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Summary

This PhD research aims to establish an interdisciplinary interrogation of heritage and
sustainability. It investigates how these two concepts may be understood under a
coherent theoretical framework, how they are debated in academic and public
discourse, and how they are practised in complex contexts, focusing on heritage
management in China. One of the research objectives is to bridge the gap between
theoretical reflections and practice in the heritage field. This initiative emerges in
response to the disconnections between the recent critical turn of Heritage Studies
and heritage practices. One of these disconnections lies in the challenges of
translating these academic critiques and critical approaches into operable methods to

inform heritage practices, policies, strategies, and decision-making.

Therefore, this PhD research concerns a re-conceptualisation of heritage and
sustainability through theoretical exploration and empirical studies and developing
research and practical methods to tackle these disconnections. The research
outcomes demonstrate original contributions to knowledge on three levels. First, a
theoretical framework is established to conceptualise heritage and sustainability’s
relational, multi-deterministic, and dynamic nature. Second, a more holistic
understanding of the case studies, a group of heritage sites with pre-14"" century
timber buildings in Shanxi Province, China, is obtained by implementing such a
framework and the relevant methodology and methods. Third, the theoretical
framework is developed into a versatile methodology and set of methods that can be
applied in practice to understand, assess, and facilitate sustainable heritage

management.

The theoretical framework and approach developed in this PhD research, namely the
Relational Morphostasis /Morphogenesis (M/M) approach and its relevant set of
methods, are conceptually versatile to be adopted in various scales and contexts.
They can be refined and adapted for application in other heritage types, from policy
and strategy making to specific project evaluation through further empirical testing and

investigation.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

In 2020 and 2021 the world has been forced to confront multiple global and existential crises.
The extreme weather events worldwide have made it undeniable that climate change is not a
pending crisis but one already upon us (Center for Climate and Energy Solutions 2021). The
Black Lives Matter protests that sparked globally upon the murder of George Floyd and the
relevant debates over what to do with the type of heritage that glorifies colonialism and racism
have rung the alarm that these social and cultural issues are also existential (Black Lives
Matter Global Network Foundation 2021). Moreover, the Covid-19 pandemic not only
exacerbates the social problems already existing in human society but also reveals that all
elements around us are connected, and the consequences can be dire when these
connections start to break down (Andres et al. 2021; Frisina Doetter et al. 2021; Ohlbrecht
and Jellen 2021). These crises, when considered together, are reminders that leaders cannot
afford to be merely reactionary to the short-term problems while taking their eye off other
crucial issues or the long-term impact. Therefore, critical debates over the proposed solutions
to these crises are equally essential as the solutions, if not more so. Along with these crises
is a shift of geopolitical power in the world, where non-Western nations, such as China, attract
due attention as much as contention (Campbell and Doshi 2020; Spinney 2020). In any case,
it is undeniable that China, as a complex country, is highly relevant in the discussion of the
world’s sustainable future (Roach 2019; Maizland 2021).

Upon this global context of crises, this thesis emerges to discuss sustainability and heritage.
The crises mentioned above are not new but have been the focal points of debates and
research in sustainability and heritage studies for at least two decades. On the one hand,
sustainability has become a ubiquitous term appearing in all contexts, from international
strategic documents and regional development policies to advertisements of any number of
products claimed to be ‘sustainable’. On the other hand, its meaning and definition are
sometimes taken for granted upon these crises, or it has become so vague that one does not
bother to reflect on what it means (Jacobs 1999). Similarly, the heritage phenomenon has
become increasingly all-encompassing upon its expanded definition and institutionalised effort
to promote heritage globally. Consequently, critical scrutiny has been called upon in the

subject field’s recent development to reflect on what heritage is and what it does (Winter 2013).

Harrison (2013) argues that the emergence and spread of both concepts are inherently
connected with a sense of crisis or threat. The ‘rescue’ missions have propelled many actions
and solutions on various scales. Such a sense of crisis is also prominent in the heritage

discourse and practices in China. Heritage activities, especially its conservation and
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management, are often part of the ‘rescue’ missions prompted by either existing or anticipated
threats. While these rescuing missions can effectively mitigate specific pressing threats, they
tend to be short-term in nature and do not provide or encourage the time and space needed
for critical debates before and during their implementation. They also follow a problem-solving
orientation, where these threats are targeted and compartmentalised without considering
specific actions’ broader impact. These characteristics are relevant to the discussion of
sustainability in heritage, where consideration of long-term planning and vision and critical
reflections of the broader impact of these activities beyond the heritage entities are among the
central issues. As will be demonstrated in the empirical studies of this thesis, despite
considerable effort and resources have been deployed in these rescuing missions, the

sustainable future of heritage remains very much in question.

The ubiquity of these two concepts and their connection with a sense of crisis prompted one
of the initiatives of this PhD research. The urgency for heritage conservation and sustainable
development has led to the assumptions that heritage must contribute to sustainable
development and that heritage conservation inherently makes the world more sustainable.
However, as will be elaborated in Ch.2, the assumed correlation between the two concepts
has not been sufficiently challenged or dissected. Therefore, this PhD research intends to
interrogate and articulate whether these assumptions can be validated and in what conditions
they can be true. However, before doing so, this PhD research must start from a premise
where these assumptions are not readily accepted; that is, heritage activities are not
necessarily sustainable, and heritage activities do not necessarily contribute to the world’s

sustainability.

This research aims to establish an interdisciplinary study of heritage and sustainability upon
this premise. It investigates how these two concepts can be understood under a coherent
theoretical framework, how they are debated in academic and public discourse, and how they
are practised in complex contexts, such as China. It reflects critically upon the discourse and
actions in the name of heritage and sustainability, and more importantly, in the nexus of the
two subject areas. These critical reflections unfold on various levels throughout the thesis.
First, it questions these two concepts’ ontological and epistemological natures and explores a
philosophical position that can effectively capture their characteristics. This inquiry is achieved
by reviewing the state of the art in the two subject f—elds - heritage and sustainability (Ch.2)
and incorporating critically several philosophical traditions adopted in the arts, humanities, and
social sciences (Ch.3). Second, it establishes a theoretical framework and set of methods
based on the initial inquiry (Chs.3 & 4). Third, the methods and conceptual lens are used to
acquire a new understanding of the empirical cases in China and scrutinise the heritage

management practices and heritage-making activities on the ground closely (Chs.5-9). On this
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level, the research aims to generate a causal explanation for the (un)sustainable outcome of
such practices in the cases’ specific context and beyond. Finally, the thesis reflects on the
empirical studies’ contribution to informing the conceptual and practical connections between

heritage and sustainability and the versatility of the theoretical framework and methods used

in this thesis for broader research (Chs.10-11).

Figure 1 Crowd sitting on the base of the main hall of CZ Temple 8 to watch the funeral performance in

the central square next to it (Tam 2018d).

This PhD research’s focus on China’s heritage management partly stems from my passion,
expertise, and previous professional experience in building archaeology and heritage
conservation and management in China. More importantly, it is a deliberate choice to achieve
another objective of this PhD research, to establish a critical account of the complexity of
China’s heritage practices. This criticality manifests in two directions throughout this thesis.
On the one hand, it challenges the conventional heritage approach that still governs heritage
decision-making in China today. Notably, this approach has guided the conservation and
management activities in the case study region, which hosts a high concentration of
designated heritage sites with pre-13t" century timber architecture. These sites are among the
most conventionally defined designated heritage entities in the country, the understanding of
which has, in turn, formed the development of such an approach. On the other hand, the thesis
examines critically perceptions of Chinese heritage practices in academic commentaries,

some of which simplify, romanticise, or essentialise the complex situations on the ground. The
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empirical studies are selected to present these complexities with grounded data to challenge

a perceived notion of the ‘Eastern’ approach.

Besides guiding the empirical studies on sustainable heritage management in this PhD
research, the theoretical framework and set of methods are developed to address some of the
drawbacks in existing approaches and methods in heritage research and practice in the
Chinese context and more generally. One of such drawbacks, as mentioned above, refers to
the short-term nature of interventions and decision-making in the context of crises in heritage
management. Another drawback lies in the conventional value-based approach to heritage.
As will be further elaborated in Chs.2 and 5, this value-based approach, still guiding many
heritage systems globally, has been challenged by the critical turns of heritage research and

the conflicts and contention emerging in practices.

The value-based approach usually involves identifying attributes based on a particular set of
assessment criteria. It presents values as an objectively defined standard to assess what
heritage deserves to be saved. However, subjectivity is indeed inherent in the process of
identifying values (Mason 1998; Thomas 1998; Throsby 2001d; Mason and Avrami 2002;
Smith and Campbell 2017). This approach tends to set up a moralised premise whose
legitimacy or applicability to the situations on the ground is seemingly beyond question. When
adopted rigidly, it prescribes a pre-determined set of ‘slots’ where one can readily slide in the
value attributes. Moreover, categorising these attributes based on the value criteria
exacerbates the compartmentalisation issue with the problem-solving orientation. The pre-
determined value assessment criteria imply that heritage should remain in a particular static
condition where these values are best upheld, making it disadvantageous to capture the
dynamic nature of heritage processes and discuss sustainability. Therefore, this PhD research
aims to explore an approach that prioritises the investigation of the grounded conditions
without a moralised premise, provides a model to examine the connections between heritage

and broader society, and captures the dynamic change in heritage assemblages.

The organisation of the thesis is as follows. The thesis is divided into four parts. Part 1,
including Chs.1 and 2, sets up the scenes of the research. Ch.1 introduces the premise and
initiatives of the PhD research, and Ch.2 identifies the research opportunities and questions
after a literature review on the relevant topics in heritage and sustainability studies. The
literature review includes a critical examination of the state of the art of heritage research and
practices, including the recent critical turns in Heritage Studies and Critical Heritage Studies
(CHS). Specifically, it highlights two related dichotomies emerging in these recent discussions,
the tangible and the intangible, and the ‘Western’ and ‘non-Western’ approaches. It identifies

the reasons behind their emergence and points out the drawbacks of such dichotomous
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characterisation. Another main section of Ch.2 looks at the subject field of sustainability
studies and the relevant debates on sustainable development (SD). It identifies several
existing and emerging conceptual models to understand sustainability and highlights the
discussions on the social and cultural aspects of sustainability and SD related to heritage.
Finally, Ch.2 concludes by articulating this thesis’s research opportunities, research questions,

and scope.

Part 2, including Chs.3 and 4, is dedicated to constructing a ‘stage’ for complexities, providing
a framework and path to answer the research questions. Ch.3 explores three philosophical
traditions adopted in arts, humanities, and social sciences research and elaborates on the
critical incorporation of these traditions to reconceptualise heritage and sustainability. This
chapter establishes this thesis’s theoretical framework and introduces a conceptual model for
sustainability, built upon relational thinking and a duo of concepts, morphogenesis and
morphostasis. Following the theoretical framework, Ch.4 explains the rationale behind
choosing the case study methodology for the research design, the case selection criteria, and
the specific processes and methods for data collection and analysis. It lays out a research
roadmap starting from the theoretical position and framework, through empirical studies, to

generating knowledge through abstraction.

Part 3, including Chs.5-9, presents the data and initial analysis of the empirical studies. Ch.5
is a contextualised overview of heritage and sustainability in China. It follows the structure and
overall themes in Ch.2 and presents a literature review on these two subject fields focusing
on China. Besides the literature review, this chapter introduces and examines the legislative
and administrative systems, relevant heritage conservation and management policies, and the
current practices and strategies on sustainable development and heritage. Ch.5 also reviews
two types of participation in the contemporary heritage discourse and practices, public and
social participation, and the role of heritage professionals in the Chinese context. Ch.6
introduces the case study region, the south and southeast parts of Shanxi Province, and lays
out the premise of the case studies. The chapter outlines the Southern Project, a state-led
restoration scheme, as an example of the ‘rescuing missions’ mentioned above and the post-
restoration situation of these sites after the Southern Project had been completed. This
specific space and time mark the reference point where the empirical case studies are situated.
Chs.7-9 are the case study chapters, taking a closer look into three cases in the case study
region. Besides presenting the empirical data, the chapters also include the initial analysis of

the cases using the analytical methods explained in Ch.4.

Part 4, including Chs.10 and 11, is where the answers to the research questions are

synthesised, and the original contribution to knowledge is articulated. Ch.10 presents further
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discussions on this PhD research’s theoretical and empirical findings by addressing the five
research questions identified in Ch.2. Finally, Ch.11 concludes the thesis by elucidating the
three levels where this PhD research has produced new knowledge, reflecting on the

limitations of the thesis, and identifying future research opportunities.
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Chapter 2 Tracing the Philosophy — Literature Review and Research
Questions

21 Overview

This chapter reviews the core literature from subject fields most relevant to this thesis’
research topic. It outlines the interdisciplinary subject field, the Studies of Heritage's state of
the art, highlighting the recent philosophical developments in Heritage Studies and Critical
Heritage Studies (CHS). These developments have brought critical reflections on what
heritage is and what it does into both heritage research and practice. Two intertwined
dichotomies that have become prevalent in the subject field’s recent debates are discussed.
It reviews how the ‘discourse of differences’ (Winter 2014) regarding Western /Eastern
approaches has led to a mischaracterisation of heritage activities in non-Western contexts,
focusing on modern China through a brief historical review of the formation of the subject field
in 20" century China. It also examines how the modernist dualistic characterisation of the
tangible and intangible aspects hinders a holistic understanding of heritage research and
practice. The chapter traces the theoretical and strategic development of the sustainability and
sustainable development (SD) concepts, further focusing on the social and cultural
dimensions and the connection between heritage and sustainability studies. Finally, it recaps
the research opportunities that have emerged through the literature review and introduces

this ’hesis's research questions and scope.

2.2  The Studies of Her—tage - A paradigm shift or a call for convergence?

This researc’ area's interdisciplinary nature means that heritage research has been nested
under various subject fields. A wide range of literature concerns conservation and other
relevant practices regarding heritage, the conceptualisation and theories behind our
understanding and practices, and the implications of heritage that extend into almost every
corner of our life (Lowenthal 2005). Heritage literature can be seen in nearly all major
disciplines. While the heritage subject field is often nested in archaeology or architecture
departments, many other academic disciplines in arts and humanities, social sciences,
physical sciences, and engineering have influenced heritage research and practices.
(Appendix 1 shows a non-exhaustive list of academic journals on heritage that are either
interdisciplinary or focusing on a specific discipline or subject field) Heritage Studies has

become an academic home to some such literature while excluding much else.

Carman (2002, pp. 1-4) initially defines Heritage Studies as covering literature in the
categories of “commentary, guidance, and research”. However, Sgrensen and Carman
(2009a) later suggest that the academic subject field in a narrower sense only started when

the commentary literature emerged in the 1980s. If understood in this narrower term, Heritage
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Studies distinguishes itself with the research and guidance types of literature, even though the
overlapping and relevance are apparent. The questions asked within Heritage Studies
literature often come from practice-based research. The research outcomes of Heritage
Studies, if communicated fully, can have a fundamental influence on the decision-making of
practice and the premise of practice-based studies. Therefore, it is deemed necessary that
such an ambiguous disciplinary boundary does not become a barrier to reviewing heritage-
related literature in its broader sense in this thesis. The Studies of Heritage will be used as an
alternative term to encompass the breadth of heritage literature to avoid confusion. It covers
the broader scope that Carman initially suggested for Heritage Stu 8 evelop 8 gcluding
commentaries, guidance, and research, as well as relevant international documents such as

charters, declarations, and standards.

By the turn of the 20t century, heritage, or more precisely, monuments and practices revolving
around them, started to be linked with not only the materials, crafts, and the practitioners’
architectural or artistic preferences, but also the concept of a mental construct — values. ' This
connection was elucidated by Alois Riegl, who, in hi8evelooderne Denkmalkultus, sein Wesen,
seine Entstehung (The modern cult of monuments: its character and origin), defined heritage
(monument) values in a systemic way into the categories of values embodied by cultural
heritage as ‘memorial values’ (value of antiquity; historical value; and commemorative value)
and ‘actual values’ (use value; artistic and spiritual value) (Riegl 1903; reviewed in Ahmer
2020). Subsequently, the focus of heritage values and their ‘universality’ and ‘inevitability’ has
been increasingly heightened thanks to the Athens Charter (The First International Congress
of Architects and Technicians of Historic Monuments 1931), the Venice Charter (ICOMOS
1964), and the establishment of the World Heritage system upon the World Heritage
Convention (UNESCO 1972).

At present, many countries worldwide with a modern heritage system have also adopted a
value-based approach for assessment in one form or another (for examples, see ICOMOS
Indonesia 2003; Pan-Canadian governments 2010; Australia ICOMOS 2013; British
Standards Institution 2013; ICOMOS China 2015). The ten criteria of Outstanding Universal

UIn Europe, historical preservation has been a subject of discussions among architects, archaeologists,
and art historians since the European Enlightenment, emerging from a sense of ‘cultural continuity’.
These debates were theorised and became the preamble of modern heritage philosophy during the 19%"
century. During this period, prominent contemporary figures in historical preservation in Europe such
as William Morris, John Ruskin, and Eugéne Viollet-le-Duc advocated distinctive approaches based on
their scholarships and practices (Cleere 2012). The value assessment of cultural heritage in the modern

age stayed primarily within the realm of arts and humanities (Throsby 1997a).
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Value (OUV) of World Heritage (WH) sites play a dominant role in the value assessment
process of cultural heritage today, especially those inscribed on the WH list. The ten criteria
are articulated to cover a wide range of meanings and associations that convey the standard
of outstanding and universal impact from historical, artistic (aesthetics), scientific, ethnological,
and anthropological perspectives (UNESCO 1972; UNESCO WHC 2015).

Another influential international document regarding value is the Nara Document on
Authenticity (Nara Conference on Authenticity 1994). The Nara Document iterates that value
assessment should be carried out under the specific cultural context of the heritage. It
nevertheless identifies four dimensions within which values and the attribute sources might be
exa—ined - artistic, historic, social, and scientific. The Nara Document also signifies the
fundamental shift in the understanding of authenticity, which, according to the document,
should be judged based on the credibility and truthfulness of the information sources and
varies in specific cultural contexts. In the discourses surrounding the Nara Document and the
World Heritage Convention, authenticity is the “essential qualifying factor concerning values”
(ibid., p. 3). It is considered a perimeter to evaluate how authentic the heritage in question is
and how credible the information is attributed to its values (UNESCO 1972; UNESCO WHC
2015).

2.2.1 The initial disciplinary domain of Heritage Studies

Although there has been abundant and comprehensive literature emerging from both practical
experiences and philosophical debates regarding heritage conservation (for examples, see
Forsyth 2007; Worthing and Bond 2008; Jokilehto 2018 (1999)) and the value-based
approaches adopted are slightly different from one another based on the local contexts, the
premise of these debates and approaches was rarely challenged until the recent decades. In
these works, it is asserted that heritage, as recognised by the various registries ranging from
the World Heritage List to a local protection list, should be protected in the best way possible.
It also implies that heritage, as a uniquely modern experience, constantly faces destructive
forces, such as war and conflicts, rapid development, globalisation, political actions, and even
time (Harrison 2013, p. 27). However, the notion of destructive forces can sometimes be self-
conflicted. 2 Such conflicts become even more apparent when the entities that we call heritage
become intertwined or equivalent to the values that human society recognises in these entities.
These values can defer dramatically in different communities, even regarding the same

entities.

2 For example, while natural decay can be identified as a threat to conservation, evidence of its physical

presence can also become an aesthetic and evidential attribute to its values (Mufoz Vifas 2002).
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The academic subject field of heritage studies emerged around the mid-1980s, mainly owing
its foundation to publications of historians from Britain and North America (Serensen and
Carman 2009b). Before directly addressing the topic of heritage, the disciplines of archaeology
and history had already developed critiques on issues such as colonialism, nationalism,
identity, and memory through the knowledge production of archaeology practices and the use
of the past (for examples, see Trigger 1984; Kohl and Fawcett 1995; Hobsbawm and Ranger
2012 (1983)). The early literature of heritage studies features an array of academic
commentaries taking a critical stance against the heritage valorisation emerging from the
much longer and technically focused tradition of heritage practices. These practices relied
very much on the knowledge fields such as architecture, archaeology, and museology
(Harrison 2013, p. 98). Some of these discussions are concerned with the conceptualisation
of heritage and its relationship with the past (notable examples include Lowenthal 1985,1998).
Others are presenting criticism on the post-war popularisation of heritage and the blooming of
‘heritage industry’, a term coined by Robert Hewison, and its socio-cultural, political and
economic consequences in the Western world (for examples, see Wright 1985; Hewison 1987;

Rosenzweig and Thelen 1998).

By the 1990s to early 2000s, academics from a much broader range of disciplines have joined
the conversations, including those from anthropology, geography, economics, cultural studies,
and tourism studies (for examples, see Harvey 1990; Urry 1990; Herzfeld 1991; Urry 1995;
Tunbridge and Ashworth 1996; Graham et al. 2000; Harvey 2001; Herzfeld 2005 (1997)). The
multidisciplinary nature of the academic engagement with heritage reflects the broad influence
and ubiquity of heritage. However, it also presents a concern as much as an opportunity for it

to develop from a multidisciplinary subject field to an interdisciplinary one.?3

These early academic critiques were developed almost independently of the dominant
concerns in heritage practices, which still focused on the ‘knowhow’ based on the premise that
heritage is inherently benign. Nevertheless, practitioners also started to realise that these
practices have real-world consequences that could aggravate the inequity of society on a local
and global scale. Despite Sgrensen and Carman (2009a, p. 18) arguing that some of these
early commentaries were based “less in substantive research than in the perception — if not
the biases and preconceptions — of the authors”, they started to have impacts on heritage
practitioners and policymakers in the 1990s. The academic discourse of heritage value has
been central to multidisciplinary participation in the Studies of Heritage. Furthermore, it has
led to the expanded understanding of cultural heritage values in heritage practices (UNESCO
World Heritage Centre 2003).

3 For the difference between these two definitions, see (Danermark 2002).

10
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2.2.2 The rise of Critical Heritage Studies

The core literature of the sub-subject field CHS has emerged since the mid-2000s, following
the disciplinary expansion of Heritage Studies. The first scholars in this area, many of whom
are practitioners who entered the academic field after working in the public sector or
consultancy, followed the intellectual debates that started in Heritage Studies and attempted
to problematise and theorise the experience of practices presented mostly as case studies at
the time (Sgrensen and Carman 2009a). They have brought more focus on practices and their
real-world implications into the academic field and, vice versa, more theoretical debates into
practices by questioning their premise. CHS scholars, whose voices have become very
diverse, can be characterised by some common threads, advocating for challenges to the
conventional ways of understanding heritage, and raises critical discussions towards the
established legitimacy of activities and interventions revolving around heritage (Waterton and
Watson 2013; Winter 2013; Winter and Waterton 2013). Much of the literature that adheres to
the paradigm of CHS questions the ‘intrinsic significance’, or the ‘canonical model’ of heritage
identified through the production of knowledge in sciences and humanities disciplines, and at
the same time, challenges the ‘representative approaches’ that emerged in the power

structure which produces heritage in the late modern period (Harrison 2013, pp. 13-20).

One of the most notable contributions to its development is the work of Laurajane Smith. Her
2006 book, Uses of Heritage, was initially conceived from her experience as a UK-trained
archaeologist working with indigenous peoples in Australia (Smith 2006). While some critics
of her book may claim otherwise, her significant work in the conceptualisation of heritage
processes and their consequences have opened up an opportunity for the academic subject
field of Heritage Studies and the world of heritage practices to converse [cf. (Feintuch 2007)].
Smith’s works have become increasingly influential within the initial circle of CHS scholars and
other heritage-related research. By establishing the concept of the ‘Authorised Heritage
Discourse’ (AHD) and emphasising the material impacts of heritage discourse on social and
political issues, her works have certainly inspired a discursive and anthropocentric paradigm
shift in heritage research. It is worth noting that Smith, in the very beginning of her 2006 book,
emphasises that heritage is not just ‘things’, but also “a process of engagement, an act of
communication and an act of making meaning in and for the present” (Smith 2006, p. 1).
However, the‘'word”just' gets lost in the latter part of her book and her later works. The position
becomes much more focused on he’itage's processual and intangible characteristics (for
examples, see Smith and Akagawa 2009b; Smith and Campbell 2017). This position also
becomes increasingly prevalent in works that adopt or discuss her theory, where “there is no
such thing as heritage” is often quoted (for examples, see Harvey 2008, p. 19; Walter 2016,

p. 53). Omitting the word ‘just’ as emphasised above makes a significant difference in

11
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interpreting the ontological and epistemological position towards heritage. Despite the
absence of an outright rejection of the tangible nature of heritage and the diverse or even
contrasting positions of CHS scholars, the main body of works from the paradigm concern little

of heritage’s tangible nature, which can be equally problematic (Wells and Stiefel 2019b).

The Association of Critical Heritage Studies (ACHS), founded in 2012, set one of its missions
as bringing together academics and practitioners from various disciplines (ACHS 2012).4
However, criticisms towards the paradigm’s distancing and dismissing heritage professionals’
contributions have surfaced. Winter (2013) points out the extensive range of disciplines
involved in conservation activities and heritage studies but notes that the literature in the’field's
two leading journals (the International Journal of Heritage Studies and the Journal of Cultural
Heritage) presents almost no disciplinary overlap. He suggests that this lack of overlap
demonstrates a lack of conversation between academics and practitioners and warns that a
paradigm created mainly within academia might not serve its purpose of being critical if such
conversations are not facilitated (Winter 2013). A similar concern is shared by Witcomb and
Buckley (2013, p. 562), who advocate for promoting active engagement with practitioners
through pedagogy and open conversation rather than “critique for its own sake”. The lack of
conversation also hinders a genuinely interdisciplinary approach to studying this subject field.
The rationale behind this necessity will be further elaborated on in Ch.3. This gap risks
alienating heritage professionals and essentialising the complex nature of heritage practices

on the ground. It also delays critical reflections from academia from having a substantial real-

world impact.

4 The broad influence of CHS in both academia and practice can be testified by the sheer number and
diverse disciplinary backgrounds of the hundreds of presenters who participated in the biannual
conferences of the Association of Critical Heritage Studies (ACHS) in recent years. The 2018 ACHS
conference held in Hangzhou, China attracted around 500 participants from 43 countries with 560
presentations (ACHS 2018) and the 2020 ACHS conference, initially planned to take place in London,
attracted 1130 participants and 822 presentations (ACHS 2020 Committee 2020) despite the switch to
an online format due to the Covid-19 pandemic (although it might have indeed made it more accessible
for participants from less developed regions who might not have been able to afford the trip to London).
The sessions in both conferences cover a broad disciplinary background, although some participants
in both conferences have noted the lack of participation from prominent heritage practitioners. Some
archaeologists claimed that they ‘rushed’ between the 2020 ACHS conference and the annual
conference of the European Association of Archaeologists (EAA), which took place at the same time.
They suggest the fact that the two organisations did not even notice the clash shows how little overlap

there is in the participants, despite the two subject areas being closely related.
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2.2.3 Critiques on CHS and the ‘post-discursive turn’

While the academic debates of CHS contribute significantly to highlighting the competing
discourses that were neglected previously, there is some genuine concern from practitioners
that heritage professionals’ work and perspectives are being dismissed and criticised. Wells
(2016) criticises that no workable remedy has been offered due to the lack of engagement
with practitioners and the regulatory environment from CHS scholars (with very few exceptions
such as Wells and Stiefel 2019a). Skrede and Haglleland apply Critical Discourse Analysis
(CDA), a methodology that Smith herself uses, to analyse the narratives of Smith’s works on
AHD. They point out the normalisation in discourses that use the concept of AHD uncritically
and criticise that the lack of specificity from heritage professionals’ perspective runs the risk
of painting over individual professionals as ‘one grey mass’ (Skrede and Hglleland 2018).
Such a pitfall in theoretical conceptualisation can also affect the decision-making process in
practice. Holleland and Skrede (2019) suggest that while democratising heritage is essential,
heritage ‘experts’ are an inherent and crucial part of the movement.® Therefore, the role of
heritage professionals and expertise is critical to the focus of this thesis. The role of ‘experts’

in China is further examined in Ch.5.

As mentioned above, CHS is also an umbrella of very diverse and even sometimes opposite
voices. The paradigm’s theoretical foundation is constantly challenged and refined from within
the association and without (for examples, see Waterton and Watson 2013; Winter and
Waterton 2013; Wells 2015,2016; Wells and Stiefel 2019b). Skrede and Hglleland (2018)
question Smith’s claim of using Critical Realism (CR) as the epistemology to develop her
theory centring around the concept of AHD. They point out that upon the theoretical basis of
CR, a ‘laminated system’ allows the existence of ‘a strata of realities’ instead of a reductionist
narrative (Bhaskar and Danermark 2006; cited in Skrede and Hglleland 2018). Essentially,
they consider that when viewed through this lens, heritage should be allowed to be both a
‘thing’ and a ‘discourse’, an objective being as well as a cultural process, and perhaps even
more (ibid. p.83-84). Without fully adopting a Critical Realist’s stance on an inclusive ontology,
Smith’s application of CDA focuses on the ‘material’ effect of discourses but fails to fully
capture the multi-deterministic nature of a phenomenon such as heritage (more discussion on
this in Ch.3). Wells (2016) is critical of CHS scholars’ silence in addressing cultural relativism

when advocating for civil experts. He warns against such postmodern thinking in creating an

3 Even before the full emergence of CHS, Vifias raised the concern from a conservation professional’s
point of view that the attempts of contemporary conservation theory to “eradicate the excesses

committed by too powerful ‘experts’™ may bring on new problems because “democratic decision-making”

can also “produce equally regrettable abuses” (Mufioz Vinas 2002, p. 31).
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‘alternative reality’ where anyone can claim anything is of historical value, and not one value
is more important than another. He also notes that some CHS scholars’ emphasis on
intangibility, which tends to disregard the physicality of place altogether, should be challenged

by the latest research in environmental psychology.

The anthropocentric trend in defining and managing heritage is also reflected in the people-
centred approaches developed in ‘contemporary conservation theory’ (Loulanski 2006;
Kwanda 2009). These approaches have been promoted through international programmes
such as the People and Heritage programme by ICCROM and IUCN (Court and Wijesuriya
2015; ICCROM and IUCN 2016). Although not questioning the premise of heritage
conservation, these approaches have absorbed the anthropocentric focus and dialogical
relation of culture and nature seen in Heritage Studies and CHS. This shift of focus parallels
the evolution of theoretical basis in broader scientific disciplines, where positivism is criticised
and rejected while postmodern thinking such as hermeneutics and constructivism is rising
(Wells 2016). A theoretical framework to navigate these philosophical traditions and support

this ’hesis's fundamental positioning and conceptual backbone will be established in Ch.3.

Critical reflections on the theoretical basis of this discursive and anthropocentric shift of
Heritage Studies have gradually gained momentum and emerged to become what could be
called a ‘post-discursive turn’ of Heritage Studies in the last decade. The new development
can be characterised by the refocusing of materials and their agency, a re-conceptualisation
of heritage as the outcome of interactions between human and non-human actors. Itis inspired
by philosophical traditions with anti-anthropocentric tendencies and relational ontology in
archaeology, anthropology, and social sciences, including symmetric archaeology, post-
humanisms, new materialism, assemblage theory, and Actor-Network-Theory (ANT) (Ingold
2007; Harrison 2013; Watts 2014; Fowler and Harris 2015; Harrison 2015). Scholars who are
pushing this turn advocate a return to material in the conversation within heritage research
and a dialogical relation between human societies and nature in the heritage assemblage.
This movement provides a distinctive theoretical basis for CHS and has provided room for
research projects that would not have been considered within the subject field before. The
latest development gives rise to a research focus that examines the impact of extant heritage
assemblage and practices and critically explores how such assemblages and activities might
shape our future. Heritage activities, including its preservation and management, are
characterised as not only handing the past to the future generations but as proactive future-
making exercises, pointing towards heritage’s role in sustainable development (Harrison 2016;
Sandford 2019; Harrison et al. 2020).
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Some scholars who insist on the previous anthropocentric approach have voiced criticism over
this post-humanist turn. They are concerned that the shift away from human actors will once
more shift away from the needed attention to the socio-political issues, such as racial, gender,
and class inequalities, that might have been neglected or even exacerbated by heritage
(Campbell and Smith 2016). However, upon a closer look at the two approaches, one can see
that these two aspects are not necessarily contradicted. The post-discursive turn is in no way
a return to the conventional positivist approach that prioritises material remains. Instead, this
approach recognises the social impacts of heritage fully but proposes a model of dialogical
relation between humans and non-humans in heritage production. Affording agency to non-
human actors does not necessarily dismiss human agency. On the other hand, as mentioned
above, Smith has explicitly recognised the material aspect of heritage (ibid.), even though this
recognition seems to have grown weaker and been neglected by many other researchers
within CHS.

At this juncture, perhaps it is crucial to ask where the future of this subject field lies. In the
2018 ACHS conference held in Hangzhou, China, the ‘critical’ in CHS was translated to
Chinese as ‘reflect and debate’ rather than the more literal translation related to criticism and
the philosophical tradition of Critical Theory. It was a diplomatic choice to introduce a more
constructive sense of the paradigm to the Chinese audience rather than a negative one.
However, perhaps coincidentally, it is an interpretation of ‘critical’ that is worth pondering. One
might need to ask, who are we inviting to reflect and debate? Is the new direction of the Studies

of Heritage a shift away from some or an inclusive call for conversation and convergence?

2.3 Two intertwined dichotomies — Western /Eastern approaches and the tangible
and the Intangible

2.3.1 The Nara Conference and the (mis)understanding of Ise Shrine

In the last three decades, conversations around heritage have seen the emergence of two
tightly intertwined dichotomies. They both originated from philosophical positions taken
towards heritage and have far-reaching impacts on practices. To trace the origins and the
implications of these two dichotomies, one international document born in the context of
UNESCO and the perception revolving around one particular site is worth addressing. In 1994,
the ICOMOS Conference was organised in Nara, Japan, where most of the oldest timber
structures of Japan and the world are located. The Nara Conference created a platform for
extensive discussions of how and to what extent the philosophy and approach from ‘the East’
are derived. This philosophy and approach are perceived to contrast with the existing

international standards for heritage conservation, which were predominantly developed in the
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Western context at the time (Falser 2010). The philosophical development of heritage
conservation approaches advocated by the Nara Document, symbolising the outcome of the
Nara Conference, not only formalised the acceptance of approaches from ‘the East’ but most
importantly, also called for the respect and inclusion of cultural diversities in consideration of
heritage (Nara Conference on Authenticity 1994). However, as Akagawa criticised, what is
rarely discussed is the specific role that Japanese delegates played during the conference,
and consequently, their influence on formulating the Western perception of heritage
conservation approaches from ‘the East’, exemplified by Japanese approaches context
(Akagawa 2016). According to Akagawa, Japanese experts tried to align Japan’s approach
towards heritage with the international (Western) standard and actively influence and modify
it. During this process, Ise Shrine was used as an example of the distinctive approach held by
the ‘East’ (Japan) (ibid.).

Since the Nara Conference, the Ise Shrine has become one of the most cited examples in
literature that addresses the debate of tangibility and intangibility and its closely related twin —
the dichotomy between the ‘Western’ and ‘Eastern’ philosophies. ¢ The building of the Ise
Shrine, which goes through a reconstruction and relocation ritual every 20 years, is frequently
used to represent a ‘non-Western’ society’s lack of care for tangibility and its emphasis on the
intangible process that constitutes heritage. However, as Akagawa (2016) points out, the Ise
Shrine is a unique example of Japanese Shintoism. Its exemplification of Japanese heritage
conservation methods is the source of a widespread misunderstanding in the west.
Furthermore, the reconstruction process derives distinctly from Shinto ritual practices. It
implies a political connotation as’Japan's royal family considers it a venue representing their
legitimacy given by the divine power. These aspects are conveniently lost by the Japanese
secular government’s act of placing it in a modernist heritage context during the Nara
Conference. The example of Ise Shrine was either intentionally or unintentionally presented
with a neutral and secular image of the shrine’s aesthetics and its symbolisation of the

synchronisation between Japanese architecture and nature (ibid.).

Despite the unique approach towards the valorisation of Ise Shrine’s reconstruction rituals,
Japanese conservation philosophy towards other timber historic buildings, exemplified by the
careful repair, replacement, and documentation of the timber materials of most of their ancient

timber buildings, is highly in accordance with Article 11 of the Venice Charter ((Larsen 1994,

6 As will be discussed further in this section, this binary notion that categorise philosophies towards
tangibility and intangibility based on geographical zoning is more than problematic. Therefore, when it
is used as the context to discuss the notions of tangibility and intangibility, one must keep in mind the

probability of bias that comes with it.
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pp. 125-126; Ito 2002), cited in (Akagawa 2016, p. 21)). Falser (2010) points out that despite
Larsen’s careful emphasis at the Nara Conference on the distinctions between the Japanese
conservation approach of ancient timber buildings, and the unique ritual in the Shinto Ise
Shrine, European representatives were disproportionally influenced by the latter. It planted the
seed for further stereotyping of the Japanese (and ‘Eastern’) uniqueness internationally and
domestically in Japan and other Asian countries. An increasing number of authors have noted
this misunderstanding in recent years (for examples, see Sand 2015; Stubbs and Thomson
2017; Gao and Jones 2020). It can be argued that the hasty willingness to accept the Ise
Shrine as an example of an ‘Eastern’ conservation and valorisation approach distinctive from
the Western one has, in turn, strengthened a misconception of the ‘East’. It contributed to the
‘otherness’ which distracted the attention to understand the complexity of the diverse, dynamic,
and negotiated nature of a particular culture or society’s (Western or non-Western)

approaches towards heritage.

The subsequent charters, declarations, and protocols formulated primarily on conferences and
meetings in Asia, such as the 2005 Hoi’An Protocols and the 2005 Xi’an Declaration, have,
on the one hand, improved the representation of non-Western societies in the global scene of
heritage and brought more attention to the intangible aspects of heritage. However, they also
reinforced the stereotype that non-Western societies, and they only, value the intangible
aspects of heritage over the tangible ones (Gao and Jones 2020). Western authors highlight
these differences to criticise Eurocentrism and propose alternative approaches. At the same
time, non-Western researchers and practitioners go along with the stereotyping to promote

representation and acceptance for local practices in the global heritage arena (Winter 2014).

The following two sub-sections will further review the two dichotomies in heritage literature.
Finally, the last sub-section will demonstrate why a more nuanced approach to address issues
in a complex context such as China is needed through a brief historical review of China’s

modern heritage conservation approach towards its built heritage.

2.3.2 s there really an ‘Eastern’ approach?

One of the most debated concerns emerging from the scholarship of Heritage Studies,
especially of CHS, is related to the globalisation of heritage, and more specifically, the value
and practice of standards that are promoted from the Euro-American West to the rest of the
world (Serensen and Carman 2009a; Harrison 2013). There are two aspects to these
discussions. On the one hand, these critics address the global and local power imbalance and
the seemingly inevitable incompatibility between universality and contextual specificity (Evans
2002). Furthermore, they point out the process of ‘imposition’ of such values and practise

standards through an international organisation such as UNESCO and the World Heritage

17



Part 1 Aims: Setting the Scene Chapter 2 Tracing the Philosophy - 2.3

programme (Cleere 2001). On the other hand, since the emergence of the World Heritage
programme, which was still dominantly developed under a Euro-American (and to some extent,
Australian) context, at least at the time of these critiques, the literature on this topic has
contributed significantly to the increased interests in the dichotomy of Western and non-
Western approaches. The subject of this thesis concerns heritage management in a domestic
context manifested as the confluence of various cultures, values, and heritage philosophies,
rather than practices that involve direct international negotiation such as the World Heritage
sites. Therefore, this section will review the relevant literature with more focus on the second

aspect despite these two aspects being tightly intertwined.

As conceptualised by Smith’s notion of AHD, the Western approach refers to an emphasis on
monumentality and tangibility of heritage promoted by the states and international
organisations such as UNESCO (Smith 2006). Critiques of this approach towards heritage
have a strong tie with those of the Western hegemony in archaeological research. These
critiques most notably started in the early 1980s, when the journal World Archaeology
published two issues problematising the exportation of a single Western archaeological theory
and methodology to the rest of the world through colonialism. They provided a starting space
for developing regional archaeological approaches (Trigger and Glover 1981). Approaches in
archaeological research concern both the ‘research’ part and archaeological heritage
management. Byrne (1991) notes that while the former part is usually more laden with theories,
the latter initially paid much less attention to the theoretical premises — the epistemological
and ontological positions. He suggests that this focus on practices was due to the ‘urgency’
that archaeologists and heritage managers felt “in a world where ancient places are
disappearing almost as fast as they can be recorded” (ibid. p. 270). As mentioned in Sec.2.2,
the lack of theoretical consideration and critical discussion of the premise of heritage
management and conservation was, and still is, prominent in practices and research.
According to Byrne, it contributed to the uncritical application of a homogeneous approach
towards heritage management across a broad range of contexts. As will continue to be argued
in the thesis, the lack of attention to epistemology and ontology and their differentiation in the
Studies of Heritage can be overshadowed by emphasising political and cultural imbalance

contributing to the supposed imposition of ‘Western’ hegemony in a non-Western context.

Vifias and Winter suggest that the inter-cultural issues from the post-Western perspective in
heritage studies and conservation can indeed be intra-cultural (Mufioz Vihas 2002, p. 168).
Therefore, Winter suggests that such issues should not only be considered to foreground the
voice of indigenous peoples or non-Western societies but also to be critical and reflexive by
“‘moving beyond the limited repertoire of epistemologies currently privileged” (Winter 2013, p.

542). Instead of the ‘discourse of differences’, termed by Winter (2014) to describe and criticise
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the perceived distinctions between the ‘materialistic Western approach’ and the ‘non-
materialistic Eastern approach’, Matsuda and Mengoni (2016) suggest that the processes of
negotiation between these various approaches can be better described as both differentiation
and assimilation. Comparative research on contemporary conservation practices in Western
and non-Western countries has attempted to illustrate these two processes of conflicting
philosophies in a wide range of contexts. Gutschow (2017) uses cases from Germany, Nepal,
India, China, and Japan to highlight some similarities in the contemporary strategies and
practices when dealing with concepts such as identity and integrity in these countries. Gao
and Jones (2020) question the amplified difference between the ‘West’ and the ‘East’ by
comparing specific conservation approaches in China and Scotland, highlighting the
similarities in dealing with the dilemma of authenticity in practices in both nations. These case

studies demonstrate what Vifias describes as ‘intracultural’ issues mentioned above.

Since the development of CHS and the emergence of the widely used concept of AHD, the
conflict between competing discourses in non-Western contexts have often been
characterised as a result of the distinctiveness between ‘Western’ and ‘non-Western’ traditions,
cultures, religions and even ideologies. Such an argument is amplified by the power imbalance
between the structure and individuals or between the global powers and the local actors (for
examples, see Smith 2004; Waterton and Smith 2010; Zhu 2015; Gentry and Smith 2019).
However, a limited but growing number of researchers have pointed out a tendency to
‘exoticise and simplify’ the situations in these non-Western societies, as illustrated by the
discussion around Ise Shrine in sub-sec.2.3.1 (Matsuda and Mengoni 2016). Indeed, the non-
Western alternatives characterised in the literature that addresses this dichotomy have a much
less universal definition and are, in some cases, much less explored. The word ‘non-Western’
are sometimes used interchangeably with adjectives such as ‘Eastern’, ‘Asian’, or ‘indigenous’
despite the apparent distinction of their definitions. Specific features of these alternatives, such
as those from Asia, are often exemplified for generalising the ‘Orient’ rather than further
discussing the complexities within, a problem that scholars who have been tackling orientalism
raised over two decades ago (Dirlik 1996; Sen 1999). The question of whether these features
could paint a comprehensive portrait of these cultures or soc’eties' situations is often neglected.
Defining the situations in non-Western contexts as alternatives overlooks the complexities
existing and rapidly evolving in each specific context. The conflicts, negotiation, differences,
and assimilation processes in each unique country or region deserve more nuanced and in-

depth scrutiny (Matsuda and Mengoni 2016).

Furthermore, as seen in the Ise Shrine case, misunderstandings of the origins of these
alternative approaches can be taken out of context and misleading (Sand 2015; Akagawa

2016). Comparisons between the ‘Western’ and ‘Eastern’ approaches are sometimes
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extrapolated beyond their contexts. Particular philosophies of Japanese traditional culture that
do not necessarily apply to building conservation in the country, let alone the entire ‘East’, are
used to exemplify ‘Eastern’ approaches (cf. Forster et al. 2018). Casual comments suggesting
non-Western societies have little interest in their material heritage are commonly seen even
in widely referenced literature (for examples, see Lowenthal 1985; Ryckmans 1986),
amplifying the mischaracterised dichotomy. Moreover, the lack of discussion on the conflicts
between a material-focused approach and the value of intangible associations in Western
countries has yet to be fully appreciated (Gao and Jones 2020). Such representationism runs
the risk of becoming a self-fulfilling prophecy when researchers look for evidence that fits the
representational model to prove its validity. Furthermore, such generalisations can also be
‘essentialising’, treating these ‘approaches’ as if they were frozen ideas that never evolved
without sufficiently verifying whether certain traditions are indeed the causal powers behind a

specific phenomenon (Dirlik 1996; Matsuda and Mengoni 2016).

In advocating for treating these non-Western cases as having complexities of their own,
researchers have recognised that the relationship between the ‘Western’ hegemony
propagated by UNESCO, the ‘nationalised’ discourse adopted by the states, and the
transformed versions of these narratives by local actors needs much more nuanced
characterisation (Svensson and Maags 2018; Yan 2018b; Maags 2020). Ogino (2016)
examines the undercurrents of Japanese conservation approaches both specific to the country
and part of a global phenomenon. By providing a critical account of the use of AHD in China’s
World Heritage management, Yan (2018b) points out that the ‘Western’ hegemony is initially
introduced through the globalisation of heritage but is also very much negotiated and adapted
in domestic research and practices. He points out that one of the drivers for the Chinese
government to embrace these international standards and the World Heritage system is the
need for the nation to gain recognition in the international arena, especially after the Cultural
Revolution, during which the country was isolated from the world. Such interactions not only
influence the activities revolving around World Heritage sites but also have permeating effects
on the domestic practices on non-World Heritage sites (Qian 2007; Blumenfield and Silverman
2013). The craving for recognition also permeates among its citizens who, as exemplified by
Maags’ research on Intangible Cultural Heritage (ICH) transmitters, can sometimes utilise the
authorised discourse to enhance their personal achievement as well as their ICH (Maags
2018). Bi et al. (2016) discuss the implications of China’s heritage visions and practices
20evelopdevelopment of heritage tourism and urban development in China by examining the
negotiation process between international standards and social debates with an evolutionary

approach over issues such as reconstruction and commodification of heritage.
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As shown in this sub-section, the Western / Eastern (non-Western) dichotomy was borne and
amplified by a critical approach towards the conventional heritage value system and
conservation practices. It is an exoticised and simplified misconception of the value system
and approaches adopted, negotiated, and contested in the non-Western contexts. The
increasing acknowledgement of the complexity of heritage approaches in both Western and
non-Western contexts begs more contribution to painting a fuller and richer picture, which is

part of what this thesis intends to do.

2.3.3 The conversation between the tangible and the intangible

Another dichotomy, between the tangible and the intangible, has emerged through the debate
above and requires further reconfiguration. Even though there are studies rendering the
impracticality of separating the two, these two notions are still widely used to categorise
heritage entities. As discussed in Sec.2.2, the emergence of Heritage Studies as a subject
field in the mid-1980s took an approach towards heritage that is critical to and distinct from
the technically focused approach of heritage emerging through practices. Heritage Studies
has brought increasing attention to the intangible aspects of heritage.” Claiming that heritage
has moved from stressing ‘tangible monuments and materials’ to emphasising ‘intangible
folkways’, Lowenthal (1998, p. 19) suggests that the material-focused approach is an outdated
‘Western mania’. However, as illustrated above, the accuracy of Lowenthal’s representation
of non-Western societies’ lack of interest in tangibility and their preference for intangible
‘folkways’ in the contemporary era is very much debatable. Generalising an entire society’s
(or several entire societies’) preference based on examples from these societies that fit the
representational profile while ignoring others is a fundamental fallacy. Nevertheless, these
early critiques have substantially influenced the development of the canon of academic
literature that champions the intangible aspects of heritage over the perceived intrinsic values

of its tangible existence.

The conversation between the tangible and intangible aspects If heritage is not always explicit
in Heritage ’tudies' early literature. On the contrary, one may say there is a deliberate lack of
separation between tangible and intangible heritage in this body of scholarship because
whether heritage is made of tangible or intangible ‘stuff’ is not the primary concern. Instead,
historians started to detach heritage from the substance of the past, referring it to a connection

with the past created in the present rather than the ‘stuff’ that is from or reminds us of the past

" The phrase ‘intangible aspects of heritage’ is indeed complex and inclusive. It can mean heritage
‘things’ that take an intangible form, such as practices, traditions, customs and performances. It can
also mean the intangible associations connected to the ‘things’ that are considered heritage. This

complexity will be addressed further in this section.
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(Lowenthal 1985; Harvey 2001). In this sense, heritage is a layer of meaning that can (but not

necessarily) be added to both the material remains and intangible traditions or expressions.

Despite the lack of differentiation, the connection with the past manifests on material remains
and intangible expressions in various ways. A semiotic label is placed on the material remains
when they are ‘heritagised’, and this connection is in a constant process of becoming. For
intangible expressions, such as traditions, customs, and performances, even though there are
almost always materials involved, the process of ‘happening’ of these expressions is essential
to maintaining this connection. In this sense, intangible heritage is both entities and processes.
When it comes to intangible heritage, the ‘past’ with which we have a connection is a
continuous production process and its products have currency in the present. This necessary
connection with present communities participating in this production inevitably leads to a more

political and complex characterisation of heritage (Blake 2009).

The definition of heritage as ‘connection’ and the processes that create, maintain or alter this
connection, in many ways through heritage discourse, is what prompted many subsequent
authors to claim that ‘all heritage is intangible’ (Smith 2006, p. 3). This shift from considering
heritage as an intrinsic ‘tangible existence’? in reality to heritage as a connection with the past
created by the ‘moderns’ (Lowenthal 1985) is fundamental to the development of Heritage
Studies and its cousin CHS. However, it is also confusing since many heritage professionals
are still referring ‘heritage’ to the entities rather than the process or connection. It is worth
pointing out that, even though something can only be called ‘heritage’ through discourse, it
does not take away the material properties and effects of its tangible being. On the contrary,
it should be argued that this tangibility keeps the door open for the intangible associations to

be formed because of or despite any authorised discourse (cf. Byrne 2009).°

8 Not to confuse the use of the two terms even more, in the context of this sentence, both tangible
remains and the intangible expressions have a ‘tangible existence’ when they are referred to as the
substance rather than the process that ‘makes them heritage’ (processual properties) or the ‘symbol of
heritage’ (semiotic properties).

? Some terminology needs to be clarified at this point. To avoid the confusion mentioned above as much
as possible, whenever heritage is mentioned on its own in this thesis, it is referring to the ‘stuff that is
considered heritage unless specified otherwise.® The processual and discursive properties of heritage
will be specified by using terms such as ‘heritagisation’, ‘heritage processes’ and ‘heritage discourse’.
This clarification is also to ‘demystify’ catchphrases such as ‘all heritage is intangible’ (Smith 20086, p.
3), or ‘heritage is not a thing’ (Smith 2006, p. 44; Harrison 2013, p. 14), which can read exclusive if
taken out of context. Accepting the validity of these statements does not mean those who acknowledge
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While differentiating the concept of heritage from the ‘things’, literature from Heritage Studies
continues to dichotomise the tangible and the intangible entities considered heritage.
Lowenthal points out three ‘enlargement of heritage’, one of which is from the material to the
intangible. Much subsequent literature from Heritage Studies and CHS devote specifically to
this shift (for examples, see Ruggles and Silverman 2009; Smith and Akagawa 2009a). This
shift towards the discourse surrounding intangible heritage is seen as a discursive turn moving
away from the positivist attitude dominating the conventional material-focused heritage
approach (Harrison 2013). The increasing attention towards the intangible aspects of heritage
offers an opportunity for interactions between researchers and practitioners from various
disciplines in the Studies of Heritage. They may not have had the chance to engage with each

other when tangible heritage was the dominant concern.

Attention towards the intangible aspects of heritage did, of course, exist before Heritage
Studies became an academic subject field. The neglect of intangibility in heritage started to
be noticed and raised on an international platform as early as the 1970s. The Permanent
Delegation of ’olivia's proposal to include protecting folklore in the Universal Copyright
Convention in 1973, although unsuccessful, is considered the first attempt to “include
intangible aspects within the area of cultural heritage” (Bouchenaki 2003, p. 1). This effort was
then followed by adopting the Recommendation on the Protection of Traditional Culture and
Folklore by UNESCO in 1989 (UNESCO 1989). However, this recommendation was soon
considered obsolete as few member states have taken action accordingly (Aikawa-Faure
2009). An international conference held in Washington DC in 1999, titled “A Global
Assessment of the 1989 Recommendation on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and
Folklore: Local Empowerment and International Cooperation”, considered the 1989
Recommendation was inadequate in terms of its limited definition of ICH and its lack of
inclusion of non-expert participants in the safeguarding of ICH (Seitel 2001). The result of the
conference brought forth the involvement of tradition bearers rather than scholars in the
understanding and safeguarding of intangible heritage and shed light on the processual
aspects of intangible heritage — its creation, reception by, and interactions with people

(Bouchenaki 2003). The Washington Con’erence's recommendation subsequently led to the

the tangibility of heritage or consider heritage as ‘things’ (at least sometimes) are wrong. It only means
that the word ‘heritage’ is being used to refer to different concepts, and we will see as this thesis unfolds,

it is possible for these concepts to coexist.
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adoption of the 2003 UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural

Heritage (referred to as the ‘ICH Convention’ hereafter). 1°

Munjeri (2004) considers that the discrepancy between the protection and attention to the
tangible aspects and the intangible aspects of heritage is attributed to the central issue of
values and valorisation. He problematises the ‘intrinsic values’ categorised by those who
contributed to today’s heritage pro’ession's early development, including modernist
philosopher Alois Riegl and the more recent policymakers of the Burra Charter. He points out
that this reductionist approach towards understanding cultural h’ritage's complexity is further
restricted by focusing on the physical evidential basis for defining ‘authenticity’ (ibid. p.13).
Countering this reductionist approach, an expert meeting concerning the ‘Global Strategy’ at
the UNESCO World Heritage Centre held in June 1994 accepted that multiple disciplines
relevant to cultural heritage now acknowledge h’ritage's complex and multidimensional nature.
They defined heritage as cultural groupings that include physical (tangible) and non-physical
(intangible) entities. The strategy considers heritage as a system where these entities are
closely connected by reciprocal relationships [[UNESCO WHC 1994), cited in (Munjeri 2004)].

Although the processual properties had been noticed, the effort coming from heritage practices
and policymaking was still mainly aimed to broaden the scope of heritage ‘things’, including
material and immaterial entities. The 2003 ICH Con’ention's adoption is considered a reaction
from UNESCO to expand the definition of heritage that previously was constrained as a
material-focused and Eurocentric definition by the 1972 World Heritage Convention (Smith
and Akagawa 2009b). The intention is for the two conventions to complement each other to
uphold the universal definition of heritage. However, Harrison (2013, p. 137) argues that by
placing the ‘intangible’ in opposition to the ‘tangible’, the ICH Convention contrarily

strengthened the categorisation that separates the two aspects of heritage.

Kirshenblatt-Gimblett (2004) acknowledges that by creating the ICH Convention, the WH
Con’ention's inclusiveness is reduced for the intangible aspects of tangible heritage. They
argue that the ICH Convention implies that the previous Convention would not have to address
the intangibility of heritage anymore. Upon the adoption of the 2003 ICH Convention,
conversations in the context of UNESCO between the specialists from the two sectors of

tangible and intangible heritage were far from straightforward. As Rudolff (2006, pp. 31-32)

19 For more detailed documentation of the process that led to the adoption of the ICH Convention, see

Aikawa (aka Aikawa-Faure) (2004,2007; 2009).
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points out, at least two attempts '" were made in 2004 to create the platform for these
specialists to come together but failed to achieve their goals. The way towards integration,
cooperation and coordination proved to be full of obstacles due to miscommunications and
misconceptions of terminology. According to Rudolff, antagonising emotional responses were

observed between specialists from the two sectors (Rudolff 2006, pp. 31-32).

Instead of constantly drawing and redrawing the line that separates the tangibility and
intangibility of heritage, Kirshenblatt-Gimblett (2004) suggests that similar to the ambiguous
line that separates ‘natural’ and ‘cultural’ heritage, tangible and intangible heritage cannot exist
without each other. Tangible heritage would be mere “objects that are not yet things” without
the intangible meaning-making process [(Latour 1993b), quoted in (Kirshenblatt-Gimblett
2004)], while people, places, or objects necessarily embody the intangible aspects of heritage.
Also highlighting the impracticality of separating these two categories, Rudolff (2006)
proposes taking a pre-categorical approach towards heritage in a 2006 PhD thesis. Instead of
categorising heritage based on whether they are made of tangible materials or not, they
propose three categories based on disciplinary differences as a starting point'? (ibid. p.33).
These categories reveal the more fundamental theoretical basis upon which our
understanding of heritage is based. This thesis’ position on this very topic will be further

elaborated in Chapter 3.

Bouchenaki (2003) highlights the synchronicity between cultural heritage and ’ociety's “norms
and values”. By acknowledging the role of these intangible aspects behind the creation and
recognition of tangible heritage, they suggest that the intangible heritage may be considered
a larger framework for tangible heritage to emerge and take on significance and propose a
threefold approach that integrates both aspects. This approach includes “putting tangible
heritage in its wider context”, “translating intangible heritage into ‘materiality’”, and “supporting
practitioners and the transmission of skills and knowledge” (ibid. p.2-3). By highlighting the
role of community, this approach also implies that the conversation between the tangible and
the intangible is not only about heritage but also the relationship between heritage and people
(See Appendix 2 for a further literature review on ‘community’ in heritage and sustainability

literature).

' The expert conference ‘Safeguarding of tangible and intangible heritage: towards an integrated

approach’ and a World Heritage Committee discussion entitled ‘Cooperation and coordination between
the UNESCO Conventions on heritage’.

1240 positivist heritage category focusing on traces from the past, a constructivist approach to heritage

looking at dynamic processes of social interaction, and a semiological perspective considering heritage

as symbol, sign and reference of understanding.”
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Bouchenaki’s article was part of a collection of works presented at the 14" ICOMOS General
Assembly and International Symposium titled ‘Place, memory, meaning: preserving intangible
values in monuments and sites’ (Petzet 2003). The Symposium was held in October 2003,
almost immediately after the adoption of the UNESCO ICH Convention. As one of the three
advisory bodies to the UNESCO World Heritage Committee, the work of ICOMOS has always
been, as indicated by its name, focusing on monuments and sites. Therefore, it is
understandable that the goal of this collection of works was set to explore the integration of
‘intangible values’ and the material existence of tangible heritage, rather than ‘moving away’

from the materiality of heritage. 3

However, the connection between heritage and the ‘norms and values’ of communities can be
problematic and complex. ™ The “spiritual, political and social values” (Bouchenaki 2003) of
these sites also vary when a more diverse and dynamic notion of community is taken into
consideration. Moreover, as discussed in Sec.2.2, heritage research in recent decades has
revealed that the relationship between heritage and people can pose significant challenges to
the ethical principles of the present society, such as promoting the continuation of sexism and
racism. ' The continuation of these relations can also present obstacles to achieving
sustainable development goals. This thesis will elaborate on an approach to facilitating
sustainable heritage management, highlighting the interconnectedness of tangible and
intangible aspects of heritage that can lead to a more comprehensive understanding of what

heritage is and what it does.

2.3.4 Erstwhile in China

Some of the competing ideas that have significantly shaped the conservation approach and
understanding of heritage in today’s China had their roots in China’s internal relationship with
modernity. Despite its significant role in amplifying it, there is more complexity than a one-off
importation of the Western AHD through the World Heritage programme. These ideas and

their manifestation in policies, administrative systems, conservation approaches and public

13 It should be noted that the ‘intangible values’, used as the title of the ICOMOS General Assembly in

2003, is a confusing tautology since all values are intangible as mental constructs (Smith and Campbell
2017). Rudolff suggests that what tangible heritage professionals may be referring to with this term is

the values that cannot be identified through heritage's material characteristics (Rudolff 2006, p. 31).

4 For example, giving more weight to heritagised (former) religious spaces by involving their current
communities, who may or may not be religious, is far more complex.

15 One needs not look further than the debates over the Black Lives Matter movement and the statues

of the confederate figures and symbols of slavery.
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opinions, especially in the post-Cultural-Revolution era, will be further explored in Part 3.6
The following is a brief overview of thes’ ideas' origins by reviewing the formation of this subject

field in China’s academia and among heritage professionals.

Modern academic disciplines such as architecture, archaeology, and art history were
introduced into China from Europe and America, sometimes via the route of Japan in the early
20t century, when the imperial history of the nation was coming to an end. Simultaneously, a
new republic found itself not only having to deal with a society already made wretched by the
previous anti-colonial wars but facing another imminent war with Japan and domestic unrest
due to corruption and rebellion (Zhu and Maags 2020, pp. 31-32). Even though antiq’arians'
activities were recorded from as early as the 10" century, the attitudes towards the past,
heritage, and especially architectural heritage experienced significant transformations at this
junction of history (Bao 2000). The first modern legislation on conservation was published in
1930 by the Republic of China government, which was heavily influenced by other countries’
legislation, especially Japan. " Its implementation was suspended in 1937 at the Sino-

Japan’se War's outburst, as the responsible administration was dissolved (Lai 2016).

Hoping to explore modern conservation philosophies of architectural heritage that apply to
China, voices emerged among the first architectural historians. They formed the Yingzao
Xueshe (Society for the Study of Chinese Architecture) in 1930, the first academic society in
its modern sense dedicated to studying traditional Chinese architecture (Zhu 2012a). Among
these voices, the most advocative one came from Liang Sicheng. Liang was the son of Liang

Qichao, one of the most significant reformists during the ‘modernisation’ of China, an

16 Despite the promising emergence of more nuanced characterisations of the complex and diverse
non-Western approaches, including more representation of researchers from these societies on an
international academic platform, in the case of China, it has yet to drive these critical conversations into
the heart of its heritage apparatus including research, policymaking, and practices. As discussed
previously, this disconnection between critical academic research, practices, and the regulatory
environment is shared in many countries, and China is no exception. Discussions in Chinese literature
related to heritage have a disproportionate focus on tangible heritage, despite covering many categories.
They adopt the premise that these heritage entities face some immediate threats and concentrate on
the ‘how’ questions, including the approaches to value assessment, planning, restoration, adaptive
reuse, community engagement, and management (for examples, see Chai 1999b,d; Luan et al. 2008;
Li et al. 2009; Liu 2012a; Zhu 2012b; Chai 2013). Such literature tends to take an ‘authoritative’ stance
considering the premise of conservation approaches following the international guidelines, national
standards, legislation, and state policies as given.

7 The heritage legislative development during the early 20" century in China will be further addressed

in Chapter 5.
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architecture graduate from the University of Pennsylvania and, subsequently, one of the first
scholars to study Chinese architectural history (ibid.). It was perhaps inevitable for Liang to
consider the conservation of China’s architectural heritage as the physical evidence of its
evolution to be a given task, not just for academics, but a task for the entire generation (Lv
2001). With Liang being among the most respected intellectuals and well-acquainted social
elites at the time (Fairbank 2009), his studies on traditional Chinese architecture with the
influence of Euro-American methodology acquired during his study abroad put him squarely
in the ‘contact zone’, as termed by Dirlik (1996). This ‘contact zone’ was where domination
from Euro-American culture, the exchange between Euro-American and Chinese scholarship,
and the self-production of ‘Orientalism’ from Chinese intellectuals coexisted. In Liang’s writing,
from as early as the 1930s, he explicitly expressed that he considered ancient Chinese
architecture as the physical testimony of cultural, social and political aspects of Chinese

society throughout history and is no doubt of high historical value (Liang 1935).

Liang also proposed a few ‘principles’ for architectural conservation in his writings. These
principles were primarily written in the context of specific restoration projects he was working
on. Among the most influential ones were ‘retaining the original form’ (Baoliu Yuanzhuang)
and ‘restoring the old as the old’ (Zhengjiu Rujiu) (Liang 1964). As mentioned above, being in
the ‘contact zone’ means that his generation of intellectuals was experiencing the break with
tradition that modernity has brought to China. In Liang’s writing, he often stated that ‘we as
conservators of this generation’ had a task to preserve, which was diametrically different from
those of traditional craftsmen, whose mandate from the users and commissioners was to
maintain the buildings’ grandeur, often through the means of heavy renovation and even

complete reconstruction (Liang 1935).

On the other hand, he was aware of the dilemmas of historical restoration and cited Italy as
an example regarding the reconstruction of archaeological sites and proposed measured and
case-specific solutions for Chinese heritage (Liang 1932). Early members of the Yinzao
Xueshe translated some of the articles on conservation from Japanese scholars such as
Tadashi Sekino, which Liang considered valuable references for establishing conservation
approaches applicable for modern China (Liang 1932; Lv 2001). Liang’s principles have had
a long-lasting influence that permeates the conservation philosophies even in the post-
Cultural-Revolution era (Lv 2001), despite some of his proposed ‘principles’ contradicting each
other and concepts such as ‘the original’ and ‘the old’ being ill-defined in his literature. These
principles are often compared to the Venice Charter to show how ‘advanced’ his ideas were
because they share similarities with the international principles put forward by an international
organisation such as ICOMOS (Lou 2004).
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Liang’s propositions are limited in various ways. They are constrained by his educational and
professional background. They are also particular products of the collision between his ideals
and the turbulent political, social, and cultural contexts that he encountered throughout his life.
His recognition of Chinese ancient architecture’s significance for nation-building in the early
Republic of China (ROC) era was shared by many intellectuals who saw the need for restoring
and sustaining the Chinese pop’lation's faith in these turbulent times (Liang 1932). The radical
movements in the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in the 1960s-70s condemned the
connection with the imperial past. '® These ideological movements led many Chinese scholars,
including Liang, to adopt a (historical) materialist position and choose a narrative that
highlights the significance of the tangible materials for scientific and historical research (Zhang
2010a). The implications of these conflicts extend far beyond Liang’s lifetime. Ch.5 will

elaborate on these implications and negotiations in the post-Cultural-Revolution era.

2.4  Understanding sustainability

2.4.1 Concepts and approaches

Emerging as a concept in the 1970s, ‘sustainability’ has become almost ubiquitous. However,
its definition has become so broad and all-encompassing that one often finds it difficult to
grasp. In this sense, it shares some similarities with the concept of heritage. As discussed in
the previous sections, the expansion of heritage’s definition and the lack of clarification on the
ontological and epistemological levels can sometimes create confusion and ambiguity in
research and practices. Similarly, the multi-faceted meaning of sustainability, along with its
broad implications, has made it necessary to define the term specifically in every case, or it
runs the risk of it becoming a vague and meaningless placeholder (Jacobs 1999; McKenzie
2004). Therefore, this section aims to elucidate the existing discourses on sustainability by
tracing the development of the definitions and examining a few theoretical approaches to
understanding the concept. It further discusses two aspects of sustainability more closely

related to heritage, social and cultural sustainability.

18 Attitudes towards Chinese traditional cultures became radically ideological during the Cultural
Revolution. Scholars either followed suit for self-preservation or were fiercely condemned for their
advocacy to study Chinese imperial history and protect heritage that was representative of that period.
Liang, being one of the most notable advocates for the protection of Chinese ancient architecture,
became a target for criticism in the early stage of the movement. His writings during this period were
apologetic and regretful, a common feature of forced apologies at the time. His advocacy for the study
of architectural history and the conservation of architectural heritage never stopped but were phrased

in a more ‘politically correct’ manner (Zhang 2010a).
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Since environmental economics emerged in the 1970s, ‘sustainability’ has gained political
significance as environmental issues became increasingly pressing in the 1960s in the
industrialised world (Jacobs 1999; McKenzie 2004; Du Pisani 2006; Purvis et al. 2019). The
concept was used to call for a new relationship between environmental protection and
economic growth. However, as Purvis et al. (2019) synthesises, previous research has shown
that its root can be traced back to the 17" and 18" centuries in Europe [(Du Pisani 2006;
Grober 2012; Caradonna 2014), cited in (Purvis et al. 2019)]. T’e term's first use in a modern
sense was attributed to either the 1972 Limits to Growth report or the 1972 Blueprint for
Survival issue (Jacobs 1999; Grober 2012). However, the influence of these two documents

has turned out to be very limited.

The first time it was brought into the global discussion in the context of sustainable
development (SD) and environmental sustainability was by the World Commission on
Environment and Development (WCED) in their 1987 report Our Common Future, also known
as the Brundtland Report. In this document, ‘sustainable development’ was defined as “fo
ensure that it meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own” (WCED 1987, p. 16). The report was dedicated to exploring
the possibility of a path towards a sustainable world where the biosphere and environmental
resources can withstand the human activities needed to provide sustained and equitable
growth, which essentially refers to economic growth. This definition is widely used and appears
in almost every piece of literature, policy, strategy, and guideline regarding SD. It indicates
that despite its initial emergence as a specific reference to the environmental aspect of
sustainability, it is still widely applicable when discussing other aspects of sustainability.
Nevertheless, it remains a vague and ill-specified definition. James (2015) points out that it
implies the assumed significance of all types of needs due to the lack of specification, while
these needs can indeed be contradictive. The strategy paper Caring for the—Earth - A Strategy
for Sustainable Living also criticises the ambiguity of WCED’s definition and its lack of
clarification on some contradictive terms such as sustainable growth (IUCN et al. 1991). The
definition of SD in the IUCN paper points specifically to the environmental aspects and
addresses other aspects of sustainable living, which concern the balance between improving

the quality of life and sustaining the vitality and diversity of the world.

In English, the generic dictionary definition of ‘sustainability’ is relatively straightfo“ward: "the
ability to continue or be continued for a long time” (Oxford English Dictionary 2021). Jacobs
(1999) pointed out that the first level of meaning — the broad and unspecified definition of SD-
is hardly controversial. However, he elaborates that the general characterisation of this
concept on the first level does not mean that it is meaningless, nor does it mean that it is not

contested. The questions that sustainability research and policymakers have been asking are
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what to continue and how, which are questions that bring contested ideas, interests, and
needs into the debate. Since the two defining documents from WCED and IUCN, sustainability
has taken on much broader connections that extend into almost all disciplines. Nevertheless,
the conceptual basis behind its use in policy documents, either in a global or local context,

follows a few relatively consistent threads.

The first one is an idea that centres Around the balance between human consumption and the
reservoir of finite and non-renewable resources (or resources that take a long time to renew),
upon which human survival and development depend. This characterisation was the initial
approach towards sustainability taken by environmental economics. It can be seen in various
documents on SD, including the Brundtland Report, the Rio Declaration, the Agenda 21, the
Johannesburg Declaration, and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) set out by the
2030 Agenda, that these resources are deemed to require ‘protection’, ‘restoration’, and
‘sustainable management’ (WCED 1987; UN 1992b,a; WSSD 2002; UN 2015). It also invokes
a general reduction of human consumption, following the idea that the more humans consume,
the less these resources are left and the shorter they will survive for future generations
(Seegebarth et al. 2015). While this model was initially targeted towards natural resources, it
has been partly transplanted onto issues of cultural resources subsequently when the
dimension of culture entered the conversation of sustainable development. In this context,
some cultural heritage, at least in a very narrow sense, is also considered a finite resource’
whose destruction is irreversible (Throsby 2001a). The following two sub-sections will
elaborate how this view of heritage in sustainability research and policies, especially in social
and cultural sustainability discussions, has collided with the expanding and contested

definitions of heritage, as discussed in Sec.2.2.

The first basis concerning the sustainability of the environment is relatively straightforward and
uncontroversial on its own. However, the second part of SD, the development part, came with
another model of thinking, which can provoke conflicts with the first basis and bring other
dimensions of sustainability into the discussion of SD. The contradiction that the term SD '°
brings has been pointed out frequently (Drummond and Marsden 1999; Jacobs 1999;
Banerjee 2003; James 2015). The second basis concerns the issue of equity, both on
intergenerational terms and intragenerational terms. While intergenerational equity is
connected to the first basis, the intragenerational aspect refers to the equal opportunity for

communities worldwide to access these finite resources to meet an essential quality of life and

19 As well as a few other terms that are often used interchangeably with SD, such as sustainable growth.
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requirement for well-being ?°. It also relates to distributing the ‘reduction of consumption’ fairly
(UN 1992a). What the ‘quality of life’ encompasses was identified in the Caring for the Earth
strategy paper, which gathered more and more significance over the development of the
concept of SD, including Agenda 21 and the latest 2030 Agenda (IUCN et al. 1991; UN
1992a,2015). The intergenerational aspect directly connects with heritage when viewed as a
finite resource’ and something from that past that we and future generations inherit. The
intragenerational aspect is also related to heritage when it is viewed as a relevant factor in

forming the power structure of the present world.

This second basis broadens the concept of sustainability into the social dimension, which
eventually leads to the identification of the ‘three pillars’, the ‘triple bottom lines’ (Elkington
1997), or ‘three dimensions’ — environmental, economic, and social sustainability — for
supporting a sustainable world. The social dimension and its interconnectedness with the
economic and environmental dimensions were already mentioned in the Brundtland Report
(WCED 1987). However, the conceptualisation and operational measures regarding social
sustainability still fall behind compared to the economic and environmental ones, partly
because social sustainability indicators are much less ‘measurable’, and even the definition of
society itself varies within social sciences (Eizenberg and Jabareen 2017). The specific issues
regarding the social and cultural aspects of sustainability and SD, which bear more relevance

to this PhD research, will be further discussed in the following two sub-sections.

The emphasis on development and the contradiction between improving the quality of life for
all through growth and protecting the environment have been heavily criticised (for early
examples, see Lélé 1991; Jacobs 1999).2' Banerjee (2003) criticises that SD is, in essence,

more about economic concerns rather than ecological ones. From the perspective of less

20 The connection between well-being and sustainability has become a significant topic recently and an
increasing amount of research has been devoted to it (for examples, see Zautra et al. 2010; Kjell 2011;
Helne and Hirvilammi 2015; Seegebarth et al. 2015). While these research outcomes address well-
being and sustainability in a broad sense which includes the psychological, social, and cultural aspects,
the goal and targets regarding well-being in the SDGs proposed in the 2030 Agenda only narrowly
refers to access to certain natural resources (such as clean air and clean water) and healthcare facilities,
Its emphasis on the social aspects (such as community support and social welfare system) and cultural
factors that could influence mental health is limited (UN 2015).

2l Adams (1993) cautions that SD could be used as a token to pacify the forces for environmental
protection and a convenient wagon to carry economic growth forward regardless of the environmental
crisis we face. Despite the emphasis on equity in SD, there is also criticism that some of the competing
goals of economic and environmental sustainability to guarantee intergenerational equity will

nevertheless hinder the goal of reaching intragenerational equity.
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developed countries, they warn of the danger of reinforcing colonial ideas on less developed
countries while implementing SD strategies on a global scale. 22 Their criticism echoes
Redclift’'s concerns over the possibility of such a global initiative to disenfranchise marginalised
communities rather than reducing the inequity of the world (Redclift 2002 (1987)). This
uneasiness over the potential power imbalance in the global initiative’s impact on the local
levels draws a parallel with the concerns over the World Heritage programme emerged in
Heritage Studies and CHS.

The brief review above shows that as the definitions and scope of sustainability and SD
expand, the knowledge and discussions around them also become more fragmented and
compartmentalised. Despite Jacobs (1999) suggesting that the contested nature of the SD
concept makes it an inevitably futile task to search for a unitary and precise meaning, it is
deemed possible and necessary in this thesis to examine a few conceptual models to
understand sustainability in a cross-disciplinary way. These understandings are indeed the
go-between of the first and second levels of sustainability’s (and SD’s) definitions as
suggested by Jacobs. They have the potential to transcend the disciplinary divide and provide
a more nuanced, dynamic, and critical comprehension of the subject matter. The previous
sections in this chapter have indeed undergone such a review on heritage. It is, therefore,
reasonable to do a similar enquiry into sustainability to pave the way for the discussion going

forward.

One of these models conceptualises two modes of sustainability —the inverse correlation
between human consumption and ou’ world's finite resources or carrying capacity and the
more diverse and dynamic ‘creative’ actions relevant to SD. Paul James (2015, pp. 21-25)
describes this model as ‘negative sustainability’ and ‘positive sustainability’. While James
agrees that sustainability is not inherently good (ibid. p.21), the ‘negative’ here does not mean
‘bad’, but the ‘re’uctive’ nature of most measures suggested to sustain and prolong a system,
such as reducing the adverse impact of change. Contrarily, ‘positive sustainability’ refers to a
more future-oriented approach where entities evolve, adapt, and develop vibrantly and
dynamically. A parallel between these two modes of sustainability and the evolving attitude
towards change in heritage research and practices is ready at hand. Indeed, James uses the

analogy of heritage conservation to explain the idea of ‘positive sustainability’. He compares

22 For example, imposing a way to ‘manage resources effectively’ could impair the quality and

fundamental way of life of the communities in these countries.
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the approaches of ‘heritage preservation’ versus ‘heritage conservation’?3, stating that the
former approach, adhering to ‘negative sustainability’, focuses on ‘freezing’ heritage by
avoiding change. In contrast, following the idea of ‘positive sustainability’, the latter aims to let
heritage evolve and adapt in a living manner through ‘active engagement’. He defines ‘positive
sustain’bility' as “practices and meanings of human engagement that make for lifeworlds that
project the ongoing probability of natural and social flourishing, vibrancy, resilience, and
adaptation.” (ibid. p.22) The term ‘lifeworlds’ here is used to transcend the natural and social
boundaries, which is coherent with the ‘post-discursive’ turn in heritage research and allows
this conceptual model to apply to both natural and cultural heritage. Despite the relatively
simplistic characterisation of heritage preservation and conservation practices, as will be
elaborated on in Ch.3, both the attitude towards changes in sustainability and the tendency to
avoid the ‘natural/cultural’ or ‘natural/social’ divide are essential in informing the fundamental

positions of this thesis.

Another model of conceptualisation comes from a Critical Realist perspective of causality. In
this model, sustainability is viewed as an outcome of ‘conditioning’. Adopting the deep
ontological understanding of causality, Drummond and Marsden (1999) suggested that the
condition (generative mechanisms) that gives rise to (un)sustainable outcome inform a more
fundamental understanding for policy-making. More importantly, they identified that
approaches to sustainability and SD were reduced to narrower ideas by prioritising one aspect
over the other (such as economic sustainability or environmental sustainability) instead of
adopting a ‘fundamentally integrative’ concept of SD. According to them, the inability to
address SD holistically is also attributed to the positivist attitude that prevailed much
sustainability research at the time. It is also related to the emphasis on reaching specific
outcomes rather than identifying the underlying condition that explains the (un)sustainable
outcomes. Therefore, they advocate for a revised ontological and epistemological position for
sustainability from a Critical Realist perspective. Although this research is from more than 20
years ago, it still appears relevant when one considers the latest SDGs and much of current
literature that addresses one aspect of sustainability or another without considering the
relationality among these aspects. However, by only adopting the basic form of CR, the
research fell short of fully considering the dynamic and changing conditions in sustainability,
which have been hinted at through the concept of ‘positive sustainability’ mentioned above.

Nevertheless, as will be elaborated further in this thesis, CR, along with other philosophical

23 The differences between these two terms in James’ argument align with those defined by the then

English Heritage in the 2008 Conservation Principles: Policies and Guidance — For the Sustainable
Management of the Historic Environment (English Heritage 2008, p. 15).
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traditions, can be very useful in capturing this ‘moving target’ too. Moreover, identifying the
condition of sustainability still does not answer what is to be sustained. As will be discussed

soon below, this question leads to a more systemic and relational understanding of the term.

The need for a more interconnected way to understand sustainability and SD has gained
increasing attention. The issues of fragmentation of knowledge have been identified in the
studies of heritage and sustainability or SD. Loulanski and Loulanski (2016) pointed out that
the previous disciplinary-driven approach of heritage and sustainability research that
highlights the significance of the discipline that studies the subjects is one of the main reasons
for such fragmentation. Through deploying the methodology of ‘meta-synthesis’, they carve
out shared space for synthesised and integrated interdisciplinary research within and between
the subjects of heritage and sustainability. Purvis et al. (2019) provide a detailed and critical
retrospective account of the formation of the three pillars of sustainability, pointing out that the
connections between the pillars or dimensions lack clarification and sometimes fall back into
the divide between disciplines. The interconnectedness and complex nature of the subject
field of sustainability prompt the use of systems thinking as a useful conceptual tool. The
reference to systems thinking in sustainability research is indeed not new (for example, see
Barbier 1987) but has yet to be systemically applied until recently. Broman and Robért (2017)
have developed a Framework for Strategic Sustainable Development (FSSD) over the past
two and a half decades based upon systems thinking, defining sustainability as a condition
where the ecological and social systems do not systemically disintegrate. Adopting the
theoretical basis of systems thinking and the methodology of systems dynamics, initiated in
business and management studies (Sterman 2000), Fouseki and Nicolau (2018) explore the
complexity and change in ‘heritage-led regeneration’ in an urban context. They establish an
urban heritage dynamics theory and propose a multi-dimensional sustainable lifestyles
approach to examine the impact of heritage on SD, which can, in return, guide participatory
heritage projects and policies. Systems Thinking has also been used to develop the concept
of cultural sustainability and Culturally Sustainable Development (CSD) (Throsby 1995), which
will be elaborated further in this section. Systems thinking has provided a valuable theoretical

basis for a holistic conceptualisation and application of sustainability and SD.

With a similar focu’ on SD's interconnectedness and dynamic process, relational thinking has
also surfaced as another theoretical approach towards sustainability. Datta (2015) notes the
incompatibility between some Western modernist scientific paradigms and dualistic thinking
that have guided the approach to SD. They also point out the diametrically distinctive views of
the relationship between the human and non-human worlds among some research with
indigenous communities and propose a theoretical framework based on relational ontology to

understand sustainability. This theoretical framework adopts the concept of relationality
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incorporating works from Ingold (2011), Deleuze and Guattari (2004), and Actor-network-
theory (ANT) as developed by Latour and Law (Law 1992; Latour 2005). Furthermore, in
addressing the issues in a post-colonial and non-Western context, Datta’s theoretical
framework also adopts the concepts of hybridity as developed by Bhabha (2012) and
Whatmore (2002) and otherness as developed by Said (2012). Although possibly due to
the ’rticle's brevity, the exploration into this approach’s application in sustainability research
and the hybrid processes in a non-Western context is limited, this approach’s theoretical basis
is potentially inspiring for capturing the complexities and dynamic nature of heritage and

sustainability.

Similarly, Walsh et al. (2020) propose a relational paradigm for sustainability research that
encompasses its ontological, epistemological and ethical concerns. This theorisation, along
with the systemic approaches above, can be very useful in research that incorporates other
interdisciplinary subjects with sustainability, such as heritage, urban studies, and well-being
(Helne and Hirvilammi 2015; James 2015). The emphasis on ‘relation’ can inspire a
revolutionary understanding of the ontology of sustainability. 24 As will be further discussed in
this thesis, understanding sustainability in relational terms can also help capture the dynamic

processes within SD.

2.4.2 Social sustainability

The interconnectedness of SD, as revealed above, suggests that sustainability cannot be
viewed in one isolated aspect. The environmental, economic, and social dimensions have
been commonly accepted as the three pillars of SD (Giddings et al. 2002), and this
characterisation remains the same in the 2030 Agenda (UN 2015). It is commonly believed
that the social (and cultural) aspects of sustainability have been much less explored compared
to the economic and environmental ones (Eizenberg and Jabareen 2017; Throsby 2017). This
sub-section will examine the social dimension of SD and the closely related concept of social
sustainability in both academic research and strategy-making, such as the SDGs set out by
the 2030 Agenda.

The social dimension was mentioned in early documents and research regarding sustainability
and SD, such as the Brundtland Report and the Caring for the Earth strategy paper despite
their focus on environmental protection against unsustainable economic development (WCED

1987; IUCN et al. 1991). As mentioned in the last sub-section, introducing ‘equity’ into the

24 According to Walsh et al. (2020), a relational paradigm also suggests that individual agencies do not

pre-exist before their relation occurs through ‘intra-action’, although the idea that the causal powers of
entities do not exist until they are ‘activated’ is an ontological position that many social scientists,

especially those who adhere to a realism paradigm, find hard to accept.
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definition of SD has brought the issue of sustainability and SD into the social realm. The issue
of equity concerns both the disproportionately strong impact of environmental disasters that
less advantaged communities receive and the burden they will have in mitigating ecological
degradation compared to the developed world. In the Agenda 21 and 2030 Agenda, alleviating
poverty has become critical to achieving SD (UN 1992a,2015). In theory, social sustainability
has been recognised as an equally important component as the economic and environmental
dimensions by establishing the ‘three pillars’/ ‘triple bottom lines’ concept. However, the social
concerns rarely bear equal weight in decision-making compared to the economic and
environmental ones (McKenzie 2004; Eizenberg and Jabareen 2017). Nevertheless, notable
efforts to clarify social sustainability and provide some applicable tools for operationalisation

are worth mentioning.

In academic research, the social aspect of sustainability was recognised early on when studies
showed that economic inequality caused by social structures could lead to further
environmental degradation as poor people have no other choice but to exploit the natural
resources they can access (Chambers 1986). Lélé (1991) points out the distinction between
social conditions in ecological sustainability and ‘social sustainability’ as “the ability to maintain
desired social values, traditions, institutions, cultures, or other social characteristics”. 2
Although the definition of social sustainability has remained contested since then, these two
aspects imply the shared significance of social sustainability as environmental and economic
dimensions in a sustainable world and the interconnectedness of these aspects in SD. As
alluded to in the last sub-section, the contestation regarding SD is partly attributed to the
conflicts between the goals within social sustainability in SD and the goals between the three
dimensions. It has, therefore, been recognised that not all the goals can be achieved
simultaneously, and ‘trade-offs’ are necessary (Barbier 1987; Godschalk 2004). Vallance et
al. (2011) further categorise these conflicted goals into three types of social sustainability —
development, bridge, and maintenance social sustainability. They highlight the confusions that
the competing goals under these categories can cause. The first type refers to what people
need and addresses the issues of poverty and inequality. The second type refers to efforts to
change behaviours to achieve ecological sustainability, similar to the social conditions
required for environmental sustainability. The third one refers to the potential conflicts between
the desire to preserve social-cultural traditions and the changes needed to address issues in
the first two types. The maintenance of social sustainability presents a strong connection with

cultural sustainability and heritage, which will be addressed below.

2 Although attributed to Barbier (1987) by Lélé, this quote and definition cannot, however, be found in

Barbier’s original article as cited by Lélé.
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The concept of community is closely intertwined with heritage and sustainability (see Appendix
2 for a literature review on the theme of ‘community’). Literature in sustainability research
frequently engages with the concept of communities, especially when addressing participation
and equity (or justice) (for examples, see Jacobs 1999; Agyeman 2005; James 2015;
Eizenberg and Jabareen 2017). Such is also the case for all the significant strategic
documents of SD, including the Brundtland Report, the Rio Declaration, the Agenda 21, and
the 2030 Agenda (WCED 1987; UN 1992b,a,2015). Communities are, in most cases, the
subjects and necessary components of social sustainability. For example, Magis (2010)
defines community resilience as an indicator for social sustainability, referring to the ability of
a community to withstand disasters and transformation. McKenzie (2004) defines social
sustainability as a positive condition and a process towards that condition within communities
and provides a list of indicators for achieving it. While the list of indicators might be more
specific to the communities where the research is based, the idea that social sustainability can
be defined as a condition (and a process towards achieving it) accompanied by a list of case-
specific indicators is valuable. This idea echoes Drummond and Marsden (1999)’s theoretical
framework as discussed above. Situating social sustainability within communities of a certain
scope also makes it easier to identify applicable indicators. However, as McKenzie questions,
this definition and framework might become limited when the discussion of SD goes beyond

the scope of the specific communities.

Another issue regarding the sustainability of communities versus a universal standard of
sustainability or SD relates to the tension and contradictions inherent in unilateral aspirations
for governance. As mentioned above, a universal agenda for sustainable development can
exacerbate the negative impact of colonialism or racism towards less advantaged groups
(Banerjee 2003). This issue is closely related to the criticism towards the World Heritage

programme in heritage studies, as discussed in Sec.2.2.

The indicators for the SDGs adopted by the UN in the 2030 Agenda are mostly measurable
and tangible, which is helpful from an operational perspective (UN 2020). These indicators,
reviewed and refined annually, address wide-ranging issues regarding the three dimensions
of SD and are valuable tools for policymakers in countries of various contexts to set up short
term and long-term political agendas to achieve these goals. Regarding the social dimension,
the SDGs and indicators provide assessment benchmarks for tasks such as alleviating poverty,
securing basic needs for all and providing educational opportunities. However, as mentioned
above, sustainability research has argued that many intangible aspects of social sustainability

are unmeasurable and insufficiently addressed in these indicators. Also missing is the
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interconnectedness between these aspects that is essential in achieving SD holistically. 26
Furthermore, since these indicators and goals are primarily created for policymakers, they are
not specifically applicable for evaluating whether a certain project can bring about a socially
sustainable outcome or facilitate a process towards a socially sustainable condition for the

communities.

Eizenberg and Jabareen (2017) suggest that instead of coming up with longer and longer lists
of indicators to ‘measure the unmeasurable’, a conceptual framework can be helpful to push
forward the understanding of social sustainability. Their framework centres around the concept
of ‘risk’. It identifies the goal of social sustainability to be achieving a safer society and planet
for all. In this way, social sustainability is not only a dimension of SD but “an integration of
social, economic, and environmental aspects” (ibid. p.11). This conceptual basis recalls the
concept of community resilience above. Additionally, the framework points towards facilitating
safety through equitable policies and public involvement in space production, mitigation
policies to achieve responsible consumption and production models, and desired physical

(urban) spatia