, such as the
2030 Sustainable Development
Goals. Subtle inclusion of aspects
relating to sustainable develop-
ment in the narratives of sites may
be more effective than outright
promotion of these goals. Similar-
ly, using narratives to encourage
synergies may be more effective
than simply promoting synergies,
as will be discussed in the follow-
ing section.

Narrating synergies

If local heritage practitioners are
told that they could enhance the
protection of their sites through
harnessing the synergies that exist

between standard-setting tools,
they are likely to be more baffled
than anything else. The chances of
said heritage practitioner actually
attempting to utilise these syner-
gies are incredibly slim. This is
mostly due to the aforementioned
problems, the ambiguity of the
term synergy and unfamiliarity
with the standard-setting tools.
However, if the same practitioners
were told that some element under
the protection of another standard
setting tool could enrich the story
of their own site, they are much
more likely to pay attention.
UNESCO has a myriad of differ-
ent types of heritage under the aus-
pices of various standard-setting
tools. Promoting the links between
these different types of heritage
could be an effective way of also
promoting the synergies that exist
between the wvarious standard-
setting tools. One way in which
these links might be promoted is
through the use of narratives. Cre-
ating an overarching narrative that
encompasses different types of
heritage and heritage sites, will
encourage the professionals in-
volved to interact with other sites
and tools, inevitably leading to the
different synergies between the
tools being exploited. This ap-
proach would have the additional
bonus of not needing to even use
the term “synergies”. The heritage
field, particularly from an academ-
ic perspective, is already loaded
with jargon and buzzwords that
render the practical application of
protection  measures  difficult.
Avoiding the introduction of an-
other such term would be prefera-
ble.

The Underwater City of Port Roy-
al, in Jamaica, is an ideal case
study that illustrates the various
links between these different types
of heritage that may be exploited.
Port Royal was a hub of the British
Empire in the Caribbean. It was
established in the fifteenth century
and swiftly became one of the em-
pire’s most important trading posts
in the Caribbean. It was particular-
ly important for the slave and sug-
ar trade. The town was known to
be reasonably wealthy. At the
height of its growth, there was an-
ything between 6500 and 10000
inhabitants, 2500 of which were
slaves. The site contained up to
2000 buildings. In 1692, the town
suffered an enormous earthquake
and, consequently, a tidal wave.
This caused some two thirds of the
town to disappear into the ocean.
More than half of the town’s popu-
lation was wiped out. Though the
town saw some use after the disas-
ter, nothing near the pre-disaster
levels were ever recorded. Due to
it being abruptly swept into the
ocean, much of the town has re-
mained remarkably well pre-
served. This preservation and the
unique history of the place has led
the site to be included on Jamai-
ca’s tentative World Heritage list
(UNESCO, 2016).

Through its history, this site can be
linked to various documents on the
Memory of the World register, in
particular Registry of Slaves of the
British Caribbean. The ownership
of this registry is shared by Baha-
mas, Belize, Dominica, St.Kitts,
Trinidad and Tobago, and the




United Kingdom. These docu-
ments could be incorporated into
an overall narrative, or metanarra-
tive, scheme in order to encourage
links between the heritage of Ja-
maica and these other countries,
focusing on sites within the coun-
tries that are related to the slave
trade. Port Royal can also be
linked to Underwater Heritage,
itself being an Underwater Herit-
age site but also through the asso-
ciation with sunken ships that have
links with the city, or the British
Empire’s presence in the Caribbe-
an.

In order to promote these links, a
narrative which incorporates these
various aspects could be created.
However, this begs the questions,
how might such a narrative be cre-
ated and how would the active par-
ticipation of the various sites and
heritage professionals be achieved.
The answer to both these issues
may be one and the same. Rather
than devise a specific narrative
with each site encompassed,
UNESCO could create a “narrative
network”. The Memory of the
World Register and Underwater
Cultural Heritage are ideally suited
for creating links in a narrative
network as they often contain
items with various different own-
ership interests that are not bound
by geographical confines. In the
case of Port Royal, the narrative
simply links World Heritage, Un-
derwater Heritage and Memory of
the World, but there are undoubt-
edly cases where World Heritage
Sites could be linked through In-
tangible Cultural Heritage also.

Creating this Narrative Network
would involve choosing focal
points such as World Heritage
Sites, Port Royal for example.
Taking these focal points as a
starting point, the different con-
nections they have with various
other heritage sites and heritage
types could be mapped in a Narra-
tive Network. The mapping would
involve creating a very general
narrative that encompasses all the
various sites, but leaving gaps with
regard to the own narrative of vari-
ous heritage types. These gaps
could be known as “narrative
nodes”. It would be up to the cus-
todians of each particular heritage
to create the specific narrative re-
lating to it, filling in the associated
node, while still linking it back to
the overarching narrative. For the
nodes to be successful, it would be
necessary for the overall narrative
to be suitably general. For exam-
ple, creating narratives based on
broad themes such as slavery, co-
lonialism or human development
would enable the stories of the
various sites to fit easily into the
empty nodes. These nodes allow
each site and heritage to be narrat-
ed and interpreted according to the
local context, rather than being
given a prescribed narrative. The
existence of a network already
highlighting the various heritage
and sites that are linked would
make this task exponentially easi-
er. Through the task of creating
this narrative, the custodian of
each site would work with the re-
lated site or heritage, inevitably
linking up with the associated
standard-setting tool.

The main obstacle facing the es-
tablishment of such a network is
the need for a body, or even per-
son, responsible for creating the
network and maintaining the nar-
ratives. This body would have to
interact with the various tools,
map out the Narrative Networks,
and encourage heritage profession-
als to contribute to the network
and fill in the narrative nodes,
while also maintaining the overall
narrative. Once this body was cre-
ated the next step would be actual-
ly disseminating the narrative.
This could be done through a vari-
ety of methods both on the ground
and online. It must be noted that
community involvement will be
essential for this approach to be
successful.

Creating such a network has bene-
fits beyond promoting synergies
between various tools. If local
community participation is encour-
aged in the process of creating the
narrative for each, their sense of
ownership will increase. Further, it
has the potential to build a more
productive relationship between
communities and the instruments
of UNESCO, allowing the com-
munities to play a productive role
in the protection of their heritage
and also inadvertently promoting
new tools and approaches. Also,
placing a World Heritage site
within a meta-narrative can make
it much easier to demonstrate its
outstanding universal value. Nar-
rative links can show why it is
“world” heritage as opposed to
simply heritage of one particular
place or group of people. Further,
creating a narrative that links these




various types of heritage can en-

courage countries with shared
links to cooperate and collaborate,
strengthening international ties. As
UNESCO is first and foremost an
organisation for fostering interna-
tional cooperation and collabora-
tion, the potential for narratives to
encourage such cooperation is per-
tinent to both the heritage itself
and goals of UNESCO as organi-
sation.

Narratives have the power to en-
gender an understanding of the
term synergy, and how synergies
can be utilised, without needing to
make comprehension of the term
explicit. The need to explain what
synergies are can be circumvented
by encouraging them through the
use of narratives. If a narrative is
created that encompasses various
standard-setting tools, making the
links between them intuitively ac-
cessible, the chances of practition-
ers and communities adopting ap-
proaches that use synergetic ap-
proaches increase greatly. The cre-
ation of a Narrative Network and
associated narrative nodes is one
such way that this might be
achieved.

Conclusion

It must be noted that despite the
commendation of narratives within
this paper, the use of narratives
and their practical application is a
relatively understudied area. Only
in recent years have scholars and
heritage professionals begun to
take notice of their possible appli-
cation. The full potential and limi-
tations of narratives in the promo-
tion of overarching themes has yet
to be determined. That being said,

narratives could still prove to be a
useful tool to promote links, and
synergies, between the various
standard-setting tools. The utility
of narratives for a variety of fields
and disciplines has begun to be
recognised, if somewhat under-
studied. This utility stems from
narratives being inherent to human
nature. Their integral importance
to humanity, and particularly iden-
tity building renders them doubly
important for heritage. It has been
asserted time and again that herit-
age is a key aspect of identity
building.

The inherent nature of narratives
allows their use to inexplicitly pro-
mote agendas and overall themes,
such as synergies. This is invalua-
ble as heritage professionals and
communities are becoming in-
creasingly disillusioned with the
jargon of standard-setting tools.
Narratives hold the key to engen-
dering a better relationship be-
tween the  instruments  of
UNESCO and the people on the
ground. Further, their application
stretches to promoting wider goals
such as the 2030 sustainable devel-
opment goals. This could be
achieved through the establish-
ment of a ‘“Narrative Network”
and ‘“narrative nodes” as de-
scribed. This network, and the as-
sociated nodes, would intrinsically
encourage synergies between
tools, among other goals of
UNESCO including greater com-
munity involvement and commu-
nication. Currently, the main ob-
stacle facing the establishment of
such a network is the lack of body
to create and maintain the net-
work. It is recommended that fur-

ther research be conducted regard-
ing the efficacy of narratives in
promotion and the long term ef-
fects of creating such a narrative.
With the results of this research,
an appropriate body for creating
narrative networks could then be
envisioned. Although this paper
recommends the use of narratives,
it must again be noted that the area
is relatively understudied and not
until more research is done can the
scope of what narratives might
achieve be fully understood.
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4.5 Learnng from Bes Pfactices

This section is aimed at identifying key ideas to consider for potential synergies, on the basis of lessons
learned from best practices in other fields, not related to heritage. The section is comprised of three articles.
The first article ‘Learning from Best Practices’ highlights five central ideas of best practices, taken from dif-
ferent contexts in the global heritage field. The author studied the areas where cooperation between different
international agreements had been carried out with successful outcomes. The other source for these ideas of
best practices came from analyzing situations outside the UN system but where their goals aligned with those
of the UNESCO conventions. The second text explores lessons for best practices in light of the ‘GENASIS
Project,” or Global Environmental Assessment Information System. The author identifies key points that have
led to success in cooperation in the environmental field through this tool that facilitates collaboration between
three different conventions. Finally, the third article explores the results of the cooperative and inter-
institutional efforts demonstrated by “The Great Green Wall Initiative” in aiming to combat climate change.
All in all, these separated cases provide insights into essential practices for enhancing synergies, which could

be applied to the cultural and natural field.

Ingrid Frederick

4.5.1 Best Practices for Heritage Synergies

In this section, best practices in the
field of heritage are discussed by
highlighting several cases to illus-
trate them. Within the context of
heritage synergies, best practices
can be taken as existing coopera-
tion measures that have been
found to be the most effective in
the preservation of cultural and
natural heritage. Given that herit-
age synergies are an idea still in its
infancy, it will be wise to have a
frame of reference that could be
followed, or at least referred to,
when new cooperative measures
are being formulated. The tools
under consideration were formu-
lated within the UNESCO system
where there has been cooperation
between different international

agreements to successful ends. In-

spiration for best practices was
also observed in situations outside
of the UN system where the goals
aligned with those of UNESCO
conventions. For instance, the Bio-
diversity Heritage Library, BHL,
is the brainchild of the Smithson-
ian Libraries.

Goal-setting

A common goal that considers the
functions of respective participat-
ing parties in a synergy must be
established at an early stage. The
identification of similar themes,
objectives, and facilitation mecha-
nisms within the framework of in-
dividual tools provides a platform
for initiating nexus with other con-
ventions. In the establishment of
synergies between the three Rio

conventions, The Convention on
Biological Diversity, the United
Nations Convention to Combat
Desertification and the United Na-
tions Framework Convention on
Climate Change, the conventions’
secretariats formed a Joint Liaison
Group to investigate possible ave-
nues for cooperation in the mitiga-
tion of global environmental chal-
lenges. Having a common goal is
good not just for the cooperative
measures, but also during the eval-
uation processes as parameters be-
ing worked on are clearly defined.

Another example of this is the Bi-
odiversity Heritage Library. This
was a project by Smithsonian Li-
braries in the United States that
began as a collaboration between
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Odote, Martin, 2016.

libraries to digitize the taxonomic
literature contained in the respec-
tive library’s books. The resultant
data was compiled in an internet
archive for free use by biodiversity
experts. In 2009 this programme
went global, with the system they
had established being replicated
across the world in different coun-
tries. The greatest achievement of
this cooperation between libraries
is the establishment of a platform
where biodiversity experts from
any corner of the globe can access
information about the various spe-
cies that exist. A large part of this
programme’s success is because
the participating libraries were
aware of the end-purpose of their
contribution (Biodiversity Herit-

Ideal application of synergies in heritage preservation

/ Implementation in

age
2015).

Library,

Centralized con-
R sultation
Centralization of
operations is key

National Focal .
points |/ for synergies to
be successful.
This can take

place at an inter-
national, regional,
or even State Par-
ty level of herit-
age management.
Centralization of
cooperation may
take different
forms such as joint annual meet-
ings by the Joint Liaison Group
working on the Rio conventions or
the establishment of national offic-
es through which synergies will be
implemented (UNCCD, 2012).
This allows networking between
experts and decision makers, as
they can work with other experts
responsible for different conven-
tions, creating a valuable pool of
informational resources.

An example of centralization at
State Party level was when Mace-
donia combined the Rotterdam'
and Vienna Convention® along
with the Montreal Protocol® and
the Stockholm convention® under
unified management. The purpose
of the government in this instance

was to find a workable strategy of
mitigating environmental chal-
lenges brought about by the im-
proper disposal of chemical and
toxic waste by  industries.
(UNDESA et al, 2011).

Expert involvement

In addition to the guiding docu-
mentation of the standard-setting
tools, the consultation of experts is
also important since they have a
greater level of skills and
knowledge on the administration
of different heritage elements.

The significance of  expert
knowledge in the development of
synergies is best exemplified by
the proposed heritage synergies
that were carried out by the
UNESCO Bangkok office (Section
3.1.4).° For them to establish coop-
eration opportunities, they had to
conduct an in-depth study of the
Memory of the World programme
World Heritage Convention and
the Intangible Cultural Heritage
Convention. Through these inves-
tigations, they established a sim-
plified main objective of each tool
and then related it to select herit-
age properties inscribed under
these standard-setting tools. This
way, common thematic areas were
developed between closely related
inscriptions from cultural, natural,
intangible and documentary herit-
age. Because of their efforts, the

1. A multi-lateral treaty promoting mutual responsibility with respect to the importation of dangerous chemicals
2. Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations (1961). It provides a guideline for diplomatic relations between independent
countries.
3. The Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer
4. Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants

5. Section 3.1.4 of this publication




Bangkok office has the most com-
prehensive list of possible heritage
synergies for the States Parties that
fall into this UNESCO region
(UNESCO, n.d.)

Implementation at national focal
points

Cooperation measures are most
effective at State Party level. This
could be in two ways. Inter-
institutional mechanisms or formal
incorporation of the conventions.
This is done by bringing various
government parastatals and stake-
holders together for networking,
interaction, cooperation, and ex-
change of ideas.

An example is the case of Vene-
zuela, where the Presidential Com-
mission for Chemical Safety in-
volves all the relevant public agen-
cies in establishing tailor-made
policies within the framework of
the conventions (UNDESA et al,
2011). Another instance is in Bra-
zil, where specific agencies were
involved in the significant reduc-
tion in deforestation, half of the
landmass of acre, as state in the
Amazon was designated under
protected areas by the local gov-
ernment (CBD et al. 2012).

Connection to sustainable
development

Successful synergies are often
people-centric since the partici-
pants in the cooperative efforts are
not confined to relatively rigid
frameworks that characterize the
workings of individual standard-
setting tools. They are channeled
at enhancing the human condition
in some way which is a central
factor in the establishment of syn-
ergies, particularly in areas such as

environment, human rights, educa-
tion or even spirituality. A better
understanding of the benefactors
helps to keep the goal in focus.

One example that clearly brings
this out is the database of heritage
synergies for inscribed properties
in South East Asian Countries
(UNESCO, n.d.). Confining cul-
ture or heritage to national borders
is highly debatable but since the
signatories of conventions are
States Parties, it becomes practical
to apply the synergies within re-
spective countries, given the closer
proximity between related heritage
inscriptions. This guarantees a
more comprehensive picture of the
local heritage in a manner that
would not be achieved by the tools
had they been taken separately.

Conclusion

The above examples of best-
practices for heritage synergies are
but a few of the available exam-
ples that stood out for the success-
ful execution of collaboration be-
tween institutions. The fact that
heritage synergies is a relatively
new concept demanded the use of
external examples that are not
squarely rooted in the field of her-
itage. They, however, provide ex-
amples of how coordinated efforts
between tools or institutions can
be used in the effective solution of
problems that couldn’t otherwise
be solved single-handedly by one
of the parties.
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4.5.2 GENASIS Project

The publication “Synergies Suc-
cess Stories: Enhancing Coopera-
tion and Coordination among the
Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm
Conventions”, prepared jointly by
Secretariats of the respective con-
ventions named in its title, with
assistance from United Nations
Environmental Programme
(UNEP) and the United Nations
Department of Economic and So-
cial Affairs (UNDESA), discusses
the management of harmful chem-
icals and wastes, using three inter-
national environmental instru-
ments as its reference documents.

The 1989 Basel Convention regu-
lates the transboundary move-
ments and disposal of hazardous
wastes. The 1998 Rotterdam Con-
vention is aimed at promoting
shared responsibility regarding the
import of harmful chemicals. The
Stockholm Convention of 2001
restricts the proliferation and the
use of persistent organic pollutants
(POPs).

The publication elaborates best
practices in implementing these
international environmental instru-
ments in synergy with other inter-
national agreements in the man-
agement of chemicals and hazard-
ous wastes. Some of the examples
provided include: inter-

institutional coordination for the
management of chemical waste in
Costa Rica; a pilot project in Asia-
Pacific for managing asbestos
waste caused by natural disasters,

Green Customs Initiative aimed at
the eradication of illegal trade in
wastes and harmful chemicals, and
the GENASIS Project, which is an
expert system designed to aid the
implementation of Rotterdam,
Stockholm and Basel conventions
in a synergistic manner. All the
topics are testimonies scripted by
experts or researchers who were
involved in one or more regional,
national and global projects.

This present article presents the
GENASIS project as a best prac-
tice in the coordinated manage-
ment of hazardous chemicals, sug-
gesting that this approach could be
adopted and replicated in the cul-
tural field. In light of the resolu-
tions made by States Parties to
harness coordination and collabo-
ration between the Rotterdam,
Stockholm and Basel conventions,
while ensuring cooperation be-
tween important local parastatals
and projects at national spheres,
the GENASIS project was created
in pursuit of these goals.

GENASIS (Global Environmental
Assessment Information System)
is a tool designed by professionals
at the Research Centre for Toxic
Compounds in the Environment
(RECETOX) with assistance from
the Biostatistics and the Analyses
Institute of Masaryk University,
Brno, Czech Republic. GENASIS
functions as an expert repository
system which facilitates synergis-
tic approach to the management of

persistent
(POPs).

organic  pollutants

GENASIS makes available de-
tailed information about the pollu-
tion of the environment caused by
chemicals; specifically, persistent
organic pollutants (POPs). It aims
to provide a decent collation of
valid information on persistent or-
ganic pollutants, which includes
their sources, properties, life cy-
cles, transport mechanisms, long-
term levels and risks. This infor-
mation is disseminated to various
ministries and institutions, provid-
ing tools for analysis, visualisa-
tion, interpretation, and measure-
ment of human and environmental
risks.

GENASIS enhances the under-
standing of the POPs in the atmos-
phere with its impacts on human
population and the ecosystem. It
makes available national database
for experts and the public, which is
essential for the progression of lo-
cal and regional policies with
measures for the protection of the
ecosystem and human life from the
dangers of harmful chemicals.

It is designed as modular structure
serving different users. The first
version was in 2010 and it con-
tained information from the long-
term monitoring at KoSetice obser-
vatory, which is an extension of
the European Monitoring and
Evaluation Programme with data
from Monitoring Network




(MONET) for identifying POPs in
the atmosphere with the use of
passive sampling in Czech Repub-
lic. All data are kept in an intranet
repository which is linked to an
ArcGIS (Geographic Information
System) server which enables spa-
tial interpretation of results. Users
have access to information about
sampling sites, descriptions, with
POPs concentrations at specific
sampling sites.

GENASIS supports researchers
and regulators evaluating the im-
pact of national policies with stra-
tegic plans by virtue of its sophis-
tication in the assessment of an-
thropogenic effects, both spatial
and dynamic (UNDESA et al.,
2011). Data from GENASIS such
as reports, case studies, scientific
papers serve as medium for sensi-
tizing the public and exchanging
information between researchers.
At the moment GENASIS hosts
vital information from the global
MONET programme (UNDESA et
al., 2011), functioning as an ideal
example of a coordination system
and a model of best practice in the
environmental field. This could be
propagated in the cultural field, by
adopting similar coordination ap-
proach with the provision of a data
repository system. This could be
applied in the digitalization of cul-
tural heritage, a key strategy in
safeguarding heritage-related in-
formation.

In Uganda, there is a collaborative
action (World Digital Library pro-
ject) sponsored by UNESCO and
the Library of Congress, towards
digitization of cultural heritage

Lo

(Kaddu, 2015). This joint action is
geared towards addressing the ab-
sence of a systematic approach in
safeguarding heritage information.
The intentions are to foster the un-
derstanding and appreciation of
cultural diversity globally, enable
access to cultural information and
resources for researchers, students
and the public, and strengthen dig-
ital networking between States.

The GENASIS model could be

adopted (and adapted) to improve
the effectiveness of the digitization
of cultural heritage; by reason of
its modular structure, seamless in-
tegration and robust approach in
engaging and providing data for
experts from different disciplines.
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4.5.3 Learning from Best Practices: The Great Green
Wall Initiative

The Sahel' region is among the
poorest in the world and most vul-
nerable and dependent on climate
variability. Sahelian markets ex-
hibit wide and often unpredictable
changes in prices and the availabil-
ity of goods. Common property
lands in many sub-regions are al-
ready seriously overgrazed and
overhunted (Reardon and Matlon,
1989). Timberlake (1985) points
out in his book on the African cri-
sis that periodic drought bankrupts
environment which lead to bank-
rupt economics and consequently
bankrupt nations, this being pri-
marily triggered by climate
change.

Another issue linked to climate
change is soil degradation. In fact
a healthy soil means a healthy eco-
system. It leads to abundance of
water for plant roots and cleaner
water in streams and lakes. It also
enhances biological activity and
turns organic waste into valuable
nutrients. Further, plant biodiversi-
ty is dependent upon soil that
makes up much of the physical
and biological environment and
thereby greatly affects animal pop-
ulation including human beings
(Abrahamson, 1989). Franklin
Roosevelt once said that a nation

that destroys its soil destroys itself,
which is happening in the Sahel
region. The Sahel Region suffers
severe poverty and times of starva-
tion because of environmental
bankruptcy. Climate viability
along with frequent droughts as
well as water scarcity is intensified
by desertification® due to the ab-
sence of vegetation cover that
serves as a plant barrier from the
“big Sahara.”. Therefore, the idea
emerged to stretch a wall of plants
and trees over the region to stand
against the movement of desert
and restore the African landscape
consequently.

The Great Green Wall (GGW) ini-
tiative is a pan-African proposal
that was first conceived by former
president of Nigeria, Olusegun
Obasanjo, in 2005 and it was heav-
ily praised by the rest of African
leaders especially the Senegal
president, Abdoulay Wade. The
GGW is meant to make the Sahel
from the Red Sea to the Atlantic
Ocean in order to stop the desert
from crawling and thus combating
poverty by restoring the main eco-
system of the region. The GGW
consists of a strip of land 15 km-
wide and 7100 km-long stretching
from Dakar, Senegal, to the horn

of Africa, Djibouti (UNCCD Li-
brary, 2016), as can be seen in Fig-
ure 2 bellow.

The vision grew stronger and
translated into an integrated eco-
system management in 2007 when
the African Union decided to im-
plement the GGW for the Sahel
and Sahara and approved the As-
sembly’s declaration AU/Dec. 137
(VIII) during the African Union
conference in Addis Ababa, Ethio-
pia 2007 (Union Africaine, 2007).
The direct actors of the GGW ini-
tiative are the concerned countries:
Burkina Faso, Chad, Djibouti, Eri-
trea, Ethiopia, Mali, Mauritania,
Niger, Nigeria, Senegal and Sudan
under the umbrella of the African
Union. In 2010 a convention was
signed by the primary stakehold-
ers, States Parties, in Ndjamena,
Chad, which resulted in the crea-
tion of the GGW Agency and
nominated focal points and a con-
vention’s secretary to follow up
and further develop the initiative.

The GGW is an exemplary, bold
initiative that aims at transforming
the landscape of the Sahel and Sa-
hara to sustain and respond to the
region’s needs. The initiative
could not have been realized with-

1. The Sahel stretches from the Atlantic Ocean eastward through northern Senegal, southern Mauritania, the great bend of
the River Niger in Mali, Burkina Faso (formerly Upper Volta), southern Niger, northeastern Nigeria, south-central Chad, and
into The Sudan.

2. Desertification is the persistent degradation of dry land ecosystems by variations in climate and human activities.




out cooperation and the synergetic
aspect that sets as a common goal
the bringing of African-hood to the
front under the South-South coop-
eration programme. The initiative
involves multiple actors including
the World Bank and “Building Re-
silience through Innovation, Com-
munication and Knowledge Ser-
vices” (BRICKS)®, which is imple-
mented by three regional organiza-
tions: the Interstate Committee for
Drought Control in the Sahel
(CILSS)* , the Sahara and Sahel
Observatory (OSS)’ and West and
Central Africa Office of the Inter-
national Union for Conservation of
Nature (IUCN). Furthermore, the
initiative is supported and carried
out within a regional approach in-
cluding twelve different countries,
granted by the World Bank and
fund trusts, mentioned before.
Each country takes upon the task
to implement policies that are re-
silient to climate change. These
policies focus on lesser carbon
emissions, replanting a variety of
crops and forests, water treatment,
management and disaster risk
management in arid and hyper arid
regions. The initiative came to the
point where an integrated land-
scape approach involving different
sectors, political, scientific and
educational, financial etc., as well
as different institutions led by the
World Bank and the Global Envi-
ronmental Facility (GEF), and
twelve different countries that
stretch along the Sahel. They rec-
ognized the need for such a project

to fight poverty and developed a
$1.1 billion Sahel and West Africa
Programme, SAWAP in support
for the Great Green Wall initiative
that is now transforming the Sahel
and West African landscape. The
GGW initiative outlines perfectly
how an idea, when supported by
the different concerned actors and
addresses the common good of the
different stakeholders, can flourish
and grow with the political will
and cooperation among the differ-
ent actors. In fact it can enhance
protection and  conservation
through coordinated efforts, espe-
cially in the case of already exist-
ing standards-setting tools that
complement each other.

It is true that the environment
knows no borders and is a leading
force to join forces towards coop-
eration for the common good. The
same experience can be transferred
and learned from in the field of
heritage. Heritage transcends not
only space and borders but also
history and time. Only by under-
standing the meaning and signifi-
cance of heritage (see section 4.8)
as well as the shared narratives of
human history can we recognize
the importance of heritage being
the glue that tightens us together to
care for conserving our heritage
and identity. If environment sus-
tains our being, heritage provides
meaning to our existence and dis-
tinguishes us from other species.
Therefore, we ought to learn from
all experiences where forces have
been put together for a common

good, as illustrated by the example
of the GGW initiative. The GGW
initiative is precisely important
and worth learning from as it de-
picts the needed steps, which start
by identifying a common goal and
recognizing its importance.
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4.6 The Role of Civil Society in Promoting Synergies

«Institutions cannot survive in an
ivory tower; they need to be sup-
ported by society» - Francesco
Bandarin, former Director of
UNESCO’s World Heritage Cen-
tre.

This article covers the topic of the
role of civil society in the promo-
tion of synergies. It starts with def-
initions of civil society, then a
brief overview of the current rela-
tionship between civil society and
international organizations is pro-
vided. Finally, the article presents
suggestions on the role and func-
tion of civil society in the promo-
tion of synergies.

Defining civil society

According to the United Nations,
the term “civil society” refers to
the “third sector” of society, along
with government and business
(United Nations, 2016). The wide
array of non-governmental and not
-for-profit organizations have a
presence in public life, expressing
the interests and values of their
members or others, based on ethi-
cal, cultural, political, scientific,
religious or philanthropic consid-
erations. Civil Society Organiza-
tions (CSOs) therefore refer to:
community groups, non-
governmental organizations

(NGOs), labor unions, indigenous
groups, charitable organizations,
faith-based organizations, profes-
sional associations, and founda-
tions” (World Bank, 2013).

As for UNESCO’s definition, civil
society means non-governmental
organizations, non-profit organiza-
tions, professionals in the culture
sector and associated sectors, and
groups that support the work of
artists and cultural communities
(UNESCO, 2016).

Following the above mentioned
definitions, it is fair to notice that
civil society, similarly to a global
international organization, is an
extremely diverse institution that
has its own structure, interests and
focus. That is why it is quite im-
portant not only to include this di-
verse group in decision-making,
discussions, organization and man-
agement of heritage-related issues,
but to take into account the whole
canvas of the civil society struc-
ture, and aim at the better under-
standing of this group.

Civil society and international
organizations

Legal tools aimed at promotion
and protection of natural and cul-
tural heritage are designed in order
to suit the needs of all mankind.
The “common heritage of all man-
kind” represents the notion that
global commons or elements re-
garded as beneficial to humanity
as a whole should be exploited
neither by individual states, nor by
corporations or similar entities
alone, but rather for the benefit of
mankind as a whole under some
sort of international arrangement
or regime (Egede, 2014). Civil so-

ciety bares an extremely important
function in preserving this princi-
ple.

In reality, the current situation of
civil society involvement and con-
sideration as a full actor is still far
from ideal.

Following the history of the inter-
relationship between international
organizations and civil society, we
can note that only recently civil
society gained more weight and
importance in decision-making
processes, although the 1972
World Heritage Convention is still
centered on State Parties and Gov-
ernmental Bodies as major actors

At the same time, we can observe
positive changes — for instance, the
2005 Convention on the Protection
and Promotion of the Diversity of
Cultural Expressions incorporates
the reinforcement of the role of
civil society.

Non-governmental community
played an important role in the
promotion of the Convention of
Biological Diversity, public out-
reach, sustainable development
and preservation as well as its con-
ception, negotiation and adoption
at the Earth Summit in Rio de
Janeiro in 1992 (Convention of
Biological Diversity, 2016 ).

In addition, the Faro Convention
on the Value of Cultural Heritage
for Society is centered around civil
society and outlines a framework
for considering the role of citizens




in the decision-making and man-
agement processes related to the

cultural environment in which
communities operate and evolve
(Council of Europe, 2005).

The role of civil society in the
promotion of heritage synergies
As  governmental  regulations
sometimes prove ineffective, civil
society is able to foster activities
that are independent from both the
government and the market. Civil
society can also promote the de-
mocratization of culture, build
bridges among different communi-
ties, organize and unite. Moreover,
civil society as an institution plays
a role in the application of stand-
ard-setting instruments by giving
suggestions on how conventions
could be applied, analyzing their
implementation and training spe-
cialists (Van der Auwera, 2011, p.
61).

Civil society plays a primary role
in heritage management, especial-
ly when considering heritage as an
instrument for sustainable devel-
opment. As the world constantly
changes, so do challenges and
threats - development projects,
global climate change or the in-
crease of mass tourism at a global
scale require new and more com-
plex approaches to deal with herit-
age conservation. Therefore, the
coordinated work among different
stakeholders becomes a primary
requirement. Social actors dealing
with heritage conservation and
management can be grouped in
three basic categories: governmen-
tal authorities at all levels, experts

and professionals, and civil socie-
ty. Each of them plays specific
roles, which are at the same time
interlinked and must be defined to
ensure the success of the process
(Conti, 2016, p. 26-27).

Synergies by themselves are a
product of cooperation between
tools and organizations on various
levels. That is why it is especially
relevant to talk about the inclusion
of civil society in the development
of synergies, to define its role in
the promotion of synergies and the
benefits civil society can get from
this participation.

Considering the above mentioned
information on the functions and
roles of the civil society in cultural
heritage protection, and emphasiz-
ing that civil society must be rec-
ognized as a full actor in the devel-
opment of synergies, we can come
up with the following roles of the
civil society:

1. Education building

Civil society representatives can
play an essential role in educating
the public about what synergies
are, why they are needed and what
kind of impact synergies can have
on heritage protection. What is
more important, civil society or-
ganizations will be able to educate
about social benefits of the imple-
mentation of synergies.

2. Stimulation of initiatives re-
gardless of governmental partic-
ipation

It 1s important to include the pub-
lic in the monitoring process of the
development of synergies and civil
society organizations can stimulate

initiatives among the public, re-
gardless of governmental partici-
pation.

3. Strengthening democratiza-
tion and uniting different com-
munities

Civil society can play a role in
promoting democratization and
uniting  different communities.
Even though, civil society partici-
pation becomes more and more
present, there is still a lot to be
done in the field of democratiza-
tion of heritage, related to activi-
ties on both international and na-
tional levels. Development of syn-
ergies should not be done without
the full participation of civil socie-
ty; it must not become an elite,
political or professional area only.
Moreover, civil society can
strengthen and monitor transparen-
cy of the development of heritage
synergies and unite various com-
munities around one goal.

4. Legal assessment and analysis
The plurality of opinions is an out-
come of democratization. In re-
gards to synergies, civil society
should not only monitor and keep
the development process transpar-
ent, but should be able to partici-
pate on legal assessment and anal-
ysis, share professional opinion
and increase the chances that their
opinions are heard by all the other
actors.

5. Top-down to bottom-up ap-
proach

Changing the top-down approach
to bottom-up means changing the
system of perception of decision-




making in international institu-
tions. Therefore, the whole mind-
set that is now present in the pro-
fessional heritage society needs to
be revised. The top-down ap-
proach, i.e. international organiza-
tions decide on the future of herit-
age, sometimes behind closed
doors, should not be the only pos-
sibility. Strengthening the role of
civil society in the promotion and
development of synergies and their
full integration in the decision-
making process will inevitably im-
prove the situation.

To conclude, civil society plays an
important role in the promotion of
heritage synergies and can be very
beneficial to the work of interna-
tional institutions and small com-
munities. By its very definition,
the word synergy means the crea-
tion of a whole that is greater than
the simple sum of its parts. The
cooperation between institutions
and civil society cannot only help
achieve the common goal of herit-
age synergies but also the empow-
erment of both.
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4.7 Significance as
stand and Manage Heritage

The aim of this short essay is to
introduce ideas on potential
measures for promoting synergies
that can be developed from the
overarching theme of significance
that underlies heritage. The text is
comprised of two parts. First, it
deals with what significance is and
why it is an overarching theme,
which relates to the purpose of sig-
nificance in understanding herit-
age. Second, it deals with the
question of how significance can
serve as a tool for management, as
well as the relationship between
the two. Remarks on how this ap-
proach contributes to potential
measures to promote heritage syn-
ergies can be found throughout
both sections.

Significance and understanding
heritage

The issue of significance has be-
come essential to the notion of cul-
tural and natural heritage. The idea
that heritage has inherent value in
itself has been gradually aban-
doned, favoring the idea that herit-
age is supported by meanings and
values that are associated with
buildings, objects, sites, land-
scapes, natural heritage, expres-
sions or practices. With this in
mind, heritage can be deemed as a
construction of significance or im-
portance, in the sense that we con-
sider heritage that which we regard
as significant or important.

an Overarching Theme to Under-

Authors such as Laurajane Smith
(2006) and John Urry (1990) have
supported this idea in the field of
cultural heritage. From Smith’s
perspective, heritage is not a thing
but a set of processes. The author
explains: “the discursive construc-
tion of heritage is itself part of the
cultural and social processes that
are heritage” (Smith, 2006, p. 13).
This idea concurs with that of Urry
(1990), who perceives heritage as
a set of values and meanings. Un-
der this premise, “‘Heritage’ is
therefore ultimately a cultural
practice, involved in the construc-
tion and regulation of a range of
values and understand-
ings” (Smith, 2006, p. 11).

A key concept introduced by
Smith is authorized heritage dis-
course (AHD), which derives from
the idea of heritage as a construc-
tion set by certain principles, and,
in sum, of heritage as the result
from a legitimizing process. Alt-
hough this is not entirely part of
the emphasis of the present discus-
sion, it is worth noting how this
adds to the idea of heritage as
something which is not set, but
rather in evolution. In other words,
our idea of what heritage is de-
pends on the mindset or the con-
text of who evaluates or deter-
mines this idea and why. This is
important as it concurs with the
relationship of heritage and socie-
ty, where interpretation of value

necessarily takes place. Heritage
interpretation becomes a dynamic
process, hence susceptible to trans-
formation. For example, in regards
to heritage interpretation, syner-
gies between living heritage and
World Heritage sites can be poten-
tially developed, or rather expand-
ed, using the idea of common sig-
nificance. This dynamic processes
of interpretation were outlined by
Alissandra Cummins (2013) dur-
ing a UNESCO speech on the Syn-
ergy of Heritage Programmes:
“Traditional celebrations or festi-
vals should be studied for their
linkages to the World Heritage
sites to raise public awareness and
to facilitate continuous learning
and transformation of the interpre-
tations of these sites” (Cummins,
2013, p. 7). Now, with the intrinsic
link between cultural heritage and
the construction of significance
demonstrated, we will discuss how
significance relates to natural her-
itage.

The field of natural heritage, of
course, is not devoid of the discus-
sion on significance. However,
one could argue that these debates
on significance may not have been
as evident or extensive as in the
case of cultural heritage, because
of the seemingly scientific and
“objective” status that is usually
associated to natural heritage.
However, Rodney Harrison and
Donal O’Donnell (2010) discuss




that scientific crite-
ria are joined by the

Which tools refer to significance or values?

to understand herit-
age and how does

presence of a cer-

tain set of values
that build up the
significance associ-
ated with such herit-
age. Harrison and
O’Donnell intro-
duce the concept of |,
natural

(1970)

(1971)

» Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit
Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property

» Man and the Biosphere Programme (1971)
« RAMSAR Convention on Wetlands of International Importance

» World Heritage Convention (1972)
: Biodiversity Convention (1992)
heritage |. Memory of the World Programme (1992)

within the Australi- |+ Underwater Cultural Heritage Convention (2001)

an context. Natural
heritage is defined
in dependence to

Intangible Cultural Heritage Convention (2003)
Cultural Diversity Convention (2005)
UNIDROIT Convention on stolen or illegally exported cultural

this relate to syner-
gies? In addition to
the ideas explained
in the section above,
an observation that
resulted from the
group discussions in
our study project is
that one of the issues
hindering synergies
among the different
standard-setting in-
struments is the use

the concept of | objects(1995) . _ : of different terms
“natural signifi- » Recommendation concerning the protection and promotion of mu- and approaches
L S o seums and collections, their diversity and their role in society when in reality theré
fundamental im- 2L are many potential
Pf’rtaFlce that is  7yp 3. Significance in standard-setting tools. Source: Ingrid Freder- ConneCtl9nS' Then,
highlighted by these ¢k one key issue to pro-
authors. mote synergies

The authors also develop a chapter
devoted to “natural values”, where
the concepts introduced by Smith
(2006), such as the concept of au-
thorized heritage discourse
(AHD), are reflected upon for the
case of natural heritage. Harrison
and O’Donnell conclude that natu-
ral heritage is a construction based
on values, in such a way that is not
different from cultural heritage.
“The concept of biodiversity is
wrapped up in the language of sci-
entific experts and appears to be
beyond question. But underlying
nature conservation and biodiver-
sity management is a particular set
of values and ideas about na-
ture” (Harrison and O’Donnell,

2010, p. 121).

The former arguments leave no
question that significance is an
overarching theme that is at the
core of all types of heritage. Fur-
thermore, the notion of values or
significance is indeed found in
several standard-setting tools (see
Table 3). Since significance is a
common element in the conceptu-
alization of heritage, an increased
focus into this perspective will
serve as a potential measure for
synergies between tangible and
intangible cultural heritage and
natural heritage. These measures
can relate to understanding, inter-
preting and managing heritage.

So, why is significance important

could be the use of common con-
ceptual frameworks, that can pro-
mote common language and better
communication and exchange
among different experts, and
stakeholders, decision-makers, us-
ers, focal points, states and in gen-
eral, all the institutions that deal
with heritage at different levels.

It is important to establish this
common framework, and then
agree on terms that make sense for
different standard-setting instru-
ments, without denying or refusing
another one. This short reflection
proves that heritage that is tradi-
tionally seen in split views, from
the specific standpoints of each
evaluator or expert, shares com-

1. For further context information of the speech delivered by Alissandra Cummins in 2013: “A brief examination of the sub-
stantive scope of the tangible heritage conventions shows that protection of documentary heritage with cultural value is al-




mon concepts that would poten-
tially promote synergies between
diverse types. Some ideas have
already been developed along this
line. For example, the Memory of
the World Programme can be con-
nected to other purposes and im-
plementation of different instru-
ments by means of heritage signif-
icance.  Alissandra ~ Cummins
(2013) examines how documen-
tary heritage “could have potential
roles in the assessment and as con-
servation outcomes of both the
tangible and intangible cultural
heritage programmes™ (p. 4).
Cummins (2013) additionally
mentions that “the Memory of the
World Programme provides a ro-
bust modality for communities to
initiate and implement documen-
tary heritage measures. Within the
intangible cultural heritage pro-
gramme, the applicable traditional
knowledge, practice or expressions
must be identified by the commu-
nity” (Cummins, 2013, p. 4). This
idea is affirmed by one of the ex-
isting measures explained in the
previous chapter (see section 3.1.4
‘The Common Heritage Methodol-

ogy’).

Though these commonalities exist,
there is a need to make these more

evident and work on ways to re-
flect these relations in the imple-
mentation of standard-setting in-
struments, such as operational
guidelines. This topic is addressed
previously in  section 4.1
‘Synergies and Operational Guide-
lines,” where the topic of how op-
erational guidelines facilitate syn-
ergies between the culture conven-
tions of UNESCO is discussed.

Another central point should be
the conceptual frameworks and
terms that are used in the practice
of heritage and academia, two
fields that should complement
each other. Furthermore, under-
standing heritage is always the
first step for management, which
is the topic of the second part of
the text.

Significance and managing her-
itage

Significance is vital for managing
heritage for many reasons. On the
one hand, any management ap-
proach should start by deeply com-
prehending the values and signifi-
cance in order to take consistent
and coherent decisions that relate
directly to the needs, purposes and
realities of such heritage. On the
other hand, assessing the signifi-

cance is a useful tool for managing
because of the limitedness of re-
sources to safeguard, protect or
conserve every aspect that may be
included within heritage. There-
fore, assessing heritage signifi-
cance is fundamental for the deci-
sion-making process in manage-
ment. These decisions may involve
the prioritization of needs, alloca-
tion of resources and definition of
adequate timelines that are con-
sistent with heritage values and
significance. Taking into account
this reality of heritage, efficient
management requires us to focus
on the “most important” or “most
significant” elements of heritage,
as well as those elements that may
be at stake and require more ef-
forts or attention.

Once again, this approach to man-
agement is similar both in natural
and cultural heritage fields. As an
example, guidelines of signifi-
cance assessment for heritage and
value-based  management  ap-
proaches are used by a variety of
institutions or associations in the
heritage field, such as IUCN in
regard to natural heritage, IC-
CROM in regard to collections of
objects, heritage sites and built
heritage, ICOMOS in regard to

ready currently covered in conflict situations and in illicit trafficking of such heritage. In terms of the intangible cultural her-
itage convention, while vital in establishing the validity of State Parties’ claim to long term practice of the heritage, it is still
not very clear whether documentary heritage could be an associated element. With regards to tangible and immovable cultur-
al heritage, UNESCO’s programme is focused only on sites, buildings and monuments, so documentary heritage is not sup-
ported despite the value, which this heritage has in validating the historical importance of both building and builder. It is
therefore clear that documents with heritage significance could have potential roles in the assessment and as conservation
outcomes of both the tangible and intangible cultural heritage programmes, and are thus usually accorded some value by the
State Parties seeking authentication” (Cummins, 2013, p. 4).

2. The Consultative Expert Meeting on World Heritage and Sustainable Development held in Ouro Preto, Brazil, stated that:
“The concept of heritage is indeed fundamental to the logic of sustainable development as heritage results from the dynamic
and continuous relationship between communities and their environment and reflects what people value to sustain and im-
prove their quality of life.” (cited in Cummins, 2013, p. 7).



built
sites, as well as national public
institutions at national level.

heritage, landscapes and

The role of communities to sustain
value through development pro-
cesses” can also be helpful in un-
derstanding the relationship be-
tween significance and manage-
ment. In addition, “new develop-
ments should not necessarily be
considered as a threat, but also for
their potential to sustain the cultur-
al value of the property and con-
tribute to the creation of new herit-
age” (Cummins, 2013, p. 7). Alt-
hough Cummins uses the word
property, this statement is applica-
ble for any type of heritage,
whether tangible or intangible.

An interesting management ap-
proach is that of Australia, where
the basic framework for heritage
applies to a broad notion of both
natural and cultural heritage, and
significance plays a crucial role as
the ultimate goal is not managing
properties but “managing signifi-
cance”. In this line, the heritage
management system consists of
three steps: first, investigate signif-
icance; second, assess signifi-
cance, and third, manage signifi-
cance (NSW Heritage Office,
2001). From this perspective, this
management approach can “apply
to all kinds of heritage items, from
individual houses and movable

items to archaeological and indus-
trial sites, conservation areas,
landscapes and natural areas. They
also apply to items of any level of
significance, from local heritage
significance to world heritage sig-
nificance” (NSW Heritage Office,
2001, p. 2). This method could
even be relevant for living herit-
age, such as practices or expres-
sions, since the final aim is manag-
ing significance. Instead of desir-
ing the intact continuation of cer-
tain processes, the issue of manag-
ing significance of practices and
expressions should be considered
as a vital element in the discus-
sions in the heritage profession,
taking into account the inevitable
transformation that is a constant
reality of any type of living herit-
age.

Following these ideas on standards
in management theory and system,
it is clear that integrating manage-
ment approaches through common
methodologies can be potential
measures to promote further syner-
gies for the protection of heritage.
In relation to some of the interna-
tional standard-setting instruments
promoted by UNESCO for herit-
age, further studies are needed to
develop such an integrated ap-
proach, although there are indica-
tions of some initial thoughts on
the matter’. As a final thought, in-

tegrating the discourse on values
and significance in relation to
management can produce effective
results of a diverse nature. Alt-
hough such an approach would
require extensive input from dif-
ferent stakeholders, it would bene-
fit administrative elements as well
as create a more holistic approach
to management that is deeply inte-
grated with the core of heritage: its
significance.
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4.8. From Conservation to Safeguarding:
Heritage Synergies for Enhanced Protection of Cultural

and Natural Heritage

Introduction

The starting line of this research
emerges from the idea that herit-
age conservation is a social prac-
tice that is integral to society, and
that it has been shaped by society
as well as society has been shaped
by it throughout time. Though the
term conservation has been mainly
associated either with biodiversity
and natural heritage, or with mate-
rial cultural heritage (places and
objects), a broader scope of the
term will be considered for the
purpose of the present article, in
order to include the different ap-
proaches of protection within cul-
tural (movable, immovable and
intangible heritage) and natural
heritage.

Heritage conservation is transver-
sal to the standard-setting tools
created by UNESCO that deal with
immaterial and material cultural
heritage, as well as natural herit-
age. These tools may have com-
mon but also divergent ideas that
shape the concept of conservation,
or associated terms in each of their
contexts of implementation. De-
spite the diverse approaches, this
research aims to address the ques-
tion of whether there are common
threads in the concept of conserva-
tion of different standard-setting
tools. If so, how could they pro-
mote synergies among different
forms of heritage to enhance their

Reflections on

protection? A suggested hypothe-
sis 1s that some sort of common
ground or theoretical basis in con-
servation exists among different
heritage typologies that are repre-
sented in different tools. Moreo-
ver, understanding these common-
alities is relevant for reflections in
the topic of heritage synergies,
which will be the aim of further
discussion. So, once the different
frameworks related to conserva-
tion are identified and discussed,
the focus will be to find potential
opportunities for enhancing pro-
tection through heritage synergies
among UNESCO’s standard-
setting tools.

Emphasizing the idea of conserva-
tion as a social practice, the values
and criteria determined by the con-
text of the creation of such stand-
ard-setting tools play an important
role in shaping the conceptual
framework contained in such tools.
For this reason, the aim of this ar-
ticle is to identify and assess con-
cepts of conservation that are pur-
posed for three standard-setting
tools: the World Heritage Conven-
tion, the 1995 Memory of the
World Programme, and the 2003
Intangible Cultural Heritage Con-
vention. These tools represent her-
itage in its material (both immova-
ble and movable), and immaterial
form. This contribution concen-
trates on cultural heritage, which is

—

the topic addressed by Memory of
the World and Intangible Heritage,
and part of the World Heritage
Convention. Therefore, natural
heritage will be addressed to a
lesser extent, only partially
through the 1972 World Heritage
Convention, which considers natu-
ral criteria for natural and mixed
world heritage sites.

For this purpose, the present arti-
cle has been structured in three
parts. First, the concept of conser-
vation will be discussed, in order
to lay the conceptual framework.
Second, the examination of the
three instruments will be discussed
in order to explore ideas around
conservation that are presented in
these instruments and their imple-
mentation through the operational
guidelines or directives (for the
1972 and 2003 Conventions) or
general guidelines (in the case of
Memory of the World Pro-
gramme). Third, the conclusions
based on a comparative assess-
ment of the results of studying
three tools will be drawn, in rela-
tion to how these ideas can con-
tribute to a reflection on heritage
synergies for enhancing protection
of cultural and natural heritage.

1. Conceptual framework

This first part addresses the ques-
tion “what is conservation?” for
the purposes of this article. As
stated by Oxford Dictionaries
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Protection

Planning and
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Fig. 2. Diagram of the current state of conservation policy and practice. Source: Ingrid Frederick, Adapted from Values

and Heritage Conservation: Research Report by Erica Avrami, Randall Mason, and Marta de la Torre, The Getty Con-
servation Institute. © 2000 The J. Paul Getty Trust .

(2016) the word “conservation”
can be generally defined as “the
action of conserving something”.
Particularly, this can be either as-
sociated with nature, cultural re-
sources or other types of resources
such as energy. It is interesting
that both Cambridge and Oxford
Dictionaries give prevalence to
nature  conservation, as the
“preservation, protection, or resto-
ration of the natural environment
and of wildlife”, (Oxford, 2016).
The second definition regards cul-
tural resources, described as the
“preservation and repair of archae-
ological, historical, and cultural
sites and artefacts” (Oxford,
2016). However, Cambridge dic-
tionary does include natural and
cultural elements together in its
definition of conservation as “the
protection of plants and animals,
natural areas, and interesting and
important structures and buildings,
especially from the damaging ef-
fects of human activi-
ty”” (Cambridge Dictionary, 2016).

Now, for the care of cultural assets
in particular, in the English lan-
guage, the dominant word has
been conservation. According to
the Technical Dictionary on Con-
servation and Restoration of Cul-
tural Property (Martinez Cabetas
and Rico Martinez, 2006), even
though the same term is used in
other languages (German Konser-
vierung, lItalian conservazione,
Spanish conservacion, and French
conservation) in these languages
the term conservation is very close
to the term restoration, as is the
case of German (Restaurierung),
Italian (restauro), Spanish
(restauracion), and French
(restauration) (Martinez Cabetas
and Rico Martinez, 2006, p. 521).
However, conservation understood
as merely restoration has a strong-
er weight on intervention aspects
that does not encompass the broad-
er view sought for this article.

Searching for an expansive under-
standing to introduce the concept
of heritage conservation, a useful

approach is that proposed by a
team at the Getty Institute for Con-
servation in its Research Report on
Values and Heritage Conservation
(Avrami, et al., 2000). The authors
regard conservation as a term with
varied meanings that refer to “a
complex, diverse, and even diver-
gent social practice.” Furthermore
conservation activities can be sep-
arated in policy and practice.
These activities are encompassed
by the broader field of interest,
followed by increasingly more
specific fields of protection, as
well as planning and management,
under which intervention can be
found. In Figure 2, the diagram
represents the spheres that shape
conservation. Avrami et al. (2000)
claim that these “different aspects
of conservation activity often re-
main separate and unintegrated,
retaining the sense that conserva-
tion is insulated from social
events” (p. 4). This view contrasts
with the ideal or potential situa-
tion, represented in Figure 3, in
which heritage values are transver-
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Fig. 3. Potential future of conservation policy and
practice. Source: Ingrid Frederick, Adapted
from Values and Heritage Conservation: Research
Report by Erica Avrami, Randall Mason, and Marta
de la Torre, The Getty Conservation Institute. © 2000

cific to cultural her-
itage!, which thus
also adds relevance
of choosing a con-
ceptual  approach
for this study. Add-
ing to this topic,
other researchers,
such as George
Brock-Nannestad

(2000), author of
“The Rationale Be-
hind  Operational
Conservation Theo-
ry”, have argued
that no unified the-
ory on conservation
exists so far. They

The J. Paul Getty Trust.

sal to any stage or sphere where
conservation activities take place,
giving a coherence, integration and
connectivity among the different
spheres involved in conservation.

The approach proposed by the au-
thors of the Getty Research Report
in the discipline of conservation is
relevant to the approach in herit-
age synergies because one of the
observations included the need for
greater cohesion and connected-
ness among the fields involved in
conservation (Avrami, et al., 2000,
p. 10). Another idea that is men-
tioned in the publication is the
need for a conceptual framework
in conservation, referring in spe-

further assert that
there is a need to
establish a common
framework in conservation instead
of separate methodologies. This
would have the aim of creating
Conservation Theory as a “body of
systematic thought”, which would
be useful in any preservation envi-
ronment, from objects to land-
scapes, in order to take coherent
decisions based on structured in-
formation (p. 21).

Both works mentioned above have
focused essentially on cultural her-
itage, though the authors of the
Getty Report (Avrami, et al.,
2000) do state that the emphasis
has been mainly on tangible cul-
tural heritage (objects and places),
but make reference to world natu-

ral and cultural heritage and World
Heritage Convention, as well as
the changes in the facets of cultur-
al heritage (such as the inclusion
of intangible heritage, cultural
landscapes, and broader notions on
authenticity), which are to a cer-
tain extent addressed in the contri-
bution of Lourdes Arizpe (2000).
However, the works in the field of
conservation that address both cul-
tural and natural heritage in a ho-
listic manner are not common. For
this reason the idea of common
ground on a theoretical basis of
conservation could be seen as a
worthwhile approach to
acknowledge and strengthen herit-
age synergies.

Since no common theoretical
ground has been established be-
tween different forms of heritage,
the role of the conservator could
be defined in such general terms
that it could fit all forms of herit-
age, cultural - both tangible and
intangible - and natural heritage.
In these terms, the conservation
professional could be seen as a
facilitator of agreements or under-
standings among different stake-
holders about the significance
(Avrami, et al., 2000, p.10). In ad-
dition, other aspects that could be
recognized as common denomina-
tors for all heritage types are the
long-term framework efforts con-
servation aims toward, and the ap-
proach to strategic management.

1. “The care and collection of heritage objects and places is a universal, cross-cultural phenomenon, part of every social
group’s imperative to use things, as well as narratives and performances, to support their collective memory. Yet there is
little research to support why cultural heritage is important to human and social development and why conservation is seem-
ingly a vital function in civil society. The benefits of cultural heritage have been taken as a matter of faith” (Avrami, et al.,
2000).
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enhancement” (UNESCO, 2015, p. 81). * For cultural herit-
age properties only
Preservation: “The sum total of the steps necessary to en-
sure the permanent accessibility of documentary heritage. It
includes conservation, environmental control, and manage-
Preservation |ment practice” (Edmondson, 2002, p. 61).
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Table 4. Conservation terminology in three standard-setting tools. Source: Ingrid Frederick.

Both aspects reinforce the im-
portance for implementing strong-
er heritage synergies. Furthermore,
the unity of aims and strategies,
which authors such as Arizpe
(2000) encourage for dealing glob-
ally with heritage should be ap-
plied to diverse heritage aspects
that are represented by UNESCO’s
standard-setting tools. The follow-
ing section will deal with the study
of the tools selected for this re-
search within the framework of
conservation.

2. Looking into the standard-
setting instruments

The concept of conservation has
been susceptible to cultural chang-
es, as was described in the previ-
ous chapter, extensively broaden-
ing the concept for communities,
scholars and institutions world-
wide. How is this expressed in
UNESCO’s standard-setting tools?
Are there changes or differences in
the definition and approaches in
conservation among these three
tools? What common concepts do

they have?

The studies on the three tools is
presented in chronological order:
first, the World Heritage Conven-
tion (1972), followed by the
Memory of the World Programme
(1995), and finally the Intangible
Heritage Convention (2003). The
terms used in each of these tools,
along with the definitions and as-
sociated key terms are shown in
Table 4.




World Heritage Convention

The World Heritage Convention
(1972) and the operational guide-
lines for its implementation con-
sider conservation in many ways.
To start, conservation is addressed
as one of the five strategic objec-
tives and a central issue in differ-
ent stages, from the identification
and assessment of outstanding uni-
versal value, the study, and moni-
toring of the state of conservation,
to the interpretation, presentation,
and transmission to future genera-
tions of heritage places. In addi-
tion, conservation plays an im-
portant role in the values attributed
to cultural properties, and in iden-
tifying the authenticity and integri-
ty of a site. The role of values and
authenticity and their connection
to conservation is explained as fol-
lows:

“Conservation of cultural
heritage in all its forms and
historical periods is rooted in
its values attributed to the
heritage. Our ability to un-
derstand these values de-
pends, in part, on the degree
to which information sources
about these values may be
understood as credible or
truthful. Knowledge and un-
derstanding of these sources
of information, in relation to
original and subsequent char-
acteristics of the cultural her-
itage, and their meaning, is as
requisite basis for assessing
all aspects of authentici-
ty” (UNESCO, 2015, p. 17).

In addition, in the case of authen-

ticity for the World Heritage Con-
vention, it is important to mention
its evolution in regards to a broad-
er conceptual background that was
achieved through the Nara Docu-
ment on Authenticity from 1994.
Authenticity is regarded not mere-
ly by material aspects but by credi-
ble information sources, in relation
to the cultural heritage and its
meaning over time, which may
differ from culture to culture. This
change in the concept of authentic-
ity would have direct effects on
conservation, and as a result the
reach of the practice and policy of
conservation became broader.
Though authenticity is regarded
for cultural criteria only, in the
case of natural criteria, conserva-
tion is also considered key during
the selection process, as well as
during the subsequent stages, as
one of the main disciplines that
can attribute value to natural areas
(UNESCO, 2015, p. 11).

Finally, it is particularly interest-
ing to see how the ideas presented
previously are reflected in the defi-
nition of conservation proposed in
the operational guidelines. The
definition in this context states that
conservation means “all efforts
designed to understand cultural
heritage, know its history and
meaning, ensure its material safe-
guard and, as required, its presen-
tation, restoration and enhance-
ment (UNESCO, 2015, p. 81).
This definition represents the ho-
listic approach in conservation,
interconnected with values assess-
ment, interpretation, and presenta-
tion, in addition to the technical

challenge of caring for the material
aspects.

Memory of the World

The concepts that are key for the
protection of documentary heritage
in the case of the Memory of the
World Programme are defined un-
der the terms preservation and ac-
cess, in which the term conserva-
tion is regarded with a restricted
perspective as only a part of
preservation related merely to in-
tervention actions. According to
the  Programme’s  guidelines,
preservation is defined as “the sum
total of the steps necessary to en-
sure the permanent accessibility of
documentary heritage. It includes
conservation, environmental con-
trol, and management prac-
tice” (Edmondson, 2002, p. 61).

Within preservation, the Pro-
gramme specifies efforts in aware-
ness-building, education and train-
ing. In regards to conservation, in
the context of this programme the
concept of preservation “includes
conservation, which is defined as
those actions, involving minimal
technical intervention, required to
prevent further deterioration to
original materials” (Edmondson,
2002, p. 12). In the case of docu-
mentary heritage, the issue of per-
manence (both of the material car-
rier as well as the information con-
tent), as well as authenticity and
integrity, play an important role
for defining heritage significance,
as demonstrated in the selection
criteria developed by the Memory
of the World Program. However,
in contrary to the World Heritage




Convention, the role of conserva-
tion is not defined in terms of un-
derstanding meaning or signifi-
cance as heritage, but merely ac-
tions of intervention for preventing
further deterioration or loss of doc-
umentary heritage.

Since documentary heritage is val-
ued both because of its infor-
mation content as well as its carri-
er, preservation and information
access are bound together in this
protection approach. Both the
preservation and access are de-
fined and guided in this context
under specific principles that give
a background to the practical work
of protecting and promoting docu-
mentary heritage. Additionally, the
Memory of the World Program is
positioned within the Communica-
tion and Information Sector of
UNESCO. This is evidenced by
the emphasis on the information
content and access methods, such
as reproduction and distribution,
which can enhance knowledge and
memory for public use.

Intangible Heritage Convention

The Intangible Cultural Heritage
Convention has made a strong em-
phasis on the concept of safe-
guarding intangible cultural herit-
age practices instead of the tradi-
tional term of conservation used
for cultural heritage purposes. The
term of safeguarding, which ap-
pears in the official title - the Con-
vention for the Safeguarding of the
Intangible Cultural Heritage - and
throughout the text, is defined as
“measures aimed at ensuring the
viability of the intangible cultural

heritage, including the identifica-
tion, documentation, research,
preservation, protection, promo-
tion, enhancement, transmission,
particularly through formal and
non-formal education, as well as
the revitalisation of the various
aspects of such herit-
age” (UNESCO, 2013, p. 19).

The need for addressing the safe-
guarding of intangible heritage is
rooted in the increasing danger of
disappearance of practices due to
many factors such as globalization
and urbanization, and a growing
awareness for protecting cultural
diversity represented in intangible
practices in communities world-
wide (UNESCO, 2013, p. 17).
Since the issue of permanence is
not applicable to intangible prac-
tices, where social transformation
makes it impossible to freeze past
practices to retain today and for
the future, the term safeguarding
has represented the approach of
enabling a continuation of practic-
es through generational transmis-
sion, and revitalization of their
value according to contemporary
and future realties.

In general terms the protection of
intangible heritage is focused on
revitalization of cultural practices,
enabling a dialogue of respect and
support to communities to contin-
ue carrying out and transforming
past cultural practices. This ap-
proach clearly differs from the
conservation and preservation ap-
proach from the previous two
standard-setting tools discussed,
because of the essential differences

in the nature of the heritage they
address, that is in general terms,
places, objects and practices.
However, the activities regarded in
the definition of safeguarding for
the context of the 2003 Conven-
tion, such as identification, docu-
mentation, research, preservation,
protection, promotion, and en-
hancement, are not distant from
the purposes of conservation de-
scribed in the 1972 Convention.
The new concepts that are includ-
ed in the 2003 Convention are the
issues of transmission and revitali-
zation, where the dynamic and
transformative aspects of heritage
are regarded. However, one could
argue that this issue of social inter-
action could be to a certain extent
associated with the education ap-
proach that is included in both the
background developed by the
Memory of the World Programme
and the World Heritage Conven-
tion. In the Memory of the World
Programme, the education ap-
proach is related to the concept of
access, which goes hand in hand
with preservation. In the 1972
Convention, education could be
considered within the component
of understanding the meaning and
presentation, which are both in-
cluded in the concept of conserva-
tion proposed within the opera-
tional guidelines.

3. Conclusions: Reflections on
conservation framework in
search of heritage synergies

After the brief overview of the
conceptual outline of conservation,
preservation and safeguarding
through the three UNESCO’s




standard-setting tools for heritage
protection, some reflections can be
made regarding potentials for her-
itage synergies from the context of
conservation.

Underpinning these reflections
was the reminder that living herit-
age cannot be separated from her-
itage places, both natural and cul-
tural sites, and in addition, neither
of these are independent from the
concept of memory and the differ-
ent objects memory is associated
with. For this reason, the conserva-
tion of heritage should not be seen
as split between sciences or disci-
plines, and more efforts should be
made on a constant basis towards
embracing heritage commonalities.

With these ideas in mind, a set of
reflections resulted from the com-
parison between the three standard
-setting tools:

First, there are discrepancies in the
terms and the definitions in the
three standard-setting tools. There
are of course differences that are
unavoidable due to the different
nature of the objects they address.
However, what is worth to point
out is that there are differences in
the general scope or reach within
these concepts of conservation that
should be discussed. For example,
in the case of the Memory of the
World Program, the concept of
preservation seems to be narrower
than that of conservation used by
the World Heritage Convention.
The concept of conservation in the
World Heritage Convention pro-
poses a broad scope where many

activities are covered. However in
the case of the Memory of the
World Programme, there is a
greater focus on more specific ac-
tivities that are less open to inter-
pretation. It is worth adding that
according to this concept proposed
in the Memory of the World, only
a limited group of trained profes-
sionals would fit in this profes-
sional profile, while the World
Heritage Convention does not im-
ply this same level of specificity,
and rather is open to a broader
group. In the case of the Intangible
Heritage Convention, the level of
scope is similar to the World Her-
itage Convention in terms of how
it is developed and presented.

Second, despite having different
connotations, there should be an
attempt to integrate concepts of
authenticity, integrity, and values,
into a theoretical platform where
different professionals and com-
munities, from different back-
grounds, may discuss on compara-
ble terms.

Third, there are indeed some com-
mon elements among the different
concepts of conservation, such as
the concept of threats that put in
danger the conservation of differ-
ent types of heritage. Factors such
as increased development, urban
growth, problems in resources,
technological advances, effects
and risks of natural and human
disasters, for instance, are themes
that have been mentioned to more
or less degree but still can be ap-
plicable to the different standard-
setting tools.

Fourth, transversal themes of com-
mon importance can become webs
that link together heritage conser-
vation from the viewpoint of the
different conventions. As a result
of this work, important themes that
relate to conservation and the three
tools discussed in this article are:

« Development

+ Cultural Diversity

« Values/ Significance/ Memory

» Access and Transmission

« Presentation and revitalisation

Fifth, meaningful discussions that
could lead to practical outcomes
could result from integrating these
topics from the conservation per-
spective, because many of these
aspects are integral to any type of
heritage. For example, critical dis-
cussions on permanence, change
and transmission could be seen as
transversal to the three heritage
standard-setting tools, and this
could lead to efforts that potentiate
heritage synergies. Other issues
such as significance and memory
can relate to any type of heritage,
and could be worked on the basis
of theoretical frameworks to en-
hance the connectivity between the
heritage tools: between the tangi-
ble and intangible, cultural and
natural.

Finally, despite changes in the ap-
proach of heritage protection, a
conceptual framework in the field
related to protection (conservation-
preservation-safeguarding) is defi-
nitely a pre-condition that should
be met in order to achieve coher-
ent dialogue among heritage pro-
fessionals that wish to enhance the




protection of heritage by potentiat-
ing heritage synergies. The world
of heritage is in desperate need of
joining efforts for conciliation, lis-
tening and building networks that
understand the meaningful change
that can be achieved by overthrow-
ing disciplinary walls that have
divided the field for long enough.
The building of conceptual bridges
among the disciplines is crucial for
heritage conservation. This 1is
without doubt an area of great po-
tential, and also an area in great
demand in the educational, institu-
tional, professional and legal envi-
ronment. If any doubt is left on
why theory in this field is im-
portant for heritage synergies - as
a last statement I can only rein-
force that a common conceptual
framework in conservation would
only benefit the practice, policy
and training needed for the conser-
vation and safeguarding of herit-
age in an integrated manner, work-
ing together in order to effectively
achieve better protection.
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> Synergies in Context

This chapter looks into the wider application as well as the relevance of synergies for various overarching,
global themes. During our study project sessions, we discussed various challenging aspects in heritage protec-
tion, and as it was previously discussed in the second chapter of this publication, one of the major challenges
is the implementation of standard-setting tools. Firstly, this chapter focuses on the role of synergies in resolv-
ing implementation issues of individual standard-setting tools. For this purpose, an overview of individual
standard-setting tools, brief explanation of existing problems of implementation, and the potential of synergies
to influence these problems is presented in section 5.1. In order to provide the reader with examples of syner-
gies implementation in both theory and practice, the case of underwater heritage and its presentation across
various standard-setting tools is provided in section 5.2. Later on in this chapter, in section 5.3, we discuss
global problems such as looting, funding the terrorism and cultural cleansing, the consequences of these global
issues for heritage, and possible roles of synergies in their elimination. Section 5.4 continues exploring over-
arching themes of international significance, their connection with standard-setting tools and the relevance of
synergies in the context of: human rights (section 5.4.1), community involvement (section 5.4.2), and climate

change (section 5.4.3).

Evgeniya Panova
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5.1 Better Implementation of Individual
Standard-setting Tools

A Case study of the 1992 Memory of the World Programme in Africa

One of the strongest arguments for
the embracing of synergies in the
field of heritage conservation is
the fact that they have a strong po-
tential to improve the implementa-
tion of individual standard-setting
tools. The whole essence of syner-
gies is to help individual tools
achieve more through the open
sharing of ideas and objectives be-
tween like-minded individuals re-
sponsible for respective tools.

There are three main ways that
synergies can improve the imple-
mentation of individual tools.
These are contextualizing of the
respective tools, availing of a wid-
er pool of resources, and correct-
ing the failures of individual tools

(UNESCO Bangkok Office, 2008).
The 1992 Memory of the World
Programme has enjoyed limited
success in Africa. Compared to
other UNESCO regions, Africa’s
participation in the inscription of
documentary heritage is lagging
with only a fifth of the States Par-
ties taking part. One thing that the
Common Heritage Methodology
emphasizes, as presented in chap-
ter 3.1.4 above, is that the syner-

gies being proposed are not done
with the aim of merging individual
tools. This implies that the imple-
mentation of standard-setting tools
on the ground must continue
bringing out the unique aspects of
heritage being preserved or safe-
guarded. Within the Common Her-
itage Methodology, the concept of
overarching themes is presented as
“stories” and it is these “stories”
that should be established to im-
prove the implementation of the
MoW in Africa.

It is often said that a “chain is as
strong as its weakest link”. This is
true for standard-setting tools alt-
hough they are formulated with the
most noble of intentions. It is like-
ly that the MoW has had some-
what of a “compatibility chal-
lenge” on the African continent.
The Programme aims to preserve
and showcase documentary herit-

age. The interpretation  of
“documents” per the Programme’s
general guidelines focuses on

manuscripts, printed matter, photo-
graphs, and video/audio record-
ings. So far, the inscriptions from
Africa have naturally adhered to
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this standard. At this point, it is
important to note that the predomi-
nant medium of information trans-
fer in most of the African cultures
is oral narratives. This situation
makes the Programme’s imple-
mentation relatively challenging, a
fact that is noted in the Pro-
gramme’s general guidelines with
regional imbalances in representa-
tion being predicted (UNESCO,
2016).

Despite the above challenges,
there is still an opportunity for the
MoW to gain relevance in the con-
tinent. Using the concept of
“stories”, this Programme’s imple-
mentation can be tremendously
bolstered. Given that heritage can-
not be separated from the people
who own or practice it, there is a
good chance for this Programme to
be implemented on a much wider
scope across the continent. Now,
majority of the existent inscrip-
tions have a narrow focus, specifi-
cally those aspects of heritage ele-
ments that pertain to the standard-
setting tool used in the inscription.
Overarching themes between dif-
ferent inscriptions pertaining to
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specific communities, regions
or nations is the best way to
approach this. If overarching
themes are established, the
individual  standard-setting
tools involved have an oppor-
tunity to be optimally imple-
mented through a stronger
focus on a specific aspect of
heritage, which can be con-
centrated on. Placing different
standard-setting tools on a
single platform will demand
the clear demarcation of an
individual tool’s scope of ap-
plication in addition to a
demonstration of how they
connect to each other.

An example of this is the sto-
ry of Apartheid in South Afri-
ca. The standard-setting tools
in this instance are the 1992
Memory of the World Pro-
gramme, the 1972 World Her-
itage Convention, and the
1970 Convention on Illicit
Trade. Table 5 shows the in-
scriptions that have been
made under the MoW and
1972 WHC, as well as simi-
larities in the way they have
been 1mplemented. — While
they both refer to Apartheid,
they cover different aspects of
this story across several dec-
ades. Figure 4 below, the
timeline, illustrates significant
developments during Apart-
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1948 1952 1953

1954 1962 1974 1990

1994 . 1997 | 2007

Fig. 4. Timeline of developments in Apartheid showing time periods covered by the MoW and 1972 WHC.
Source: Odote, Martin, 2016. Based on information from Nelson Mandela Foundation and Softschools.com.

heid in South Africa. The 1970
Convention on Illicit Trade be-
comes- relevant as a deterrent
against black market trading of the
inscribed documentary heritage or
illegal souvenirs from Robben Is-
land. In this timeline, the time pe-
riods referred to by the MoW and
1972 WHC and the relevant devel-

opments associated with Apart-
heid.

Under the Memory of the World
Programme, documentary
dence on the atrocities that were
committed during this period have
been detailed and highlighted.
Robben Island Prison, a national

evi-

monument directly linked to
Apartheid, has been inscribed
through the 1972 World Heritage
Convention. Covering the subject
from multiple perspectives serves
to strengthen the way individual
tools are implemented. Each tool
is compelled to focus on its own
niche to cover its perspective of




the story in the most effective way
possible. At the same time, this
“story” approach also helps to con-
textualize the aspect of heritage
being preserved or safeguarded
(UNESCO  Bangkok  Office,
2008).This provides individuals
working on the different tools with
an enhanced sense of direction.
The Memory of the World Pro-
gramme’s  implementation  in
South Africa is a good example
that could be replicated across the
continent. The inscriptions made
under the MoW include docu-
ments reflecting the
painful political history of Apart-
heid (UNESCO, 2006; UNESCO,
1999).

country’s

In summary, it is important to note
that it is vital to identify the chal-
lenges a standard-setting tool is
facing. This way, specific solu-
tions can be formulated. Consider-
ing a given standard-setting tool’s
implementation is another im-
portant step that needs to be taken.
This can be effectively done by
finding out if there are related
tools in play. The context of the
tool within the larger scheme of
things can consequently be better
understood, giving those involved
in implementation a clear scope of
what their roles are.
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5.2 Presenting Underwater Heritage across
Standard-setting Tools

This article aims at providing a
theoretical discussion on the role
of synergies in the presentation
of underwater heritage. It focus-
es particularly on the presenta-
tion of underwater cultural herit-
age to the public in relation to the
interconnections between three
standard-setting tools — the
UNESCO Convention on the
Protection of the Underwater
Cultural Heritage (2001 Under-
water- Heritage Convention), the
UNESCO Recommendation on
the Protection and Promotion of
Museums and Collections (2015
Recommendation on Museums),
and the UNESCO World Herit-
age Convention (1972 World
Heritage Convention).

Firstly, the importance and par-
ticularities of underwater cultural
heritage are outlined. Then an
overview of the connections be-
tween standard-setting tools that
are of importance for the presen-
tation of underwater cultural her-
itage are provided. Secondly, this
article explores interconnections
between the above mentioned
tools and their potential for coop-
eration in presentation of under-
water cultural heritage in the
context of synergies.

1. Importance of underwater
cultural heritage

The Vasa warship, sunk in the
water of the Baltic Sea, remained

underwater until 1961, when a
group of archaeologists success-
fully excavated it with all its be-
longings. As of today, the Vasa
ship displayed at the Vasa muse-
um in Stockholm, attracts a huge
number of tourists and remains
an emblem of cultural heritage
(Vasa Museum, 2016).

Alexandria Lighthouse, one of
the Seven Wonders of the World,
has been destroyed by the series
of earthquakes between 320 and
1303 AD on the coast of Pharos
(Mark, 2009). In 1994, archaeol-
ogist Jean-Yves Empereur dis-
covered massive blocks of stone
belonging to the Lighthouse. Lat-
er on, these parts have been exca-
vated and displayed at the Kom
el-Dikka museum in Alexandria
(Lawler, 2007). Nevertheless,
experts suggest that around 500
pieces of the Alexandria Light-
house are still remaining under-
water (Dunn, 2016).

One of the most famous, as well
as controversial examples of un-
derwater cultural heritage find-
ings, especially in regards to the
legislation issues, was Titanic. It
was found in the Atlantic Ocean
in 1985, keeping over one thou-
sands of significant artifacts. Its
discovery led to a number of
questions, such as the cultural
value of the wreck and its items
and the legal framework of the
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2001 Underwater Heritage Con-
vention (Dromgoole, 2013, p. 4-
5).

Underwater cultural heritage has
been previously a prerogative of
maritime archaeologists and, for
a significant amount of time,
there was no standard-setting tool
designed specifically for the pur-
pose of its protection, manage-
ment, preservation and presenta-
tion to the public. Nevertheless,
the importance of underwater
cultural heritage cannot be under-
estimated. As it is mentioned in
the beginning of the 2001 Under-
water Heritage Convention, it is
“[...] an integral part of the cul-
tural heritage of humanity and a
particularly important element in
the history of peoples, nations,
and their relations with each oth-
er concern their common herit-
age” (UNESCO, 2001).

One can only imagine the scale of
future cultural heritage findings
resting at the bottom of seas and
oceans. Natural and maritime dis-
asters and changes in topography
have hidden this heritage from the
eyes of the public and heritage
experts. It is necessary to under-
line the vulnerability of underwa-
ter cultural heritage. Divers, tour-
ists, 1illicit traffickers as well as
rough natural conditions are grad-
ually leading to decay of unpro-
tected sites. Three million undis-
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covered shipwrecks and ruins are
still underwater (UNESCO, 2016).
Since the 1940s, with the growing
popularity of scuba diving, the
accessibility of underwater sites
became easier (UNESCO, 2016).
The modern approach to the
presentation of underwater cultur-
al heritage to the public, manage-
ment systems, as well as techno-
logical advancements, allow us to
think about the positive develop-
ments in this area.

2. Comparison of standard-
setting tools

In the context of the presentation
of underwater cultural heritage,
one can find common threads, or
connections between the three
standard-setting tools we are ana-

lyzing.

2.1 Connections between 2001
Underwater Heritage Conven-
tion and 2015 Recommendation
on Museums.

According to the Underwater Her-
itage Convention, the definition of
underwater heritage is the follow-
ing:

“Underwater cultural heritage”
refers to all traces of human exist-
ence having a cultural, historical
or archaeological character which
have been partially or totally un-
derwater, periodically or continu-
ously, for at least 100 years.”

The 2001 Underwater Heritage
Convention further describes these

as:

“(1) sites, structures, buildings, ar-

tifacts and human remains, togeth-
er with their archaeological and
natural context; (ii) vessels, air-
craft, other vehicles or any part
thereof, their cargo or other con-
tents, together with their archaeo-
logical and natural context; and
(ii1) objects of prehistoric charac-
ter” (UNESCO, 2001, Art. 1.1).

The Underwater Heritage Conven-
tion emphasizes in Articles 18 and
22 various points that can be re-
ferred to as the presentation, im-
portance of research, information
and education for the protection
and preservation of underwater
cultural heritage. Another im-
portant point addressed by this
convention is the public’s right to
enjoy the educational and recrea-
tional benefits and access to in situ
underwater cultural heritage (Rule
7). Finally, the convention also
mentions the value of public edu-
cation to contribute to awareness,
appreciation and protection of that
heritage etc. (UNESCO, 2001).

As for the State Party’s duties, Ar-
ticle 18 states that “a State Party
which has seized underwater cul-
tural heritage shall ensure that its
disposition be for the public bene-
fit, taking into account the need for
conservation and research; the
need for reassembly of a dispersed
collection; the need for public ac-
cess, exhibition and educa-
tion” (UNESCO, 2001, Art. 18.4).
Additionally, according to Article
22: “States Parties shall establish
competent authorities with the aim
of providing research and educa-

57 I T
. i L
L g ~ %3‘ -
A ‘.
s o 't .
= "’111::.-5:&_ 82 SR B
ey e b -
- A 4.} -

tion”. Rule 7 also stipulates that
“public access to in situ underwa-
ter cultural heritage shall be pro-
moted”, and according to Rule 35
“projects shall provide for public
education and popular presentation
of the project results where appro-
priate” (UNESCO, 2001).

The 2015 Recommendation on
Museums is based on conventions
and recommendations already im-
plemented by UNESCO
(Mairesse, n.d., p. 3). It provides a
list of the international instruments
directly and indirectly related to
museums and collections including
Underwater Heritage Convention
and 1972 World Heritage Conven-
tion. This fact allows us to think of
the 2015 Recommendation on Mu-
seums as a tool drafted in respect
with synergies and potential coop-
eration with other legal tools.

It’s very first goal is to supplement
and extend the application of
standards and principles laid down
in existing international instru-
ments referring to the place of mu-
seums, and to their related roles
and responsibilities (UNESCO,
2015) and it sets primary functions
of museums — preservation, re-
search, communication and educa-
tion, which should be “adapted to
local social and cultural contexts,
to allow museums to protect and
pass down heritage to future gen-
erations” (UNESCO, 2015). It un-
derlines the importance  of
“collaborative and participative
efforts between museums, commu-
nities, civil society and the pub-
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lic” (UNESCO, 2015). States Par-
ties shall be “committed to observe
the principles of international
standard-setting tools for the pro-
tection and promotion of cultural
and natural heritage, both tangible
and intangible” (UNESCO, 2015).

In other words, one can assume
that these two standard-setting
tools are complimenting each oth-
er in relation to presentation prac-
tices. The Underwater Heritage
Convention is a binding instru-
ment and refers to the duty of its
States Parties to ensure the public
benefit of the seized underwater
heritage and the need for access
provision, and promotion of public
access to in situ underwater cultur-
al heritage. In situ access to under-
water cultural heritage is develop-
ing more and more with the emer-
gence of the underwater museums.
For instance, the Alexandria Mu-
seum Project (a project of a muse-
um placed partly under water, ex-
hibiting the heritage of the Bay of
Alexandria in situ) can be seen as
an example of the synergies be-
tween 2001 Underwater Heritage
Convention and the 2015 Recom-
mendation on Museums. Alexan-
dria Museum may become a prac-
tical example of the in situ public
access to the underwater cultural
heritage promoted in the Underwa-
ter Heritage Convention; it will not
only exhibit underwater cultural
heritage for public but provide a
meeting point for researchers, as
described in 2015 Recommenda-
tion on Museums.

2015 Recommendation on Muse-
ums, on the other hand, lacks the
legal binding power, but, neverthe-
less, sets the role and provides
guidelines for museums as a body
that ensures public access to herit-
age as well as being a place for the
research and presentation of herit-
age. It promotes the museum as a
meeting point for various actors
and serving the needs stated in Ar-
ticle 22, 18 and Rule 7 of the Un-
derwater Heritage Convention. For
instance, in terms of presentation
and public access, 2015 Recom-
mendation on Museums can serve
as manual for fulfilling the re-
quirements on exhibition, presen-
tation and education of the two
legally binding tools - Underwater
Heritage Convention and World
Heritage Convention.

2.2 World Heritage Convention
and its connection with other
tools.

The World Heritage Convention
may cooperate with both the Un-
derwater Heritage Convention and
the 2015 Recommendation on Mu-
seums in several ways. First of all,
the Underwater Heritage Conven-
tion protects all traces of human
existence having cultural, histori-
cal or archaeological characters
which have been partially or total-
ly underwater, periodically or con-
tinuously for at least 100 years
(UNESCO, 2001, Art. 1(a)). This
definition can be referred to ob-
jects and sites, but makes no refer-
ence to a degree of significance. In
this aspect, the 1972 World Herit-
age Convention may interfere to
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provide protection for an underwa-
ter site due to its “Outstanding
Universal Value”, a criterion need-
ed for inscription on the World
Heritage List. An underwater site
can be also inscribed on the World
Heritage List under various cultur-
al criteria defined by the 1972
World  Heritage = Convention
(UNESCO, n.d.).

As for the representation of the
underwater cultural heritage on the
World Heritage List - since the
1980s, forty-three marine sites
have been inscribed. UNESCO's
World Heritage Marine Pro-
gramme served as a tool for man-
aging conservation challenges in
marine areas, but it is limited to
natural sites only (UNESCO, n.d.).
At the moment underwater cultural
heritage can be inscribed in the
World Heritage List for its cultural
criteria. The World Heritage List
acknowledges that marine sites
can be submerged archaeological
sites. However, among recently
inscribed sites only two can be
considered as underwater archeo-
logical sites: Papahanaumokuakea
(United States, inscribed in 2010),
and the Prehistoric Pile dwellings
around the Alps (Austria, France,
Germany, Italy, Slovenia, Switzer-
land, inscribed in 2011)
(UNESCO, n.d.).

In other words, the 1972 World
Heritage Convention, can be seen
as the most powerful binding
(also, due to the larger amount of
ratifications in comparison with
Underwater Heritage Convention)
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tool that can ensure the protection,
preservation and exhibition of the
underwater heritage site in situ/ ex
situ, when other standard-setting
tools fail to do so.

As for presentation, Article 4 of
the World Heritage Convention
requires each State Party to recog-
nize “the duty of ensuring the
identification, protection, conser-
vation, presentation and transmis-
sion to future generations of the
cultural and natural  herit-
age” (UNESCO, 1972). Article 5
of the World Heritage Convention
states that in order to ensure effec-
tive measures- for the protection,
conservation and presentation of
the cultural and natural heritage,

“each State Party to this Conven-

tion shall endeavor, in so far as

possible, and as appropriate for
each country:

. To set up within its territo-
ries services for the protec-
tion, conservation ~ and
presentation of the cultural
and natural heritage with an
appropriate staff and pos-
sessing the means to dis-
charge their functions;

. To develop scientific and
technical studies and re-
search and to work out such
operating methods as will
make the State capable of
counteracting the dangers
that threaten its cultural or
natural heritage;

. To take the appropriate le-
gal, scientific, technical, ad-
ministrative and financial
measures necessary for the

identification,
conservation,

protection,
presentation
and rehabilitation of this her-
itage;” (UNESCO, 1972).

Article 27 of the World Heritage
Convention stipulates that Stats
Parties “shall endeavor by all ap-
propriate means, and in particular
by educational and information
programmes, to strengthen appre-
ciation and respect by their peo-
ples of the cultural and natural her-
itage defined in Articles 1 and 2 of
the  Convention” (UNESCO,
1972).

Article 22 of the World Heritage
Convention states that “assistance
granted by the World Heritage
Fund may take the following
forms:

(a) studies concerning the artistic,
scientific and technical problems
raised by the protection, conserva-
tion, presentation and rehabilita-
tion of the cultural and natural her-
itage, as defined in paragraphs 2
and 4 of Article 11 of this Conven-
tion;

(c) training of staff and specialists
at all levels in the field of identifi-
cation, protection, conservation,
presentation and rehabilitation of
the cultural and natural herit-
age;” (UNESCO, 1972)

Moreover, Articles 13, 23 and 24
of the World Heritage Convention
draw attention to the possibility of
the international assistance to be
given by the World Heritage Com-
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mittee to the national or regional
centers “to secure the protection,
conservation, presentation” of cul-
tural property; “for the training of
staff and specialists at all levels in
the field of identification, protec-
tion,  conservation,  presenta-
tion” (UNESCO, 1972).

Therefore, 2015 Recommendation
on Museums compliments 1972
World Heritage Convention in es-
tablishment of guidelines or a set
of rules in the area of presentation,
conservation, protection and re-
search of the natural and cultural
heritage with the museum as a
central point for these activities
and a place of transmitting the or-
ganization’s ideals to the public.

All in all, the 1972 World Heritage
Convention may serve as an over-
arching legal cover for both pro-
tection and presentation of under-
water cultural heritage, setting the
main principles of heritage protec-
tion and promotion. The 2001 Un-
derwater Heritage Convention is a
tool that is specifically focused on
the concept of underwater cultural
heritage and its legal protection,
sets the duties of States Parties,
stresses the importance of presen-
tation of underwater cultural herit-
age to the public for educational
purposes and enjoyment. The 2015
Recommendation on Museums
defines the concept of a museum
as a place for presentation of herit-
age to the public, a meeting point
of experts for cooperation and re-
search.
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2.3 Importance of the in-context
presentation of the underwater
cultural heritage

It is crucial to note that, as any
other type of cultural heritage, un-
derwater heritage should be pre-
sented in the context of its histori-
cal background, and associated
intangible aspects. That is one of
the most important roles of a mu-
seum and exhibition for underwa-
ter heritage.

Both the Underwater Heritage
Convention and the 2015 Recom-
mendation of Museums promote in
situ, on-site presentation of cultur-
al remains. However, underwater
cultural heritage is challenging to
present. Due to environmental
conditions, 1in situ presentation
may not be possible. At the same
time, creating an access to under-
water cultural heritage in situ is a
difficult task which requires a big
financial commitment. Therefore,
it 1s not possible for many States
Parties to fulfill the requirement of
in-situ presentation. Unfortunately,
the Underwater Heritage Conven-
tion does not define various meth-
ods of presentation in regards to
geographical and environmental
conditions. At the same time, the
2015 Recommendation on Muse-
ums also lacks specific details on
the methods of presentation of var-
ious types of heritage to the public.
As it was mentioned before, un-
derwater cultural heritage has to be
exhibited in the context of past
events, cultural values and other
intangible factors. When methods
are not defined by international
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standard-setting tools, it is up to
States Parties to develop a plan of
preservation and exhibition.

Considering existing information,
what kind of tool may be needed
to, first of all, develop synergies in
the three standard-setting tools so
that they reinforce each other, and,
second, to provide a helpful instru-
ment for the presentation of the
underwater cultural heritage?

Taking into consideration that
each instrument has its own pur-
pose, sometimes difficult to inter-
pret correctly due to large amount
of information to consider for
States Parties, one can think of
some kind of a manual that would
include explanations of the com-
plementary nature of the standard-
setting tools, legal powers and im-
portant points to consider when
dealing with underwater cultural
heritage presentation.

International treaties are a result of
a compromise between different
parties, agendas and opinions
which results in vague provisions,
open for interpretation. Thus, the
adoption of additional guidelines
in order to ensure effectiveness of
the international standard-setting
tools is necessary (Prins, 2014, p.
5). Such an overarching tool may
take the form of guidelines based
on synergies between legal instru-
ments and set up clear statements
on the principles of presentation of
underwater heritage to public.

Finally, attempts to come up with

= . L = -'ji
/ 7 e
s b ~= %3"
HJ',, 4 fin
E "‘:"' ar
- "-'E-;_:l 85 _— el = e
Y " 5
i 4)’

practical measures to ensure devel-
opment of synergies between con-
ventions are currently being taken
by UNESCO. For example, secre-
tariats of the culture conventions
established the Cultural Conven-
tions Liaison Group for the pur-
pose of enhancing cooperation be-
tween cultural conventions
(UNESCO, 2012, p. 2). In 2012,
the group recommended to estab-
lish common logistics unit that
would be responsible for the plan-
ning and organization of meetings
of the governing bodies of the
Conventions (Prins, 2014, p. 10).
Additionally, they established
working groups on reporting, as-
sistance, capacity building, infor-
mation management, visibility and
partnership development (Prins,
2014, p. 10). Nevertheless, the out-
come of the work of the Cultural
Conventions Liason Group and
other establishments in the area of
the development of heritage syner-
gies still has to go through a lot of
changes before becoming an effec-
tive tool.

Finally, the standard-setting organ-
izations in the field of heritage re-
alize the interconnected nature of
heritage and its challenges more
than ever. Moreover, establishing
synergies between the various
standard-setting tools in the field
of underwater heritage, first of all,
means that creating a synergetic
approach to the challenge of pro-
motion of underwater heritage is
the first ‘action to take. Under-
standing not only the nature of the
(world) heritage, but also the inter-
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connected nature of various insti-
tutions (standard-setting organiza-
tions, local communities, inde-
pendent specialists, NGOs, civil
society, local governments etc.)
and their ability to reinforce each
other’s attempts can promote the
development of complex synergies
for the protection and presentation
of underwater heritage.
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5.3 Addressing World Problems: Culture Cleansing and
the Funding of Terrorism

Cultural cleansing and the
“Islamic State”

The conflicts in Iraq and Syria led
not only to a devastating humani-
tarian crisis in which too many
have lost their lives already, but
also to heavy destruction of our
world heritage, which has been -
purposely - targeted and damaged
(Bokova, 2015). The wiping out of
cultural heritage crushes our hu-
man identity and causes irrepara-
ble damages to the cultural diversi-
ty of the world. In the following, a
short timeline of events is present-
ed to help understand how little
time it takes for terrorists to suc-
cessfully destroy cultural diversity,
which can be considered an act of
cultural cleansing. Furthermore, it
is explained how, through the
combined efforts of many of the
UNESCO standard-setting tools
and their successful implementa-
tion, cultural cleansing can be
fought. Not only the protection of
heritage sites, and thus cultural
diversity, will be discussed but
also how financing of terrorism
can be made a more complicated
endeavour.

February 2015: Extremists of the
self-titled “Islamic State” seek to
maximize the impact of their de-
struction of cultural goods such as
museums and heritage sites by put-
ting 1mages of their crimes on the
internet. A video released in late

February 2015 shows the shocking
destruction of collections in the
Mosul Museum (Iraq) by the ter-
rorist group. Old, important manu-
scripts and thousands of books
were stolen, and disappeared into
the shadowy international art mar-
ket (Bokova, 2015).

February 2015: “lllicit trafficking
of cultural objects is also linked to
the financing of terror-
ism” (Bokova, 2015), a research
result stated in the UN Security
Council Resolution 2199 on the
financing of terrorism, adopted in
February 2015.

March 5, 2015: The archaeologi-
cal site of Nimrud (30 km south-
east of Mosul, Iraq) is bulldozed
and dynamited. Founded during
the 13th century BC, the city of
Nimrud was the second capital of
the Assyrian Empire. Excavations
in the 1980s revealed three royal
tombs, findings which have excit-
ed archaeologists all over the
world (Bokova, 2015).

March 7, 2015: The UNESCO
World Heritage city of Hatra (Iraq)
is destroyed. Similar to Palmyra
(Syria), Petra (Jordan), and Baal-
bek (Lebanon), the city of Hatra
was a great Parthian city (The Par-
thian People were an ancient,
wealthy Kingdom in the north of
today’s Iraq (Lendering, 2016)). It

=, . L = 'ji
- i I_-"
87 B i
. "h-;j = : o
Yo, W : 3
A _,__’l'

was added to the World Heritage
List in 1985 (Bokova, 2015).

Fighting cultural cleansing

Cultural Cleansing describes the
“attacks, the destruction, and the
persecutions” as “part of the same
global strategy (...), intended to
destroy identities, tear apart social
fabrics, and fuel hatred. Such acts
of destruction cannot be decoupled
from the killing of people, as vio-
lent extremists attack anything that
can sustain diversity, critical think-
ing and freedom of opinion —
schools, teachers, journalists, cul-
tural minorities, and monu-
ments” (Bokova, 2015). Hereby,
the protection of heritage is con-
sidered not only from a cultural
perspective but also as a security
necessity. “It is clearly stated in
Article 8 of the Rome Statute of
the International Criminal Court
that the deliberate destruction of
cultural heritage is a war crime,
and should be assessed, document-
ed, and investigated so that the
perpetrators can be brought to jus-
tice in the future” (Bokova, 2015).
The tactics of the so-called Islamic
State need to be hindered as much
as possible, and it must be empha-
sized that this is not a hopeless en-
deavour. Many treaties and con-
ventions, designed to protect herit-
age in times of conflict, which are
mnstruments to ensure the protec-
tion of our cultural diversity, can



be considered when doing so,

namely:

. The Hague Convention
(1954), which serves as the
basis for the UNESCO Con-
vention on Illicit Trade
(1970) and the UNIDROIT
Convention on Stolen or Ille-
gally Exported Cultural Ob-
jects (1995).

. UNESCO Convention on
licit Trade (1970), which
states in its operational
guidelines that it has im-
portant complementary rela-
tionships with other
UNESCO  culture conven-
tions as well as to the 1995
UNIDROIT Convention, and
the United Nations Conven-
tion against Transnational
Organized Crime.

. World Heritage Convention
(1972), whose operational
guidelines includes a recom-
mendation to work with oth-
er conventions, listed under
paragraph 44 (The Hague
Convention; The Convention
on Illicit Trade, the Under-
water Cultural Heritage Con-
vention (2001), the Intangi-
ble Cultural Heritage Con-
vention (2003), the Man and
the Biosphere Programme
(1971), the UNIDROIT Con-
vention Objects (1995), and
others).

. UNIDROIT Convention,

which uses definitions of

cultural objects that are
based on The Hague Con-

vention. It is considered a

necessary improvement of

the UNESCO 1970 Conven-
tion on Illicit Trade.

. UNESCO Recommendation
on Museums (2015), which
includes many references to
already existing conventions
such as The Hague Conven-
tion and the World Heritage
Convention.

“All these legal instruments are the
backbone of international action
and enable concrete cooperation”
recognizes Bokova (2015). They
can be used more efficiently when
combining their efforts, since they
are connected anyways, as the
above has shown. Using these con-
nections would enhance the rate of
success.

The UNESCO Recommendation
on Museums (2015) defines muse-
ums as “institutions that seek to
represent the natural and cultural
diversity of humanity”. Hence,
destroying museums must be con-
sidered as an act of cultural cleans-
ing. It must be recognized as an
attack on our cultural and natural
diversity and more extensive
measures must be undertaken to
prevent such serious destructions
as documented in Iraq’s Mosul
museum.

In Timbuktu, we have seen an out-
standingly courageous operation.
Thousands of manuscripts about
the Islam, documents which de-
scribed the Islamic belief as a his-
torically moderate and intellectual
religion, which are recognized as
important cultural treasures by
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many Western institutions, were
saved from terrorists (Raghavan,
2013). This was possible through
the dangerous efforts mainly un-
dertaken by Traore, janitor, and his
grandfather who worked as a
guard. While some countries gave
money or advice (Raghavan,
2013), it must be said that no one
physically helped to save the docu-
ments, which are of high value to
all of humanity. Of course this
would have been nearly impossi-
ble since it would have drawn the
terrorists' attention to the im-
portance of the manuscripts, but it
is fortunate that everything worked
out so well. If measures to protect
museums and the cultural goods
they keep were discussed, if pre-
ventive measures under which the
United Nations could act faster
were defined - distribute money,
advice and specialists to help carry
out the operations - countries
would be assisted in the protection
of their heritage from destruction.

The UNIDROIT  Convention
(1995) undermines the financing
of terrorism by clarifying prosecu-
tion processes for people involved
in the act of illicit trafficking of
cultural objects. If an object is
transported illegally outside of a
country, the convention can be in-
voked by countries who have been
robbed of cultural goods. It is ille-
gal to do business with the
“Islamic State” and buy goods,
which do not belong to them. Oth-
er objects with which illicit trade
helps the financing of terrorism is
ivory. This is not only related to
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illicit trade but also connected to
many other conventions dealing
with nature reservoirs and the bio-
sphere. Synergies between all in-
struments can only enhance imple-
mentation success and support the
final goal of ending terrorism and
all its “side effects” under which
humanity, our cultural heritage as
well as our natural heritage suffer.
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5.4 Overarching Themes of International Significance

Throughout the years, changes in nature such as animal behaviour, plants survival, etc., have come to be no-
ticed by many, as is evident today (e.g. many know about global warming, endangered species and so on); this
is also true for cultural aspects, though the awareness of this is not as spread as for the natural changes. How-
ever, the links between all these changes have often been neglected. The fact that all these elements are inter-
connected, and that the changes to one affect all the others, was addressed only recently. When this happened,
new potential fields of action were identified, also for the implementation of the international tools, which
started to address those topics with the intent of getting to the most satisfying solution achieved through ac-
tions in different sectors, whose results would be reflected in other working fields.

This is the case with the sustainable development theme that started to be of great importance in the last dec-
ade. It had become clear that nature and humans, mostly in environmentally-bound communities, were mutual-
ly entwined and needed a coordinated effort in management. These efforts involve putting together knowledge
not only about nature and culture, but also the local knowledge that communities have been using for centuries
in their environment, which also permitted the nature itself to become what now is object of safeguarding. For
this reason, sustainable development was created as a common goal working with hybrid methods (from above
and from the local) to address both intangible and tangible cultural heritage, and the protection of the natural
environment. The interlinkage between working fields of different tools began to be acknowledged by several
tools in their implementation, so that conventions such as the World Heritage and Intangible Cultural Heritage,
Cultural Diversity and Biological Diversity conventions directly addressed the importance of this topic
throughout their texts and operational guidelines.

However, overarching themes were and are growing in number and importance, underlining how the results of
the work between international standard-setting tools might become more effective when potentially unifying
their efforts into one coordinated action. This section gives a more precise idea on how these overarching
themes can be present in the action of more international tools at the same time. The first text deals with hu-
man rights, giving a few examples about the importance of human rights as a goal, or as a background/ non-
stated goal for the implementation of different kinds of culture-related conventions. Following this, a second
article keeps up with the first by highlighting the importance of community involvement for the implementa-
tion of three conventions, showing that no matter to what issue the tool relates, communities are an actor to
consider for a successful implementation. Finally, a third text gets more in the praxis, thus giving an example
of the potential of synergies not only between tools but also between fields of action, so to fight climate
change. These and other topics have become common goals, and all the efforts put into conservation are likely
to lead to identifying more overarching themes, with a potential for cooperation likely to lead to an ever rising
efficiency in the implementation of the tools.

Tobia Pagani
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5.4.1 Human Rights as Overarching Goals

Introduction

Human Rights can be considered
as one of the overarching goals of
UN conventions. This is not al-
ways evident on first sight since it
is not always directly written in
their preambles or in their respec-
tive articles. While human rights
are not explicitly mentioned in all
conventions, it is necessary to say
that many conventions are regard-
ed as important for the successful
implementation of human rights.
In the following text a closer look
is taken at the UNESCO Recom-
mendation on Museums, to high-
light, in which regard it fosters hu-
man rights. In the following analy-
sis, it is explained how cultural
heritage can be linked to human
rights and how it has been done
already. This is intended to show
how human rights are one of the
overarching goals of cultural herit-
age conventions, and hence offer
possibilities for promoting syner-
gies among different themes/
standard-setting tools.

The UNESCO Recommendation
on Museums was chosen as an ex-
ample of the protection of cultural
heritage but human rights as an
overarching goal can be found also
in other standard-setting tools,
which deal with the protection of
heritage indirectly.

Cultural heritage and human
rights

The European Court of Human
Rights has been addressed by peo-

ple in several cases already, since
their heritage sites were severely
endangered due to lack of repara-
tion or destruction. One of such
cases is divided Cyprus, where
churches of Greek Cypriots have
not been repaired by the Turkish
authorities (Balderstone, 2010, p.
226). While the European Court of
Human Rights states that neither
the European Convention on Hu-
man Rights nor the Court explicit-
ly recognise the right to culture or
the right to take part in cultural life
(Council of Europe, 2011), there
are many other examples of how
some rights falling under the no-
tion of “cultural rights” in a broad
sense can be protected under core
civil rights, such as the right to
respect for private and family life
(Article 8 of the Convention), the
right to freedom of expression
(Article 10) and the right to educa-
tion (Article 2 of Protocol No.
1)” (Council of Europe, 2011).

In Cyprus, human rights are pro-
tected within the constitution of
the Republic. Nonetheless, there
have been many reports of viola-
tions of human rights, especially in
regards to minorities, democratic
freedom, freedom of religion and
freedom of speech. The European
Court of Human Rights held Tur-
key responsible for many of the
reported violations, which hap-
pened since the Turkish Invasion
and following occupation in 1974
(Balderstone, 2014). This resulted
in neglect of Turkish Cypriot con-
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servation projects connected to
Christian heritage by the Turkish
officials. It “displays a distinct
lack of awareness of Turkish Cyp-
riot sensibilities in relation to their
social and intangible herit-
age” (Balderstone, 2014).

The European Court of Human
Rights saw a possibility to gain
justice by referring to the freedom
of thought, conscience and religion
(Article 9 of the Convention)
which is “an important right for
minorities to maintain and pre-
serve their identity, insofar as it
protects manifestation of belief or
religion with others both in the
private and public spheres, in wor-
ship, teaching, practice and ob-
servance. Worship with others
may be the most obvious form of
collective manifestation. Access to
places of worship and restrictions
placed upon adherents’ ability to
take part in services or observanc-
es will give rise to Article 9 is-
sues” (Council of Europe, 2011).

In short, this case has shown that it
is possible to address human rights
courts with matters connected to
cultural heritage and successfully
fight for the preservation of herit-
age in zones of conflict.

This text will not illustrate some of
the links between cultural heritage
and human rights. The Charter of
the United Nations draws the con-
nection of cultural rights as part of
human rights in Art. 13, stating
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that cultural rights are a part of
human rights law. Human rights
can be violated when the destruc-
tion of cultural property is done to
destroy a group identity, and thus
affecting not only tangible but also
intangible heritage. This happens

often in connection to crimes
against humanity or genocide
(Ziegler, 2007). Protecting one

means indirectly protecting the
other: “Protecting cultural property
and cultural heritage may also con-
comitantly protect human beings
as it presumes the observance of
certain values. Someone who de-
stroys- objects or expressions of
‘culture’ will be more likely to vi-
olate human rights” (Ziegler,
2007). When protecting cultural
heritage, cultural properties and
cultural rights, protecting human
identity and diversity is always
intended as well. This is some-
thing which has to be understood
as a dimension of human dignity,
making it even more evident that
the protection of cultural diversity
and identity is also the protection
of human rights: “Cultural identity
in its collective dimension may
contribute to constituting a group
and hence be one factor giving rise
to the right to self-
determination.” (Ziegler, 2007).

Cultural life and the right to partic-
ipate in cultural life describes a
pluralist way of life, as lived by a
community which is an even
broader concept than that of cul-
tural heritage, comprising much
more perspectives of creative and
expressive  activities  (Ziegler,

2007). “The of the

totality
knowledge and practices, both in-
tellectual and material, of each of
the particular groups of a society,
and - at a certain level - of a socie-
ty itself as a whole. From food to
dress, from household techniques

to industrial techniques, from
forms of politeness to mass media,
from work rhythm to the learning
of family rules, all human practic-
es, all invented and manufactured
materials are concerned and con-
stitute, in their relationships and
their totality, ‘culture’” (Guillauin,
1976). “Cultural life” resounds in
Art. 27 of the 1948 Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights and Art.
15 of the 1966 International Cove-
nant on Economic, Social and Cul-
tural Rights (ICESCR). These as-
sert the human right to participate
freely in cultural life. It has been
included likewise in the 1976
UNESCO Recommendation on
Participation in Cultural Life
which aims to include “all forms
of creativity and expression of
groups or individuals, both in their
ways of life and in their artistic
activities” (Ziegler, 2007).

All of this shows clearly a trend in
the conception of cultural heritage
linked to human rights, where one
can be used to foster the other. It is
no longer only the universal or ab-
solute understanding of the con-
cept but rather a more subjective
and pluralist idea of cultural herit-
age. In this line of thought, bond-
ing human rights and culture is
key for allowing synergies among
different standard-setting tools on
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culture-related themes that connect
to this idea.

Museums and their role in hu-
man rights

It is not only since the Recommen-
dation from 2015 that museums
have been considered representa-
tives of human rights, a territory in
which human rights are articulated
through the collection as well as
other arrangements or texts. It
should be a universal museum pol-
icy or practice to represent human
rights to foster their importance in
our minds.

Many museums use human rights
abuses (such as holocaust muse-
ums), which critics often claim to
be the work of human rights or-
ganisations like Amnesty Interna-
tional or Human Rights Watch
(Purbrick, 2010). “But, there is a
disjunction between showing the
suffering that occurs and uphold-
ing rights that are supposed to pre-
vent its occurrence. Indeed, one of
the most important and long run-
ning debates about the recording
of suffering, catastrophe, war and
atrocity is that viewing such imag-
es encourages inaction: helpless-
ness, apathy and even bore-
dom” (Purbrick, 2010). It can be
said, that the display of past suffer-
ing helps in educating new genera-
tions, and education is one of
UNESCO’s main goals. Education
by only viewing violations against
humanity certainly is not enough,
and human rights do not only con-
cern museums, but museums none-
theless should address these issues
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to contribute to the human rights
culture (Purbrick, 2010).

Museums have always been a rep-
resentation of a state’s self-
understanding. On the platform
museums provide, visitors can par-
ticipate as members of an orderly
and educated public. Thus, muse-
ums form a citizenry relevant to
understand 1identities and rights.
“From their very inception muse-
ums were used to express rights
and it should be no surprise that
they continue to be used to define
them” (Purbrick, 2010). If a muse-
um displays human rights viola-
tions, they address the issue of
people who suffered in the past,
whose basic human rights have not
been acknowledged. It is a sym-
bolic act of reparation and stands
as reminder of the severe conse-
quences of denials of people’s hu-
man rights (Purbrick, 2010). All
people of a state are its citizens
and “although the interest in hu-
man rights is very recent, it seems
a logical continuation of the desire
to create inclusive museum spaces
where cultural differences are
equally valued. The representation
of human rights is an act of inclu-
sion” (Purbrick, 2010).

The UNESCO Recommendation
on Museums (2015) states that
“museums and collections contrib-
ute to the enhancement of human
rights, as set out in the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights”; it
is not only about displaying human
rights directly but also about pre-
senting and helping understand the

world’s cultural diversity:
“Museums should also foster re-
spect for human rights and gender
equality.” The UNESCO Recom-
mendation on Museums (2015)
defines museums as “institutions
that seek to represent the natural
and cultural diversity of humani-
ty”. Here a link can be drawn to
other conventions, which have a
mission to protect cultural herit-
age, especially The Hague Con-
vention which states “...that the
preservation of the cultural herit-
age is of great importance for all
peoples of the world and that it is
important that this heritage should
receive international protection”.
Here, the protection of cultural
heritage in times of armed conflict
is addressed, which, if museums
are considered as representations
of humanity’s (natural and) cultur-
al diversity, must include the pro-
tection of museums as well. In this
regard, States Parties should en-
hance preventive protection of her-
itage collections.

The importance of culture to hu-
man rights

Within the United Nations, all ma-
jor topics (including peace, securi-
ty, environment, global economy,
health, culture, human rights,
among others) are dealt with by
departments and institutions of the
UN, with different geographical
locations and headquarters, which
work independently on their mat-
ters based on budgets given to
them. This encourages institutional
jealousies rather than coordination
amongst the institutions. The UN
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has made efforts into minimizing
borders between the various de-
partments by developing cross-
cutting themes in 1997. Human
rights became one of these; it was
set as goal for integrating human
rights into the broad range of ac-
tivities the UN deals with
(Charlesworth, 2014).

Nonetheless, as stated by Charles-
worth (2014, p. 21), the UN main-
streaming projects are condemned
to only have a limited impact on
the departments due to the lack of
resources, time to familiarise with
new ideas and vocabulary and ex-
perts given to fulfil the task. She
argues that it is possible for much
more engagement between cultural
heritage protection and the protec-
tion of human rights than is exe-
cuted today. Only rarely, human
rights experts acknowledge the
issue of cultural heritage as a sup-
porting pillar of human rights
(Charlesworth, 2014). It is neces-
sary that instead of developing in
separate ways, human rights and
cultural heritage areas should work
together and recognize common
purposes.

One look at the history of the uni-
versalism of human rights already
shows that a broader understand-
ing of culture is needed to actually
set universal values rather than a
statement on Western values and
perceptions. Cultural - differences
were largely ignored in the draft of
the UN -Commission on Human
Rights, a highly criticised matter
since not all people hold the same
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value; what some consider human
right, others see as anti-social
(Charlesworth, 2014).

One of such problem, which led
certain States Parties to refrain
from signing the Universal Decla-
ration on Human Rights, can be
illustrated with the case of Saudi
Arabia. The Kingdom, that oper-
ates as a unitary absolute Islamic
monarchy, claimed that the right
of religious freedom, including the
right to change one’s religion, is
inconsistent with Islam
(Charlesworth, 2014).

This shows, that also on an institu-
tional level, human rights and cul-
tural heritage can only profit from
each other. Not only can it be
highly encouraged to refer to cul-
tural heritage conventions when
dealing with certain human rights
topics, but furthermore to include
the knowledge into the working
field of the other to be more suc-
cessful.

Conclusion

This paper reflected on how hu-
man rights can be considered an
overarching goal of the cultural
heritage conventions. It has been
made clear, that human rights can
be detected in numerous United
Nations related conventions, even
though a direct link cannot be
found in all documents. Human
Rights 1is not only an overarching
goal of the conventions but can
help both human rights and cultur-
al heritage in their respective pro-
tection to foster each other.
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Cultural heritage and the necessity
of protecting it can only be fully
understood, when admitting its
huge impact on humanity. Protect-
ing cultural heritage helps protect
several human rights like the right
to participate in cultural life or
personal dignity. Furthermore, it
assures humanity's diversity and -
to a certain level - impacts the pre-
vention of genocides where cul-
tures are wiped out with their tra-
ditions, rituals as well as their cul-
tural properties. The potential syn-
ergies between both cultural as
well as human rights related stand-
ard-setting instruments are clearly
evident and working with these
synergies would profit the overall
implementation in light of the pro-
tection of human rights.
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5.4.2 Community Involvement

The role and importance of com-
munity in heritage preservation
and promotion processes can differ
slightly in different standard-
setting tools. Different tools pro-
pose different levels of inclusion
depending on the scope and aim of
the respective instrument. This ar-
ticle, therefore, introduces three
instruments and analyzes the dif-
ferent levels of community in-
volvement and importance for her-
itage activities as well as how
these instruments can complement
each other in order to provide bet-
ter possibilities for synergies. For
this purpose-the instruments cho-
sen are: the 1972 World Heritage
Convention, the 1992 Convention
on Biological Diversity, and the
2003 Intangible Heritage Conven-
tion.

Community support and engage-
ment in preservation and promo-
tion of heritage can determine the
success or failure of activities and
can heavily influence the results.
Also one of the main indicators of
meaningful activities in the preser-
vation sector is the value heritage
has for the community and stake-

holders who are mostly and direct-
ly related with it'. A huge amount
of money could be spent, and most
sophisticated strategies created,
but if there is no reasonable inclu-
sion of community, one could
hardly call it a success. In
“Transforming our world: the
2030 Agenda for Sustainable De-
velopment”, the last of 17 goals
for sustainable development focus-
es on multi-stakeholder partner-
ships. The goal is to “encourage
and promote effective public, pub-
lic-private and civil society part-
nerships, building on the experi-
ence and resourcing strategies of
partnerships” (UN resolution A/
RES/70/1 2015, Goal 17). It em-
phasizes on the importance of
wide and meaningful involvement
of different stakeholders in achiev-
ing sustainable development tar-
gets, and stresses on the role of
community for the successful im-
plementation of activities.

In the World Heritage Convention,
community involvement is recog-
nized in article 5(a), which states
that each party shall endeavor “to
adopt a general policy which aims

to give the cultural and natural
heritage a function in the life of
the community”. This means that
World Heritage Sites related with
concrete community shall be use-
ful and significant for that particu-
lar community or even supplement
the daily life of its members. The
operational guidelines of the
World heritage Convention indi-
cate wide participation of different
stakeholders in the process of the
nomination and protection of herit-
age,” and already suggests that
community is not just a passive
actor for which heritage shall have
a function but which actually takes
an active part in the whole process.
However, wide range of stakehold-
ers and community participation
are not the same, although the
community is also composed of
people with different interests,
needs, etc. Thus, community is
one stakeholders and its voice is
one of many voices, not necessari-
ly the most important one.

The topic of community involve-
ment in the framework of the
World heritage Convention has
become increasingly important and

1. Council of Europe Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society (Faro Convention) stresses each
human’s right to participate in the process of interpreting, creating, recreating and managing cultural heritage and central
role community has in these processes. Also it emphasizes heritage influence on human development and recognizes “the
need to put people and human values at the center of an enlarged and cross-disciplinary concept of cultural heritage” (Faro
Convention 2005, preamble).

2.“States Parties to the Convention are encouraged to ensure the participation of a wide variety of stakeholders, including
site managers, local and regional governments, local communities, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and other
interested parties and partners in the identification, nomination and protection of World Heritage properties” (UNESCO
2015, paragraph 12).
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widely discussed with the adoption
of five objectives called five C’s
(credibility, conservation, capacity
-building, communication and
community) as part of the World
Heritage Global Strategy’. The last
objective directed towards com-
munities, states that “the identifi-
cation, management and success-
ful conservation of heritage must
be done, when possible, with the
meaningful involvement of human
communities, and the reconcilia-
tion of conflicting interests where
necessary. It should not be done
against the interests, or with the
exclusion or omission of local
communities” (UNESCO, 2007).

At this point, the involvement of
particularly local communities is
stressed, and their role for success-
ful heritage activities is acknowl-
edged. Also, it implies that the lo-
cal community is the most im-
portant of all the stakeholders, and
that their voice is the last one.
However, World Heritage Sites
could be very different in nature,
in type, in scope and in variety of
stakeholders. Therefore, the local
community could be very difficult
to define in particular contexts.
Community could mean a small
group of indigenous peoples living
in small defined area or the hetero-
geneous community of a huge city.
Nevertheless, in any case people
who are directly or even tangibly

related with the site become the
most important stakeholder.

The Convention on Biological Di-
versity, on the other hand, focuses
particularly on the indigenous peo-
ples whose livelihood is interrelat-
ed with the natural environment.
The healthy state of the natural
environment is indicated as being
a crucial condition for biological
diversity, and life on earth. Moreo-
ver, local community is acknowl-
edged to have crucial knowledge,
and carry out important practices
for maintaining healthy and strong
systems, knowing best how to
maintain and protect them®. Arti-
cle 8 about in-situ conservation
states that a State Party should:
“subject to its national legisla-
tion, respect, preserve and main-
tain knowledge, innovations and
practices of indigenous and local
communities embodying tradi-
tional lifestyles relevant for
the conservation and sustainable
use of biological diversity, and
promote their wider application
with the approval and involve-
ment of the holders of such
knowledge, innovations and prac-
tices and encourage the equitable
sharing of the benefits arising from
the utilization of such knowledge,
innovations and practices” (CBD
1992, Art. 8(j)). The Biodiversity
Convention - stresses not only in-
volvement of local communities
but also promotion and wide appli-

cation of their lifestyles. Compar-
ing with the World Heritage Con-
vention the difference appears in
the interrelation between place/
protected area and community. In
the CBD local community is need-
ed for ecosystems and successful
preservation, while in the World
Heritage Convention, community
does not play such an important
role for heritage protection, and
heritage is the one which should
be functional/ useful for communi-
ty, not vice versa.

The different foci imply that in the
CBD, the relation between local
community and heritage for suc-
cessful protection activities is rec-
ognized more. However, CBD
does not state that indigenous
people should be involved in the
process of management and
decision-making. States Parties
and official organs coordinate the
process of conservation according
to their understanding about the
appropriate and sustainable use of
biological diversity. In
comparison, the Intangible
Heritage Convention goes one step
further with the main focus on the
heritage and traditional knowledge
transmitted by the communities,
and puts them at the center of
heritage practices. “One factor for
creating the 2003 Convention on
the Safeguarding of Intangible
Cultural Heritage at this time was
the increasing effects of globaliza-

3.First four C’s were adopted in the Budapest Declaration on World Heritage, in 2002; see http://whc.unesco.org/en/
decisions/1217/. The last fifth C was adopted in 2007, at 31* session of the World Heritage Committee; see http:/
whc.unesco.org/archive/2007/whc07-3 1com-13be.pdf.

4.“Recognizing the close and traditional dependence of many indigenous and local communities embodying traditional
lifestyles on blologlcal resources, and the des1rab111ty of sharing equltably benefits arlsmg from the use of tradltlonal
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tion, and social transformation that
threatened cultural traditions of
communities, minority groups and
indigenous people who contribute
to the production and maintenance
of intangible cultural herit-
age” (Cameron 2014, 3). Follow-
ing that, the status and role of the
most vulnerable communities with
the most diverse practices and tra-
ditional knowledge are under the
scope of this document.

Therefore the participation of the
interested communities in the
nomination process and in man-
agement activities has much wider
scope in the Intangible Heritage
Convention than in the World Her-
itage Convention and Convention
on Biological Diversity. Article 15
of the Intangible Heritage Conven-
tion states that: “within the frame-
work of its safeguarding activi-
ties of the intangible cultural her-
itage, each State Party shall en-
deavor to ensure the widest possi-
ble participation of communities,
groups and, where appropriate,
individuals that create, maintain
and transmit such heritage, and to
involve them actively in its man-
agement“ (IHC 2003, Art. 15).
Communities should be granted
the right not only to participate in
heritage activities but also in the
process of management, which
could lead to the actual decision-
making and practical solutions’.

Hereby IHC has the highest level
of community involvement from
the three discussed standard-
setting tools.

To sum up, IHC, CBD and WHC
are standard-setting tools with
slightly different levels of commu-
nity involvement. The WHC rec-
ognizes the importance of local
people for the success of preserva-
tion activities. The CBD acknowl-
edges the specific knowledge and
practices of indigenous people as
well the valuable bond between
them and the environment as the
means for sustainable development
and protection of ecosystems. The
IHC states already that the com-
munity is at the center of intangi-
ble heritage and should be in-
volved in management processes.
Despite the differences, the role of
communities is stressed in all the
instruments, yet from slightly dif-
ferent perspectives. In addition, all
of the instruments can support
each other and work at best if the
success of protection of World
Heritage Sites is the aim, if the
local community is related through
lifestyle with the natural environ-
ment, and if the community is in-
terested in safeguarding its intan-
gible heritage. Therefore, commu-
nities having all these aspects can
enjoy the attention of the three dis-
cussed international documents.

Issues related with community
involvement especially in the
management process have been
raised significantly in heritage
sites during the recent years.
Consequently, community
involvement as overarching theme
is covered in several international
standard-setting tools analyzed
during this study project. The main
goal of identification of common
themes in different standard-
setting tools, such as the role and
involvement of community, is to
reach more satisfying and effective
results, which is possible when the
problems are acknowledged and
approached through one
coordinated effort of all the related
shareholders, national focal points
and responsible parties. This
article analyzed three standard-
setting tools in order to show how
theoretical and legal areas overlap,
leading to the possibility of the
actual synergetic approach in the
management and planning process.
It also suggested that holistic
approaches open the possibility to
understand issues better and find
more effective solutions. However,
and what is even more important,
the analysis also showed the
limitation of the overlapping areas
and approaches as stated in the
three conventions, and what
particular requirement a heritage
site must fulfill to enjoy the
attention of these particular tools.

knowledge, innovations and practices relevant to the conservation of biological diversity and the sustainable use of its
components” (CBD 1992, preamble).

5. Communities directly related with the heritage are the one which actually decide if the intangible element should be
nominated for the inscription in the first place and official organs should ensure the widest involvement of the communities
and the consent for the nomination. For that reason, the nomination file should include the free, prior and informed consent
of the community.
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Despite that, the topic of commu-
nity involvement, as other over-
arching topics discussed in our
study project, becomes of global
significance and united efforts can
lead to more efficient implementa-
tion of the standard-setting tools
and a higher quality of results.
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5.4.3 Man and Biosphere Programme Efforts Mitigating

Climate Change

The Man and Biosphere Pro-
gramme (MAB) was established
by UNESCO to bring about inter-
disciplinary approach for a rational
use of resources. It consists of 14
different project areas. One area
developed to become the World
Network of Biosphere Reserves
(WNBR)', which constitutes the
backbone of the programme.
WNBRs have been very successful
restoring the landscape in various
cases such as the Can Gio Man-
grove in Vietnam. Due to the com-
plex nature of Biosphere Reserves,
synergies and cooperation among
the multiple UNESCO standard-
setting tools have potential to en-
hance and boost the productivity
and roles of Biosphere Reserves.
Beside the social roles they play in
affording the local communities
with sustainable forms of develop-
ment, Biosphere Reserves are re-
search sites to mitigate climate
change. The present article empha-
sises MAB’s efforts through Bio-
sphere Reserves to face climate
change, and how synergies are in-
corporated by the programme to
face and/ or slow down climate
change with special focus on des-
ertification.

Climate change variability and
weather and social anomalies
The weather is becoming increas-

ingly unpredictable and one of the
devastating side effects is drought
phenomenon that accelerates des-
ertification, soil degradation and
erosion. This degradation causes
loss of fertile soil, leading to huge
socio-economic problems. In a
study entitled “The Cost of Soil”
Telles highlights an estimated loss
of USD 30 billion a year in the
United States alone (Telles et al.,
2011). In the mid-20" century
drought in the Sahel region in Af-
rica drew attention to the phenom-
enon of desertification that result-
ed in social problems throughout
the second half of the century. Due
to years of droughts over the past
decades in the Sahel, the region is
undergoing misery and is consid-
ered one of the poorest in the
globe. Alice Thomas stresses the
fact that villagers from the Sahel
are being displaced after suffering
great deals of poverty due to food
price variability in the market.
This results from climate change
unpredictability affecting soil
degradation and rainfall (Thomas,
2013). To help facing these weath-
er anomalies caused by climate
change, UNESCO’s MAB Pro-
gramme is exploring synergies for
research internally and with other
bodies and conventions to find
common grounds for cooperation.

MAB efforts to mitigate climate
change

Efforts facing climate change and
precisely desertification are being
carried worldwide in different con-
texts including MAB Programme.
Biosphere Reserves under
UNESCO's MAB are coordinating
efforts to add value to the existing
initiatives. MAB Programme em-
ploys synergies within itself and
among other UNESCO’s standards
setting tools to enhance coopera-
tion for better results, to establish a
scientific basis for the improve-
ment of relationships between peo-
ple and their environments. It
seeks collaboration between fields
of studies and people to improve
human livelihoods and safeguard
natural capital as well as managing
ecosystems (UNESCO, 2016).The
MAB Programme provides an um-
brella for cooperation on research
and development, capacity build-
ing, and networking in order to
share practices and enhance re-
gional cooperation in three major
themes: biodiversity loss, climate
change mitigation and develop-
ment. The Programme explores
synergies for the common goal to
function as a global observatory
for climate change and research
centers within the Biosphere Re-
serves that are connected to a
World Network (WNBR)?. The

1. http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/biosphere-reserves/world-network-wnbr/

2. Multilingual Map of the World Network of Biosphere Reserves
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aim of this network is to share
know-how and experience as well
as to coordinate projects and sub-
programmes. Also it aims to fulfill
three major functions that are com-
plementary, reflecting the inherent
synergies of the Programme:
“Conservation,” “Development,”
and “Logistic”. Each biosphere
reserve is divided into three zones
(UNESCO MAB, 1996), as fol-
low:

« Core Area: It is legally protected
for conservation and long term
protection;

« Buffer Zone: for conservation,
research, monitoring, education
and training;

« Transition Area: for sustainable
development and resources man-
agement;

Only the core area requires legal
protection and where the site
sometimes overlaps, and benefits
from existing protection measures
from other international and na-
tional legal frameworks such as:
nature reserves, national park, wet
land, world heritage site, etc. Col-
laboration and synergies are not
necessarily planned; they can hap-
pen by mere chance (see section
3.1.5 in this publication), yet MAB
is developing and opening up to
the cultural aspect where there is a
potential for external synergies,
especially with UNESCO’s cultur-
al standard-setting tools.

within

Inherent
WNBRs
The WNBRs comprises inner syn-
ergetic aspects between the differ-
ent research fields and reserves.
The MAB cooperation through the
WNBR resulted in the creation of
international,  regional, = sub-
regional and ecosystem-specific
networks to enhance collaboration
among biosphere reserves. Some
of the networks WNBR include:
Africa: Afri MAB; Latin America
and the Caribbean: Ibero MAB;
Arab States: Arab MAB; Moun-
tains ecosytems; Dry Lands eco-
system; and World Network of
Islands.

synergies

UNESCO-MAB intersections

In its efforts to fight climate
change and desertification MAB
often intersects with the CBD and
other biodiversity related conven-
tions’ goals to promote an integrat-
ed monitoring, multidisciplinary
approaches and participatory activ-
ities supporting research and cli-
mate change mitigation. Vladimir
Soldatov, vice president of Euro-
MAB points out that MAB over-
laps with the European Coopera-
tive Programme for Plant Genetic
Resources (ECPGR) in many
points, and actions initiating coop-
eration. For instance in the Braun-
schweig meeting’ in 1988, MAB
representatives stressed possibili-
ties for cooperation (Laliberté, B.
ed., 2000, p. 44). Further, formal
links has been established between

coordinators of both programmes,
MAB and ECPGR, which allowed
for cooperation between scientists.
For example, a research conducted
by MAB was found useful by the
ECPGR and Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO), namely “the
Inventory system for vertebrate

animals and vascular plants”.*

MAB coordinated efforts facing
desertification

One of the important ecosystem-
specific networks under MAB is
the “Dry Lands Network.” Cur-
rently around 60 Biosphere Re-
serves are located in dry land areas
and are pioneering examples in
combating desertification involv-
ing new technology and traditional
knowledge. Besides its sound liter-
ature, publication and management
plans on dry lands ecosystems,
MAB programme also organizes
workshops and seminars involving
other conventions and internation-
al charters, such as the United Na-
tions Convention to Combat Des-
ertification (UNCCD), aiming to
identify means of cooperation, to
discuss, share and advise policy
with regards to rational use and
management of desert lands. For
instance, the International Work-
shop on Combating Desertification
aimed at sharing knowledge in dif-
ferent thematic areas including:
land restoration, capacity building,
integration of desertification and
land  degradation into  socio-
economic development and resili-

3. The meeting’s report is available at: http:/literatur.thuenen.de/digbib_extern/zi010052.pdf

4. The inventory system for vertebrate animals and vascular plants is available at: http://www.fao.org/gtos/doc/brim1.pdf
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ence, resource mobilization, stake-
holder engagement, and raising
awareness. In this workshop, ex-
perts gather to discuss potential
synergies and cooperation
measures for mitigating the effects
of climate change on deserts as
well as showcasing successful ex-
amples. Also, they look for ways
to enhance cooperation among the
World Network of Biosphere Re-
serves.

Further focus of MAB Programme
is on the project areas studying the
Impact of Human Activities on the
Dynamics of Arid and Semi-Arid
Ecosystems, Area 4; this presents
potential for synergies with other
cultural conventions. Within -this
area framework, several UNESCO
- MAB Pilot Projects were imple-
mented in Africa such as The inte-
grated Project on Arid Lands in
Kenya (IPALKenya), or The inte-
grated Project on Arid Lands in
Southern Tunisia (IPAL-Tunisia).
Thomas Schaaf, Programme Spe-
cialist, highlights in the opening
session of the Aleppo workshop in
2002, that cooperation among the
scientists involved in Biosphere
Reserves with special focus on ca-
pacity building is key to thriving
biospheres to face desertification
(Thomas. S, 2002, p. 5-6). In other
words there is a need for coopera-
tion among similar ecosystems
where Biosphere Reserves are lo-
cated, and within the reserves’ dif-
ferent zones, especially Biosphere
Reserves that are nominated under
other UNESCOQO’s conventions, for
a better management to combat
desertification. One of the initia-

tives that deals with dry lands is:
Sustainable Management of Mar-
ginal Drylands (SUMAMAD)
(sumamad, 2016). It started in
2002 and it is a collaborative initi-
ative between MAB, the Dry
Lands ecosystems programme,
IUCN, and the UN University In-
stitute for Water, Environment and
Health. The initiative aims at stud-
ying sustainable management and
conservation of dry lands in Afri-
ca, Asia, Arab States, and Latin
America, where synergies between
the different stakeholders and co-
operation is very well at the core
of the project. The project uses
harmonized methodologies for
nine different sites. This allows for
knowledge sharing and compari-
son of results to come up with best
practices.

A second phase of the programme
has been launched in 2009; this
phase brings scientists from eleven
different countries to collaborate
in combating desertification and
mitigating climate change in dry
lands through:

« Improved and alternative liveli-
hoods of dry land dwellers;

« Rehabilitation efforts of degrad-
ed lands;

« Identification of wise practices
using traditional knowledge and
scientific expertise;

» Sharing of scientific knowledge
among participating countries.

MAB’s overture to cultural her-
itage

MAB has naturally evolved to
adapt to UNESCO’s approach and

changing spirit throughout the
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years. The Programme realized the

importance of people within the

landscape and has brought the peo-
ple to the forefront. Therefore the

Programme is attempting to incor-

porate the values of cultural-

related conventions ,namely the

WHC, the Cultural Diversity Con-

vention, and the Intangible Cultur-

al Heritage Convention, into the
management of Biosphere Re-
serves in an attempt to explore
synergies with other UNESCO
standard-setting tools. For exam-
ple the Dana Biosphere Reserve in
Jordan boasts an exemplary case
study where cultural values have
been implemented as to encourage
rational use of dry lands resources,
conserve, and improve the man-
agement of the site. Religious val-
ues have been researched and inte-
grated into the management plan
of the site, which fits within the
recent people-centered approach of
managing biosphere reserves. The

Dana Biosphere Reserve is in-

scribed also on the World Heritage

List under criteria (iv), (vii), (viii),

and (x).The new management plan

strategy uses Islamic values to
strengthen bonds between all play-
ers who share the reserve’s ecosys-
tem. The following is a summary
of Islamic religious principles that
support biodiversity as incorpo-
rated in the new approach to the
sustainable management of mar-

ginal dry lands: (Al-Qawaba’a, M.

2002, p. 119)

* God has granted human_beings
the right to utilize natural re-
sources, with an obligation to
conserve them both quantitative-
ly and qualitatively and main-
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tain sustainable utilization.

* Humans have no right to cause
the degradation of the environ-
ment and distort its intrinsic
suitability for human life and
settlement. Nor have they the
right to exploit or use natural
resources unwisely.

* Man’s annihilation of any spe-
cies of animals or plant can in
no way be justified.

o The establishment of a nature
reserve (Hima) has a strong
support in Islam, as the role of
the governing authorities is to
establish these reserves.

The efforts made by WNBR to

mitigate climate change are shown

to be very important and biosphere
reserves are of great potential to
serve as pilot sites in fighting cli-
mate change, if efforts are coordi-
nated wisely to enhance coopera-
tion and synergies. If synergies are
incorporated more effectively, in
direct intentions and in different
directions, they will be more effi-
cient. Despite these efforts, there is

a need for a more efficient cooper-

ation to control and/ or restore

landscapes to mitigate the devas-
tating effects of climate change.

Conclusions

In order to facilitate cooperation,
the MAB Programme is involving
internal synergies as well as exter-
nal cooperation measures with oth-
er biodiversity-related conven-
tions, cultural conventions, and
international legal frameworks

tackling environmental issues. For
internal synergies the Biosphere
Reserves under MAB are admitted
into an international network man-
aged and governed by the Interna-
tional Coordinating Council (ICC)
of the Man and Biosphere Pro-
gramme, and is committed to co-
operation. Also, states are highly
encouraged to participate in the
World Network of Biosphere Re-
serves (WNBR), but participation
remains voluntary. The network
presents an existing measure
through which synergies are ex-
plored to enhance cooperation. It
1s composed of 669 Biosphere Re-
serves in 120 countries, including
16 trans-boundary sites. The
WNBR promotes North-South and
South-South collaboration and rep-
resents a unique tool for interna-
tional cooperation through sharing
knowledge, exchanging experienc-
es, building capacity and promot-
ing best practices’. By now, the
international community, experts,
States Parties and people alike rec-
ognize the importance of bio-
sphere reserves as exceptional ex-
amples for climate change mitiga-
tion and precisely as tools to fight
causes that intensify climate
change effects such as the cases of,
Zeuss-Koutine Watershed in Tuni-
sia, ~ Dingarh/Lal Sohanra Bio-
sphere Reserve in Pakistan, Mare
aux Hippopotames Biosphere Re-
serve in Burkina Faso, to name but
a few®. Deforestation, land degra-
dation, marine biodiversity loss,

etc. are some of these effects.

Biosphere reserves are not places
for pure wilderness for which a
marriage between human behavior
and natural phenomenon occurs;
therefore, it has huge potential for
cooperation with other UNESCO
standard-setting tools with a spe-
cial focus on cultural conventions.
Despite the efforts made by
UNESCO-MAB Programme to
mitigate climate change involving
collaborative measures internally
and/ or externally, the synergies
among the cultural-related conven-
tions still need to be explored
more closely. Biosphere Reserves
do indeed recognize the human
presence, involvement and im-
portance in nature; throughout the
years the focus was put on intro-
ducing environment-friendly tech-
nology, while the human aspect
was marginalized. The new people
-centered approach that UNESCO-
MAB Programme adopted aims at
involving humans, after recogniz-
ing their impact and importance
within the sites, to reach a healthy
interaction between people and
their environment. The importance
of technology that serves to har-
ness water in dry lands, plant and
pollinate trees in forests or protect
soil erosion in mountains, are all
alike helping sustain and transmit
a healthy and sustainable environ-
ment to the next generation. Nev-
ertheless, the human impact is
worthy of more attention partially

5. For vision and mission of the WNBR check: http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-
sciences/biosphere-reserves/world-network-wnbr/

6. Details about the mentioned cases are available at: http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/
ecological-sciences/specific-ecosystems/drylands/sumamad/
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because ‘“climate change and its
devastating effects are prompted
by human impact” (Wang, Chen,
and Dong, 2006). Therefore, syn-
ergies among the cultural conven-
tions, and involving human belief
systems within the management
systems are necessary for the de-
velopment of an integrated ap-
proach that consider’s cultural ex-
pression, intangible and tangible
human heritage. Values and narra-
tives, which present significance to
people, coupled with an awareness
of today’s issues related to natural
and cultural heritage loss, should
be incorporated also in order to
reach cooperation and further po-
tential synergies among
UNESCQO’s standard-setting tools ,
in order to face climate change.
This may help avoid issues related
to resource depletion that threaten
the world’s safety and security,
and may even help to restore peace
in the mind of people.
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6. Outlook: Do We Need Synergies?

ovvepyio

ovvepyia (read sunergia), is the Greek root for the modern English word “synergy”, a word created through
the addition of ocvv (read sun, “together”) to &pyov (read érgon, “work”), thus creating the new meaning of
working together. With the words taken from the Oxford English Dictionary, synergy is defined as “the inter-
action or cooperation of two or more organisations, substances, or other agents to produce a combined effect
greater than the sum of their separate effects”. The term, like many other ancient Greek ones, started to be
used again during the Neoclassic movement in the 18" century, during which “the world” became interested in
many aspects of ancient Greece - and more generally classical - society (for example the neoclassical statues

by Antonio Canova or the paintings of the 18" century reinterpreting mythological themes and sceneries).

The term was used for several purposes, mainly describing phenomena that could be observed in nature such
as animal behaviour, and then with the development of the sciences, also for describing occurrences in phys-
ics, biology and genetics (Beltrame, Demartini, Tonetti, 2007). This meaning of acting “synergetically” in
some cases, like in nature, has a slightly different meaning than a simple collaborative work. An example is
wolf packs, in which the group effort is greater than that of the strongest element in it, the pack behaviour be-
ing driven by instinct. The casualty aspect of synergies is maybe more evident in physics or chemistry, where
phenomena that can be considered synergetic just happen (for example the assembling of different elements in

chemistry into other substances such as water).

International standard-setting tools

Throughout the modern period and contemporaneity, the international community started, in those richer
countries nowadays often referred to as “the west”, a development of binding tools concerning several issues
of international and global importance. Many of these tools have been included in this collection of articles.
Initially, standard-setting rules were developed to address conflicts (therefore dealing with war and prisoners
of war). They, however, started to deal with broader themes after the end of WW II. Such is the case with the
protection, management and conservation of cultural heritage in the form of built heritage (World Heritage

Convention), underwater and documentary heritage, intangible heritage as well as museums’ goods; to which

the concept of cultural diversity was added. Nature and the significance of its diversity also began to be thema-
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tised. In fact, the word “diversity” was first used in regard to nature, related to biological diversity, and only
later linked to culture. It was recognised that the safeguarding of the natural environment and the protection of

ecosystems was fundamental for all forms of life on the planet.

The number of instruments for protection and safeguarding rose constantly throughout the years, coming to
the point that many of the same themes were dealt with by several tools (as we have seen in article 2.2, Com-
pilation of the similarities between the standard-setting tools). Diversity became a fundamental aspect both in
nature, where it makes the ecosystems function, and in the human world, where the concept started being
adapted to describe the importance of culture’s uncountable facets. Respect of diversity also involves respect
for human rights, and thus the involvement of communities during decision-making processes; these were in
the past too often left aside. Community involvement is also part of the concept of sustainable development, a
kind of development generally harmless to nature and people because of its consideration of both, and often
strictly linked with the traditional way of life of communities. These, and more, are topics that one can find in
many of the international tools that have been introduced in the past decades. Throughout the publication at
hand such themes have been referred to as “overarching themes”, which have also been dealt with more in de-
tail throughout chapter 5.5, Overarching themes of international significance. This redundancy in the different
tools is the reason why there has been a rise in debates concerning how the common goals can be reached with
efforts undertaken from different sides, thus coordinating the endeavours of each instrument to avoid contrasts
and, even more, trying to work complementarily. This is the idea underlying the concept of synergies in the
field of international activities related to the safeguarding of culture and nature. Synergies in this area of activ-
ity have, however, several implications not easily dealt with, such as the complicatedness of the already exist-
ing tools, added to the background of norms regulating the action of organisations such as UNESCO on both
the international and national levels (see chapters 2.3, Problems of implementation, and 3.3 Preconditions for

synergies).

Synergies among the tools

Many times in the past the idea of collaboration has come up to relate organisations in their work. Many of the
tools we know as standard-setting have been ideated together with lists of objects, sites and items to be safe-
guarded with more priority than others. Examples are lists for cultural and natural World Heritage, wetlands
under the Ramsar Convention, biodiversity areas, intangible cultural heritage, documentary heritage, bio-

sphere reserves, but also lists of endangered animals and plants like the [IUCN red list, and many more (we

have seen an example on cultural inventories and the importance in documentation of heritage in 4.3 Cultural
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inventories and the relevance of documentation).

One of the evident overlaps where potential synergies were noticed was the connection existing between Cul-
tural Landscapes and Protected Areas. A cultural landscape is a site in the framework of the World Heritage
Convention recognised for the importance of the interconnection between people and the environment they
live in. Protected Areas, a system of categorisation by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature
(IUCN), are a designation made for categorising areas around the world according to the reasons for their pro-
tection (and are further classified according to the protection status). "There is a strong spatial connection be-
tween World Heritage Cultural Landscapes and protected areas: 52 (60%) of the 86 cultural landscapes listed,
by May 2013, overlap in whole or in part with protected areas." (UNESCO, 2013). Besides the clear conceptu-
al connections and spatial common areas, the potential outcomes of sharing the management and the connec-
tions could be a good starting point for unifying efforts in the protection of the environment itself and for the

communities that make use of it.

Even if potential for collaboration still has to be realised, the overlap between World Heritage sites and Key
Biodiversity Areas could be another starting point for individuating synergies. In fact, sites listed under crite-
ria (ix) and (x) of the World Heritage Convention and Key Biodiversity Areas share the same identification
criteria, meaning that natural World Heritage sites may potentially receive additional means for the conserva-
tion of biodiversity. Furthermore, it is often stated when dealing with sustainable development, that the con-
servation of natural resources can also benefit the cultural traditions and living standards and vice versa, safe-
guarding cultural particularities can benefit conservation of nature and of biodiversity. Therefore, the connec-
tion between nature and culture shall also always be taken in consideration when dealing with synergies: the
planet is a system where cultural and natural factors are interlinked, "a huge cultural landscape", where diver-
sity can be protected only when considering the whole system (this is evident more than ever in cultural land-

scapes).

Synergies are not limited to environmental tools, they can also be clearly identified among tools regulating
cultural heritage: for example, in World Heritage cities and sites destroyed by war (e.g. Aleppo in Syria), and
under The Hague Convention and the UNIDROIT Convention. Synergies in the management of movable and
immovable cultural heritage (buildings as well as museum treasures and works of art) during the period of

conflict could be of great support in locating heritage, reducing the risks and safeguarding those features that

need to be protected.
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Discrepancies between tools and synergies

The example of cities touched by war does, however, bring up another problem, which is the meaning many
international tools have, and the degree at which they start to act. There are many other international agree-
ments, predating conventions such as The Hague Convention, some from as early as the end of the 18" centu-
ry during the years of nation building. Those agreements, that until today exist because conflicts need to be
regulated, have often not functioned or haven't brought the intended results. Examples include agreements re-
garding prisoners of war, the first of which were stipulated in the early 20™ century, that were clearly not re-
spected (keep in mind the Holocaust, or the detention camps in Siberia before, during and after World War II
under the communist regime). Similar issues are still prevalent in the news today, countries not respecting pro-
hibitions in using chemical weapons (happening again in Syria at the end of Summer 2016), or others not even

respecting international orders and annexing parts of territories (Russia in Crimea).

Now, considering that pacts in defence of basic human rights are often not respected, one might find it diffi-
cult to believe that regulations for the protection of things not considered of primary concern are dealt with
adequately. Sometimes they are seen as imposition of the richer, western, world on the rest of the globe, al-
most like a new sort of imperialism that doesn't consider the cultural implications of their implementation, as
Shashi Tharoor states in ‘Are Human Rights Universal?’ (1999). This is not to demean the ideals behind those
tools, but rather to underline that the problems in the implementation, are still for many countries/ States Par-
ties a step which is not even among their priorities. This can be for many reasons, ranging from existing con-
flicts to lack of economical means to actually implement them. This is unfortunate, considering the potential
that a synergetic action has in reaching common goals such as the defeat of terrorism, as we have seen in arti-

cle 5.3, Addressing world problems: culture cleansing and the funding of terrorism.

Moreover, even European and North American States Parties, who are parties to the conventions for a long
time, still find difficulties in the management and implementation of the tools. A situation like implementing
those legal instruments reveals itself to be difficult, in the case of nature-related conventions because of the
growing weight of global warming against which not much can be done, if not with a coordinated effort; in the
case of culture related conventions for political, economic, or, sometimes, organisational complications. In
light of the problems presented, establishing control over the rules that already exist, and haven't been accept-

ed or followed by many, should be the primary focus of international attention.

Many times the attention of the international community has been distracted from primary issues. Concepts
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such as "community", or "sustainability", have become trending arguments for certain periods, that have
brought attention to important matters, but, when scrutinised have also distorted the focus on the main goals
such as conservation, management, safeguarding and so on, like some interesting books might distract a child
trying to accomplish his homework. Whether synergies are simply a new "buzzword", or rather an idea for fur-
ther development of the standard-setting tools, is difficult to state. As it is, an evaluation of the level of im-

portance of the idea of synergies has to be undertaken.

One last positive example

There are some positive results of cooperative efforts that can be referred to as synergies. Sites listed under the
World Heritage Convention, which are enlisted under the criterion (x), for their importance in “providing habi-
tats for conservation of biodiversity” (UNESCO, 2012), can make a good example (a case was presented in
4.5.3, Learning from best practices: the great green wall initiative). Many of these World Heritage Sites are
also safeguarded under the Convention of Biological Diversity, which since 1992 aims at the protection of

habitats where the biodiversity is of global importance.

This is the case in Sweden, where the Laponian Area World Heritage Site, inscribed for its natural as well as
cultural values, encloses the Sjaunja Reserve, recognised as wetland of international importance under the
Ramsar Convention. The area of the wetland, covering almost entirely the flatland part of the Laponian site,
has gained a lot with its recognition as World Heritage. This is not only because of the broader international
recognition, but also for its management which, involving the locals who have great decisional power inside
the area, and with the support of different stakeholders (first of all Sweden), have managed to put the area un-
der the spotlight and make of it an example for many other similar areas worldwide. This is because the man-
agement and safeguarding measures taken have been revealed to be effective (if one doesn’t count the effects
of global warming, a phenomenon that local managers can hardly fight against), thus generally maintaining

the conditions for the safeguarding of both flora and fauna.

The safeguarding processes have also followed many of the suggestions of the 1992 Convention on Biological
Diversity, which, despite the lack of a listing system, like those of the Ramsar or the World Heritage Conven-
tion, has given several guidelines to follow for the conservation of biodiversity. Several other tools, national
and international, take action in the area, in addition to the Swedish National Parks that protects it through na-

tional laws. For example, the IUCN Protected Areas classification, not only covers the areas corresponding to

Heritage and Ramsar boundaries but also goes beyond them; areas in this list are designated by IUCN with the
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purpose of classifying, recording and managing areas for the sake of the conservation of their biodiversity and
natural environment. Also, if Sweden as a State Party to the Intangible Cultural Heritage Convention would
finally accept international recognition of those traditions of the Sami people, who have been dwelling in Lap-
land longer than any other, the craftsmanship of the Sami people could also be protected under the Intangible
Cultural Heritage List, for their importance in keeping alive those traditions that characterise the Sami. These
communities are threatened by the loss of members that move to other parts of the country thus abandoning
their traditions for the sake of a better or more comfortable life. All of this considered, it becomes clear how
one single area addressed for protecting its values, mostly natural but also cultural, is attempting to be protect-

ed by several international tools, which have, in many cases, the same or similar goals.

Safeguarding sites, parks, regions and traditions, needs many efforts, and a relevant disposability of resources,
economical first of all, but also human; an objective difficult but not impossible to reach. Laponia and Sjaunja
reserve can also be considered as outstanding example of this, and it is also often referred to as such, for the
way the different stakeholders have managed to arrive at agreements fair to all parts, and this by considering
and collaborating with the support of all those international bodies involved, from UNESCO to IUCN, to the
World Heritage and the Ramsar Conventions, clearly doing a "synergetic" effort for the purpose of reaching an

1deal management for a certain site.

Conclusion

Examples like the Laponian Area can be found in many areas of interest to the standard-setting tools, and ex-
amples of collaborations have been numerous in the past years, mostly in trying to link sites important for
their cultural and natural values (e.g. the Messel Pit in Germany is another example of synergy between World

Heritage Convention and the UNESCO Geoparcs Programme).

As you have had the occasion to read in different sections of this publication, there is only a slight difference
between ‘synergy’ and ‘collaboration’. The latter is defined in the Oxford English Dictionary as "the action of
working with someone to produce something", which is not too far from the idea of "working together" given
as definition of synergy. Laponia and its Management Plan and the Messel Pit World Heritage Site, are both
examples and results of an efficient collaboration between stakeholders, also of coordinated effort undertaken
with the support of different national and international standard-setting tools. In these cases the results reached

have involved participation not only of all stakeholders, but also of representatives for the several tools impli-

cated. As stated in the introduction of this article, synergy is identified as a phenomenon occurring when “two
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or more organisations, substances, or other agents produce a combined effect greater than the sum of their sep-
arate effects” (Oxford English Dictionary), rather than as an effort taken for putting together strengths, which
would be collaboration. This wouldn’t mean that the synergy simply occurs. As mentioned in previous arti-
cles, some pre-conditions are necessary, such as national, political and continuity of partnerships (see 3.3 Pre-
conditions for synergies). Moreover, preconditions for synergies can also be considered those steps taken by

one or more bodies in order to establish a body, or a system, with the purpose of “creating synergies”.

Many potential answers on how to get results by using synergies have been delineated through the publication,
either with existing examples, or through suggestions. Getting there though, one must consider several actors
that can participate in the game. Besides the usual stakeholders the civil society, as seen in article 4.6 (Role of
civil society in promoting synergies) should also be taken into account, as it is able to move on a different lev-
el than the governments and the market but towards the same objective, also with a “bottom-up approach”.
The harmonisation between all the interacting bodies is one of the pillars synergies are based on. The large
variation among methods of reporting (3.1.2 Harmonisation of Reporting), of documenting (4.3 Cultural In-
ventories and the Relevance of Documentation), and of implementing through operational guidelines are some
of the many obstacles institutions are facing in reaching their goals. This could be one reason why the themat-
ic of synergies and joint efforts towards common goals are gaining importance. Reduction of costs, avoiding
duplications of efforts, provision of more staff for same and additional tasks (seen in 3.1.1 Existing synergies

in Biodiversity-Related Conventions) are only some of the advantages synergies can bring.

The question remains on how to (if at all) coordinate the efforts. A few examples were given above, including
the identification of synergies for the development of new methodologies (3.2 Methods of Identifying Syner-
gies); the creation of frameworks for the promotion of common “languages” for conservation (4.8 From Con-
servation to Safeguarding: Reflections on Heritage Synergies for Enhanced Protection of Cultural and Natural
Heritage) and same for significance, the latter including possible studies for its development (4.7 Significance
as an Overarching Theme to Understand and Manage Heritage). Additionally, more alternative examples such

as the use of narratives to promote overarching themes have been discussed (4.4).

Creating institutions for the research and development of synergies, to strengthen collaboration among the sec-
retariats of standard-setting tools, or to make use of strategies such as national focal points, are some of the

issues, which this publication addressed. The intention has been to incite reflection about what synergies are

and what potential they hold for the protection of heritage, in its cultural and natural dimensions. To that end,
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we covered many aspects, without being too comprehensive about them, wishing to leave the answer to the
question opening this last chapter — do we need synergies? — to the interested reader, and especially to those

concerned with implementing standard-setting tools.
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Annex 1: Fact Sheets of Conventions, Recommendations
and Programmes covered in this Publication'

The Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event
of Armed Conflict

Drafted: The Hague, 1954
Entered into force: 1956

Ratifications: Hague Convention: 127 State Parties
1* Protocol: 104 State Parties
2" Protocol: 68 State Parties

Background: The convention was one of the first conventions drafted in the aftermath of the cultural
destruction of the Second World War. It is an attempt to protect cultural property in times of armed conflict.
The convention also recognizes the development of technology used in warfare and the potential future risk
this poses for cultural properties.

Mission: The 1954 Hague Convention is the first convention that focuses on the protection of cultural
property during armed conflict. It aims to ensure that cultural property, both movable and immovable, is pre-
served and respected in times of armed conflict and of peace. The convention includes two additional proto-
cols.

1** Protocol, The Hague, 14th of May 1954: The Protocol is dealing with the regulation of returning cultural
goods and other aspects concerning movable objects. It prohibits the export of cultural property from an occu-
pied territory and requires its return to the territory.

2" Protocol, The Hague, 26th of March 1999: The 2™ protocol strengthens the convention with regards to the
safeguarding of, and the respect for, cultural property and conduct during hostilities. It emphasizes preventive
measures in times of peace and defines penal consequences. The protocol creates a new category, “enhanced
protection”, for cultural property of the greatest importance for humanity. It also establishes the Committee for
the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict and a Fund.

Direct connections to other standard-setting tools: The 1954 Convention serves as the basis on which the
UNESCO Convention on Illicit Trade (1970) and UNIDROIT Convention on stolen or illegally exported cul-
tural objects (1995) are drafted upon. The 1954 Hague Convention is also directly connected to the UNESCO
Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (1972) due to their com-
mon purpose of the protection of cultural property.

1. All data concerning the number of ratifications of the standard-setting tools, which are shown in Annex 1, was collec-
ted in July, 2016.




Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit
Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property

Drafted: Paris, 1970
Entered into force: 1972
Ratifications: 131 State Parties

Background: During the end of the 1960s and beginning of the 1970s, an increase in thefts of objects in
museums and archaeological sites was noted, in particular in culture-rich countries (called “source countries”),
predominantly located in the Southern hemisphere. Despite the fraudulent or unidentified origin of these ob-
jects, private collectors and institutions were offered these objects in the North, in States that have traditionally
dominated the world art-market (denominated “market” countries). This situation coincided with an increasing
awareness developed by “source countries” as a result of the decolonization process, which led to the pres-
sures from former colonies to recover their cultural heritage objects that they associate with national identities.
It is relevant to note that the illicit trade of cultural property was seen to be threatening significant provenance
information and heritage values. Some of the problems that were faced during the drafting of the convention
were the ignorance and poor ethics in market practices, the lack of capacity to protect cultural heritage from
national states alone, and the high demand of cultural heritage in an unregulated art market. In addition there
was divergence in the view between countries, in particular between South-North and East-West countries.

Mission: The 1970 Convention mainly aims towards agreeing on reciprocal responsibilities to protect
movable cultural property against damage and theft, clandestine excavations, and illicit import, export, transfer
of ownership and trafficking. This includes implementing preventive measures, raising awareness, and estab-
lishing a moral and ethical code for acquisition. Furthermore, the convention facilitates the recovery and return
of stolen, illicitly excavated or illicitly exported cultural property, through the promotion of international co-
operation and assistance.

Direct connections to other standard-setting tools: In the operational guidelines (annex 6), it is stated
that this convention has important complementary relationships with other UNESCO culture conventions as
well as to the 1995 UNIDROIT Convention on Stolen or Illegally Exported Cultural Objects, and the United
Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime. The convention also interacts with the General
Agreement on Trade and Tariffs. Relevant UNESCO Conventions that have direct connections include: the
1954 Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict (Hague Convention)
and its First Protocol (1954) and Second Protocol (1999); the 2001 Convention on the Protection of the Under-
water Cultural Heritage; and the 1972 UNESCO World Heritage Convention.




The Man and the Biosphere Programme

Drafted: 1971
Entered into force: (N/A)
Ratifications: (N/A)

Background: It was initiated by the 1968 Biosphere Conference, titled Intergovernmental Conference of
Experts on the Scientific Basis for Rational Use and Conservation of the Resources of the Biosphere.

Mission: UNESCO's Man and the Biosphere Programme (MAB) is an intergovernmental scientific pro-
gramme that aims to establish a scientific basis for the improvement of relationships between people and their

environments. Its major achievement is the World Network Biosphere Reserves, WNBRs.

Biosphere Reserves have three functions:

. The conservation of ecosystems and genetic variation;
. The promotion of sustainable economic and human development;
. Serve as examples of education and training on local, national, regional, and international issues of sus-

tainable development.

The key documents of the MAB programme:

. The Seville Strategy and Statutory Framework 1995; it sets the objectives and guiding principles of the
programme;

. The Madrid Action Plan in 2008

. The Dresden Declaration in 2011

It is important to make note of the new approach of the Programme. Since the Dresden Declaration the focus
of MAB Programme has shifted towards a more community-centered approach and adopted new values of
participation, innovation and collectiveness to involve and inspire the involvement of local people to value and
build up narratives.

Direct connections to other standard-setting tools: The Convention for the Protection of the World Cul-
tural and Natural Heritage; The Biodiversity Convention; Convention on International Trade in Endangered
Species of Wild Fauna and Flora; Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals; In-
ternational Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture




Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and
Natural Heritage

Drafted: Paris, 1972
Entered into force: 1975

Ratifications: 191 States Parties

Background: The idea was to create a tool for the protection of the world’s cultural and natural herit-
age after the severe destructions that occurred during World War I, along with the threat imposed by increas-
ing changing social and economic conditions.

Mission: Protect cultural and natural heritage by having States Parties nominate sites within their na-
tional territory to be inscribed on the World Heritage List. Furthermore help the states to safeguard the sites by
providing technical, professional and financial support. Additionally, it aims at public awareness raising and
invites the local communities to take active part in heritage preservation.

Direct connections to other standard-setting tools: in the operational guidelines of the World Heritage
Convention, recommendations to work with other aonventions are listed under paragraph 44, such as the Con-
vention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict (1954), Convention on the
Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property
(1970), Convention on the Protection of the Underwater Cultural Heritage (2001), Convention for the Safe-
guarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (2003), Man and the Biosphere (MAB), UNIDROIT Convention
on Stolen or Illegally Exported Cultural Objects (Rome, 1995), and others.




Memory of the World Programme

Drafted: General Guidelines first published in 1995; then revised in 2002.
Entered into force: N/A
Ratifications: N/A

Background: Awareness about the poor state of preservation of and accessibility to documentary herit-
age in many parts of the world is the background idea that led to the creation of the Programme. This was oc-
casioned by deliberate and unintended threats to documentary heritage such as vandalism, war, illegal trade,
neglect and inadequate resources for preservation.

Mission: To increase awareness and protection of the world’s documentary heritage and achieve its uni-
versal and permanent accessibility.

Direct connections to other standard-setting tools: As it is stated in part 5.12 of the Programme Guide-
lines, Relation with other complementary programmes within UNESCO, the Memory of the World Pro-
gramme was created within the context of other UNESCO instruments working towards the preservation of
cultural heritage. Part 2.4 lists standard-setting tools that have the highest potential for collaboration with
MoW. It is also mentioned that this list is not conclusive as matters pertaining to linkages can always be dis-
cussed on UNESCQO’s online platforms. This list includes: Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property
in the Event of Armed Conflict, UNESCO Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit
Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property (1970), UNESCO Recommendation on the
Safeguarding and Preservation of Moving Images (1980), UNESCO Recommendation on the Safeguarding of
Traditional Culture and Folklore (1989), UNESCO's Programme to protect Masterpieces of the Oral and In-
tangible Heritage of Humanity.




Convention on Biological Diversity

Drafted: 1992.
Entered into force: 1993
Ratifications: 168 signatures (196 States Parties)

Background: The Convention on Biological Diversity originated from the problems following several
changes that have happened in the ecosystem(s) as consequences of human activities (mostly those succeeding
the first industrial revolution). The Convention addresses the loss of biological diversity (also biodiversity),
this defined as “the variety of plant and animal life (plants, animals, microorganisms, and their ecosystems) in
the world or in a particular habitat” (Oxford English Dictionary). This includes also the genetic differences
between species, but also the diversity of species and of ecosystems as a result of interactions among them,
and with the elements around them.

Mission: The convention is a response to the biggest ever threat to species and ecosystems. It has three
main goals to achieve: first, the conservation of biological diversity; second, a sustainable use of the planet’s
biodiversity; third, an equitable sharing of the benefits gained with the utilisation of natural resources (thus
affecting biodiversity). The implementation follows the ecosystem approach, which serves as operational
guidelines for its implementation.

Direct connections to other Conventions: Besides the structure of the convention accompanied by oper-
ational guidelines similar to those of the World Heritage Convention, some of its ideas are present also in oth-
er tools. One example is the importance of the communities for the protection of biodiversity (sustainable de-
velopment and community involvement), thus also considering biodiversity essential for the survival of cultur-
al diversity. The idea that protecting biodiversity is of concern to humankind is also shared by other conven-
tions (World Heritage Convention, Intangible Cultural Heritage Convention, Ramsar). It follows the idea of
Protocols to the convention for updating the content or adding ideas, similar to the 1954 Hague Convention, or
the Biological Diversity Convention, which was followed in 2003 by the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety and
in 2014 by the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of Bene-
fits Arising from their Utilization.




UNIDROIT Convention on Stolen or Illegally Exported Cultural Ob-
jects

Drafted: Rome, 1995
Entered into force: 1998
Contracting States: 37 States Parties

Background: UNIDROIT is an intergovernmental organization that works on harmonizing the private
international laws through the drafting of international conventions and production of model laws. As of 2014,
UNIDROIT has 63 member states. In 1984 UNESCO approached UNIDROIT with the request to complement
UNESCO’s 1970 Convention.

Mission: The Convention is aimed at harmonizing the private laws of various states so as to reduce the
harmful effects that occur when laws conflict. It established common rules for the restitution and return of cul-
tural objects between States Parties to the Convention. The biggest provision preventing states from signing
the Convention is Article 18 that provides “No reservations are permitted except those expressly authorized in
this Convention.”

Direct connections to other standard-setting tools: Definitions of cultural objects are based on the
Hague Convention (1954). The UNIDROIT Convention, unlike the UNESCO Convention (1970), does not
require an object to be designated by the State for it to be covered by the convention. That means all objects
can be claimed back, even if the State never registered it, which is an improvement to the 1970 UNESCO
Convention.




Convention on the Protection of the Underwater Cultural Heritage
Drafted: 2001

Entered into force: 2009

Ratifications: 55 States Parties (however, many notable seafaring nations are absent)

Background: The need for better defined legal protection for underwater heritage became more acute
with improvements in diving technology and widespread looting of underwater sites.

Mission: The mission of the 2001 Convention on the protection of Underwater Cultural Heritage is to
help States Parties better protect their underwater heritage through cooperation, raising public awareness and
promotion of best practices.

Direct connections to other standard-setting tools:

The 2001 convention is directly linked to the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea. The 2001
convention was drafted as a supplement to this convention, due to ambiguous provisions concerning heritage
in the Law of the Sea.




Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage
Drafted: Paris, 2003

Entered into force: 2006

Ratifications: 170 States Parties

Background: The standard-setting tool was created in a bid to ensure the unimpeded continuity of various
cultural practices and the recognition and respect for communities as custodians of heritage.

Mission: The convention was established to safeguard traditional practices and expressions, some of
which include representations, knowledge, skills, as well as the artefacts instruments, objects, and cultural
spaces associated therewith — that communities, groups identify with as part of their cultural heritage.

Direct connections to other standard-setting tools: The convention was fashioned in harmony with the
following reference documents: UNESCO Recommendation on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and
Folklore of 1989; UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity of 2001; Istanbul Declaration of
2002; Universal Declaration on Human Rights of 1948; The International Covenant on Economic, Social and
Cultural Rights of 1966; the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights of 1966; and, the Convention
for the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage of 1972.




Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cul-
tural Expressions

Drafted: Paris, 2005
Entered into force: 2007
Ratifications: 143 States Parties and 1 regional economic integration organization (EU)

Background: Increased focus on cultural and human rights prompted the creation of an international
instrument aimed at the protection and promotion of diverse cultural life. Also trade issues discussed at the
time at the World Trade Organization encouraged the international community to take actions in order to pro-
tect local cultural production from the negative effects of trade liberalisation.

Mission: The convention is aimed at preventing cultural markets to be monopolized by assuring the
rights of nation states to regulate their cultural markets and to use means assumed proper for local contexts.
Therefore, it seeks a rich diversity of cultural expressions nationally and worldwide; balanced cultural ex-
change between developed and developing countries; and balance between international trade regulations and
cultural diversity.

Direct connections to other standard-setting tools: The convention should be interpreted as comple-
menting, supporting and even modifying the rights and obligations of other international treaties, which could
affect cultural expressions in any way. Therefore the convention is related to other UNESCO standard-setting
instruments, mainly with the Convention on Intangible Heritage, World Heritage Convention, Convention on
Biological Diversity, Universal Declaration on Human Rights, Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity.




Recommendation on the Protection and Promotion of Museums and
Collections, their Diversity and their Role in Society

Drafted: Paris, 2013
Entered into force: 2015
Ratifications: N/A

Background: Several issues are part of the context that led to the creation of this recommendation. In
the first place, the number of museums has increased from 22,000 in 1975 to 55,000 at present, attracting a
more numerous and diverse public. This has also come with an increase in visitor flows and tourism, often
generating management difficulties. In the second place, the flow of objects and collections has changed in the
context of globalization, causing growth of the prices on the international art market, and increasing number of
international exhibitions, which both enhance the licit and illicit traffic of objects. In the third place, there is
need to respond to the new audiences on the internet. In the fourth place, there is rise in tourism (from 277
million in 1980 to 990 million in 2011). Hence, the need for policy guidelines to address the tensions between
economic development and the protection of cultural heritage has been identified. Finally, the only existing
standard-setting instrument directly concerning museums adopted by UNESCO is the 1960 Recommendation
concerning the Most Effective Means of Rendering Museums Accessible to Everyone.

Mission: The recommendation aims for the protection and promotion of museums.

Direct connections to other standard-setting tools: the standard-setting tools that have direct connection to
this recommendation are: The Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Con-
flict (1954), and its two Protocols (1954 and 1999); The Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Prevent-
ing the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property 1970; The Convention Concern-
ing the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (1972); The Convention on the Protection of the
Underwater Cultural Heritage (2001); The Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage
(2003); The Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions (2005); The
UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity 2001; and The United Nations Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples (2007).




RAMSAR Convention on Wetlands

Drafted: Iran, 1971
Entered into force: 1975
Ratifications: 169 States Parties

Background: Wetlands are land areas that are saturated or flooded with water, either seasonally or per-
manently. There are inland wetlands such as: aquifers, lakes, rivers, streams, etc., and coastal wetlands includ-
ing all coastlines, mangroves, saltmarshes, estuaries, lagoons, sea grass meadows and coral reefs. Wetlands are
of vital importance for the survival of countless species. They are cradles of biological diversity.

Mission: The convention’s mission is the conservation and wise use of all wetlands through local, region-
al and national actions and international cooperation, as a contribution towards achieving sustainable develop-
ment throughout the world. It is named after the city in Iran where the treaty was drafted in 1971. Through this
agreement, States Parties positively and voluntarily commit to: the wise use of all their wetlands; designating
sites for the Ramsar List of “Wetlands of International Importance” (Ramsar Sites) and creating strategies for
their conservation; and cooperating on transboundary wetlands, and other shared interests.

Direct connections to other standard-setting tools: The Convention for the Protection of the World Cul-
tural and Natural Heritage, The Biodiversity Convention, The Convention on the Protection of the Underwater
Cultural Heritage, Man and Biosphere Programme, Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species
of Wild Fauna and Flora, Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals, Internation-
al Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture.
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