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Welcome by UNESCO World Heritage Centre
by Dr. Mechtild Rössler,
UNESCO World Heritage Centre

Ladies and Gentlemen, dear friends and colleagues,

I am extremely grateful to the Ministry of Culture and national heritage, especially Deputy
Minister of Culture and National Heritage, Mr Piotr Żuchowski, for hosting this important
international expert meeting on Criterion (vi) and associative values under the World Heritage
Convention

On behalf of UNESCO, I would also like to warmly welcome all international experts and
observers and our Advisory Bodies – all of you will make this expert meeting a truly cooperation
effort in advancing one of the key issues under the 1972 Convention;

It is one of the key global expert meeting hosted by Poland and I would like to personally thank
the authorities for their generous invitation and for their dedicated commitment to the World
Heritage Convention; Poland has always been a very active member of this Convention since its
inception and provided for some of the very first nomination dossiers ever submitted to
UNESCO;
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I am particularly pleased that the meeting takes into account experiences gained with sites in
Poland which were also inscribed under criterion (vi) – Poland has three and especially for
Auschwitz Birkenau German Nazi Concentration and Extermination Camp (1940-1945) and
the Historic Centre of Warsaw inscribed in 1979 and 1980. It is very important to share these
landmark decisions but also the practices from site managers with the management of sites of
associative values.
While the overall revision of the Operational Guidelines (Brasilia, 2010, Working Group Paris
2010) over the past years was completed with the adoption of the new text at the last session of
the Committee in July 2011, the Committee was made aware that there are some pending
matters. Two expert meetings are therefore being held this March: one took already place in the
United Arab Emirates on the notion of integrity for cultural heritage and this one on criterion (iv).
Both are part of part of a broader and crucial reflection.
This meeting will complement and reinforce considerations on types of heritage and the
complex application of criteria while it would also enable The World Heritage Committee to
assume its role as the leading international forum for dealing with heritage conservation and in
advancing some of the theoretical approaches and practical concepts. It will also assist States
Parties in better preparing nominations under cultural criteria especially under criterion (vi) and
those with strong associative values; with the incoming nominations we often see that this is a
problematic area and that States Parties require further guidance on this matter;
I am truly convinced that we have to work hand in hand between the World Heritage Committee,
the World Heritage Centre, the advisory bodies and other organizations to advance jointly and
share visions for the future of global heritage work;
One of the main focuses of the year 2012 is the 40th anniversary of the World Heritage
Convention which has been nourished by the organization of several expert meetings. I am
pleased that the focus of the anniversary this year is on World Heritage and sustainable
development – the role of local communities. This will help position the World Heritage
Convention into the emerging global debate on culture and development.
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I am convinced that this meeting will be a success and that you will outline further important
steps to be undertaken in the reflection on challenges the 1972 World Heritage Convention is
facing at the time of its 40th anniversary;
We all have to do more to ensure the key messages of international cooperation the World
Heritage Convention to safeguard the World Heritage sites for future generations including their
associative values;
I thank you very much for your attention.
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Welcome by Polish Authorities
by Prof Sławomir Ratajski,
Secretary-General Polish National Commission for UNESCO

Minister, Ms. Director of the National Heritage Board of Poland, and first of all I would like
to say the warmest words of welcome to Ms. Mechtild Rössler and Mr. Alessandro
Balsamo, representatives of the World Heritage Centre and its expert Mr. Christopher
Young. It is a great pleasure for me to welcome all participants representing all regions.
Polish National Commission for UNESCO has the great privilege to patronage this meeting
organized by the National Heritage Board of Poland as a response to the request of the
World Heritage Committee following the 2008 experts meeting on the Heritage of Science
to explore the use of criterion (vi).
Warsaw has not been chosen randomly to host this meeting. It was inscribed on the World
Heritage List, first of all, on the basis of the criterion (vi). It is a symbol of the national spirit
of the Polish Nation who wanted to preserve their identity expressed in the tangible
culture. The Historic Centre of Warsaw had been completely ruined during the Second
World War. We can define it as a positive aspect of the heritage in this case reconstructed
in a perspective of the future development. At that time the Warsovians could not think
about the future without having in front of their eyes this tangible witness of their culture in
which they felt so deeply enrooted. On the other side we have in Poland a different
example of a site inscribed on the World Heritage List on the basis of criterion (vi) which
represents negative memory provoked by the crazy ideas of the second world war realized
in Auschwitz-Birkenau. In both examples we have to deal with intangible heritage being
strictly represented by tangible architectural remains.
Until now there are two hundred five properties on the World Heritage List for which the
Outstanding Universal Value was qualified by criterion (vi). The number of these sites
expresses the quantity of issues relevant to the intangible values and provokes a reflection
on the definition and practical application of this criterion having in mind that many of them
have not been recorded correctly. From the other point of view closer approach to the
intangible aspect of the World Heritage has been somehow provoked by the 2003
Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage.
I hope that this meeting will contribute in a significant way to a better understanding of the
intangible aspect of the World Heritage in line with 1972 Convention and elaborate
recommendations to the World Heritage Committee and State Parties on the recognition
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and management of cultural associations as part of Outstanding Universal Value of
properties and on the use and implementation of criterion (vi).
So let me wish you fruitful work and a pleasant stay in Warsaw.
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Part 1
Introduction
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Terms of Reference of the meeting and
presentation of background
by Dr. Mechtild Rössler,
UNESCO World Heritage Centre

PowerPoint Presentation

Slide 1

Terms of Reference of the
meeting and presentation of
background
International World Heritage Expert Meeting on Criterion (vi)
28-30 March 2012

Dr. Mechtild Rössler
UNESCO World Heritage Centre
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Slide 2

World Heritage concept: associative values

Slide 3

World Heritage List
205 properties (2 transboundary) with
criterion (vi)
11 with only use of criterion (vi)
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Slide 4

Remembrance – places of memory

Slide 5
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Slide 6

Slide 7
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First associative cultural landscape

Tongariro National Park (New Zealand)

Slide 9

Sacred Mijikenda Kaya Forests, Kenya
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Slide 10

2003 Convention Definition of cultural spaces

Slide 11

2003 Convention : intangible heritage

“…practices, representations, expressions,
knowledge, skills – as well as the instruments,
objects, artefacts and cultural spaces
associated therewith – that communities,
groups and, in some cases, individuals
recognize as part of their cultural heritage”
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Thematic approaches
Global Strategy
1994
Thematic Studies
Regional meetings
Gap analysis
Science and
technology

Slide 13

Thematic studies
IUCN thematic study on criterion (vii):
“…to contain superlative natural phenomena or areas of
exceptional natural beauty and aesthetic importance; “
Are there links with criterion (vi)?
“…to be directly or tangibly associated with events or
living traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic
and literary works of outstanding universal significance.
(The Committee considers that this criterion should
preferably be used in conjunction with other criteria);”
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Thematic studies
Mount Taishan, China,
inscribed in 1987 under criteria
(i)(ii)(iii)(iv)(v)(vi) and (vii).

Slide 15

Science and technology
This Thematic Study
constitutes the
background for a
comparative analysis
that could be carried
out to assess the
Outstanding Universal
Value of a specific site
of the same type
proposed for World
Heritage listing;
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Slide 16

Science and technology

Slide 17

Religious heritage and sacred sites
Kyiv Seminar on the Role of
Religious Communities in
the Management of World
Heritage properties:
explore dialogue between
stakeholders, and to explore
ways of encouraging and
generating mutual
understanding and
collaboration in the
protection of religious World
Heritage properties
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Why are we here?
Decision

32 COM 10A (2008)

•Thanking the Government of the United Kingdom for having hosted the
Science and Technology expert workshop, which took place from 21 to 23
January 2008 in London, as well as all the experts who contributed to it,
•Noting the results and recommendations of the Science and Technology
expert workshop within the framework of the Global Strategy,

Decision

34 COM 8B.31 (2010)

Defers the examination of the nomination of Darwin’s Landscape Laboratory,
United Kingdom, on the World Heritage List;

Requests the World Heritage Centre to organize a meeting for
deliberating on sites presenting Outstanding Universal Value,
essentially on an associative basis.

Slide 19

Why are we here?
Decision

35 COM 9C (2011)

• Notes the information provided on the Recommendations of the Science and
Technology Expert Working Group in the context of World Heritage
Nominations (London, 2008) and subsequent discussions on revisions to the
Operational Guidelines;
• Further notes the completion of the thematic study on “Heritage Sites of
Astronomy and Archaeoastronomy in the context of the UNESCO World
Heritage Convention” and progress made on the study on “Water Heritage
Management”;
• Encourages States Parties to take into account the recommendations
provided by the Science and Technology Expert Working Group in the context
of World Heritage Nominations (London, 2008), as well as recommendations
developed within the framework of the Thematic Initiative “Astronomy and
World Heritage” while preparing nominations to the World Heritage List and

requests the World Heritage Centre and the Advisory Bodies to
integrate relevant issues into a future expert meeting on criterion (vi);
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Why are we here?
Decision 35 COM 13 (2011)
Welcomes the offer of the Government of Poland to host an expert
meeting on criterion (vi) in the first quarter of 2012 and requests

the World Heritage Centre to report on the results of this
meeting to the 36th session of the World Heritage
Committee in 2012;
Decides to establish an open-ended working group on the
Operational Guidelines at the 36th session of the World Heritage
Committee in 2012 to consider the proposals made by Jordan on
paragraph 68 and reflect on other elements of the Operational
Guidelines as may be proposed by other States Parties.

Slide 21

Terms of reference
- Review the use of the criterion (vi) (Operational Guidelines par. 77) in
particular and in relation to other criteria with regard to the recognition of
associative values since the adoption of the criterion for the World Heritage
Convention in 1977;
- Towards better identification of properties of potential Outstanding
Universal Value and preparation of Tentative Lists – examine potential
future use of the criterion (vi) in particular and other criteria for the
recognition of the associative values; including science and technology,
and other intellectual and artistic concepts;
- Examine all documents related to the above, especially those presented to
the working group on the revision of the Operational Guidelines in 2010;
- Towards sustainable management of World Heritage properties – examining
how intangible values of World Heritage sites can be managed effectively.
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Operational Guidelines
- Review process 2010-2011;
- Working Group November 2010;
- Adoption of revised Operational Guidelines July
2011 (http://whc.unesco.org/en/guidelines)
- Working group on the Operational Guidelines
established for 2012: very specific mandate on
Tentative Lists!

Slide 23

Thank you very much!

Thank you very much!
Further reading:
www.unesco.org
whc.unesco.org
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Associative Value World Heritage:
the Evolution of Criterion (vi)
by Judith Herrmann and Christina Cameron,
University of Montreal

This abstract summarizes a presentation made at the international World Heritage expert
meeting on criterion (vi), held in Warsaw, Poland in March 2012. The authors have submitted a
full article for publication in an international journal.

Criterion (vi) is the official criterion to address an associative dimension of cultural heritage as
defined under the World Heritage Convention, that is, of ‘monuments, groups of buildings, and
sites’ (UNESCO 1972:

art.1).

The paper

aims

at

deconstructing the

history

and

interpretation of criterion (vi) by tracing the evolution of the criterion’s wording over time and by
analysing the value statements of a sample of criterion (vi) inscriptions. At the Warsaw meeting,
the authors presented an historic overview of the evolution of criterion (vi), followed by a
quantitative and qualitative analysis of its use by the World Heritage Committee.
The historical overview explained how criterion (vi) evolved over time. From an initial concept
formulated by ICOMOS in 1976 (ICOMOS 1976), the World Heritage Committee has amended
the wording of criterion (vi) by removing references to “persons” and adding “living traditions”
and “artistic and literary works.” These changes were made as a result of a comparative study
by then-President of ICOMOS, Michel Parent (UNESCO 1979), and recommendations from the
cultural landscape experts in the early 1990s (UNESCO 1992). A further change was the
inclusion of a restrictive clause to limit the application of this criterion alone to exceptional
circumstances (Cameron and Rössler 2013).

24

The present wording of criterion (vi) states:
Nominated properties shall therefore be directly or tangibly associated with events or living
traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal
significance. (The Committee considers that this criterion should preferably be used in
conjunction with other criteria)” (UNESCO 2013: para. 77).
The authors indicated that, to date, most research has focused on the use of criterion (vi) alone
for inscriptions on the World Heritage List. Referring to the associated commemorative and
symbolic meaning of places, which do not have significant material evidence of Outstanding
Universal Value, these inscriptions have been interpreted as ‘sites of memory’ (Beazley 2009;
Cameron 2010). Other interpretations that link to spiritual, inspirational, and/or artistic
associations are ‘mountains of meaning’ and ‘inspirational landscapes’ (Beazley 2005).

The present study was undertaken in response to the knowledge gap in scientific literature and
the need expressed by the World Heritage Committee to better understand the associative value
of World Heritage Sites. Herrmann and Cameron aimed at assessing the history, application, and
interpretation of criterion (vi) in a more comprehensive way.

References
Beazley, O. (2009) “Protecting Intangible Heritage Values through the World Heritage
Convention,” Historic Environment, 22, no. 3.
Beazley, O. (2005) “Five Feet from Heaven: The World Heritage Convention, Mountains of
Meaning and Inspirational Landscapes: Identifying and Protecting their Intangible Values,”
Historic Environment, 18, no. 2.
Cameron, C. (2010) “World Heritage Sites of Conscience and Memory,” in D. Offenhäuser, W.
Zimmerli and M-T. Albert (eds), World Heritage and Cultural Diversity, Bonn: German
Commission for UNESCO, 112-9.
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Cameron, C. and M. Rössler (2013) Many Voices, One Vision: The Early Years of the
World Heritage Convention, Farnham: Ashgate.
ICOMOS (1976) “Proposals made by the International Council on Monuments and Sites,” in
UNESCO, “Informal consultation of intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations in
the implementation of the Convention concerning the protection of the world cultural and natural
heritage,” Morges, 19-20 May 1976, CC-76/WS/25, annex III.

UNESCO.
—— (1979a) “Comparative study of nominations and criteria for world cultural heritage,” Paris,
20 September, CC-79/conf.003/11 annex.
—— (1992) ‘Report of the expert group on cultural landscapes, La Petite Pierre (France) 24-26
October 1992, Revision of the operational guidelines for the implementation of the World
Heritage Convention’, Paris, 2 November 1992, WHC-92/conf.002/10/add., annex I.
—— (2013) “Operational Guidelines for the implementation of the World Heritage Convention,”
Paris, WHC.13/01.
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Cultural Heritage and Associative Value,
Contribution from ICOMOS
by Susan Denyer, World Heritage Adviser, ICOMOS

Slide 1

Cultural Heritage
and
Associative Value

Susan Denyer
World Heritage Adviser, ICOMOS
International World Heritage Expert Meeting
on Criterion (vi)
28-30 March 2012, Warsaw, Poland
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Slide 2

Associated Value

• What is Associative or Associated Value?
– Associative = resulting from an association

• Value is given by people to places: it is not
inherent in those places.
– All value is ‘intangible’

• In one sense all value is associative, in that
properties are associated with value that is seen
to be outstanding and universal
– And value is linked to ideas
2

Slide 3

Outstanding Universal Value (OUV)

• The World Heritage Convention is a site-based
Convention:
• it is sites or properties that are inscribed on the
World Heritage list not ideas or associations
• OUV may reflect associations that we value
• But it is the property that conveys those
associations that is what is inscribed

3
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World Heritage Convention
• Article 1 of the World Heritage Convention sets
out clearly that OUV may be related to
– history, art or science, or to aesthetic,
ethnological or anthropological points of view
• There is thus no bar to inscribing properties for
their associations to ideas such as:
– scientific ideas
– notions of beauty
– ideas of harmony
– specific forms of art
– sacred or religious ideas
4

Slide 5

Criteria & associations with ideas

• A close study of the criteria
– as they are worded now and over time

• also reveals that each criterion is associated with
intangible ideas
• What is tangible are those attributes of the
property that reflect with those ideas
• OUV reflects the associations with ideas
• Property conveys the associations
5
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Criteria & ideas
• Criterion (i) acknowledges
•
•

•
•

ideas of outstanding creativity
Criterion (ii) acknowledges
the interchange of ideas (human values)
Criterion (iii) acknowledges
cultural traditions which may be processes,
systems, or ideas such as ‘… a cultural
tradition
which is ..... living"
Criterion (iv) acknowledges
a significant stage in human history
Criterion (v) acknowledges
traditional socio-economic systems…that have 6
shaped peoples’ interaction with their environment

Slide 7

Criteria & ideas

Natural criteria:
• Criterion (vii) acknowledges
natural beauty
• Criterion (viii) acknowledges
major stages of the earth's history
• Criterion (x) acknowledges
history of science or conservation of
bio-diversity

7
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Criterion (vi)

• It is sometimes suggested that criterion (vi)is the
sole ‘intangible’ criterion
• Within all the cultural criteria are embedded the
notion of intangible ideas
• It is thus not particularly helpful to single out
criterion (vi) as being the only criterion
associated with ‘intangible’ value, or with
associations
– All the cultural criteria are in some way associated
with intangible ideas
8
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Criterion (vi)

How then does criterion (vi) differ from the other
criteria – if indeed it does?
Criterion (vi) recognises properties that are
‘directly or tangibly associated with
events or living traditions, with ideas, or with
beliefs, with artistic and literary works
of outstanding universal significance’
9

31

Slide 10

Ideas of Outstanding Universal Significance

It could be argued that what differentiates criterion
(vi) from other criteria is that
• The ideas, events, living traditions, beliefs,
artistic or literary traditions themselves that must
be of outstanding universal significance
• whereas for the other five cultural criteria it is the
exceptional manifestations of those ideas that are
seen to be of OUV
10
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Ideas of Outstanding Universal Significance
• How might traditional beliefs be said to justify
being considered as of universal significance?
• Comparative Analysis:
• For criterion (vi) do we compare ideas rather
than properties that manifest ideas?
• This would mean comparing traditional beliefs or
works of art, etc.
– How can the beliefs associated with one sacred
mountain be said to be more important than those
associated with another?

• Not productive way forward

11
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Ideas of Outstanding Universal Significance
• It therefore needs to be agreed that it is
• A combinations of associations and the physical
assets of the property
• that need to be considered as having universal
significance
• but with the associations being the dominant
partner
– in contrast to other criteria

• There is thus still a need for careful analysis to
underscore the wider than local importance of the
associations
12
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Ideas of Outstanding Universal Significance

• It has been argued that certain types of property
associated with ideas or beliefs will not be eligible
for inscription on the WH List unless criterion (vi)
can be used on its own.
• This in particular has been stated quite forcefully
in relation to certain properties from Africa
related to traditional beliefs which it is stated
might have the potential to fill gaps in the List.
• How traditional beliefs as associated with a site
might be said to manifest universal significance is
something which needs greater clarity
13
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Direct or tangible associations
• Criterion (vi) recognises properties that are
‘directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions,
with ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of
outstanding universal significance’

• The need to relate ideas/associations to tangible
evidence or in some direct way to the property
concerned is within criterion (vi)
– as it is with all other criteria.

• In ICOMOS draft of the Operational Guidelines,
the text is ‘Properties associated and essential to
the understanding of globally significant persons,
events, religions or philosophies.’
• The phrase usefully conveys the idea that the
property must in some way reveal the ideas or 14
associations with which it is connected
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Direct or tangible associations
• Criterion (vi) recognises properties that are
‘directly or tangibly associated with events or
living traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs, with
artistic and literary works of outstanding
universal significance’
In the current wording, the ‘or’ is important
• In some cases there maybe little or no tangible
evidence
• but some sort of ‘direct association’ must be
present
– to convey the ideas or associations
15
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Tangible Evidence

• Where there is tangible evidence within the
property that reflects ideas/associations,
• Criterion (vi) is applied in a similar way to other
criteria –
– apart from the notion that it is the idea that is of
outstanding significance rather than the
manifestations of that idea

• However to satisfy integrity the property must
have the capacity to be defined in a way that
allows the boundary to encompass necessary
attributes of OUV
16
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Direct Associations

• Where there is little or no tangible evidence,
• then it is necessary to set out how the property
has a direct links with the ideas or associations
that can be understood in relation to the scope
and extent of the property.
• There needs to be an answer to the question: to
what area do the ideas and associations apply?
• ‘Direct associations’ need therefore to be set out
to show how the property manifests and reflects
ideas and associations
17
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Direct Associations

• The Committee has become nervous when
properties are put forward where
– There is little or no tangible evidence that specially
defines the idea or associations
– The links with the property are general and not
direct
– The boundaries of the association or link with the
idea are not specific

• How then do you define the boundary and do
then do you sustain the links?
• And how can a comparative analysis be carried
out?
18
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What associations are relevant for criterion (vi) that are
not used in justifying other criterion?
• The extent of associations that are listed in the
text of criterion (vi) has varied over the years as
set out in the Background Paper
The main changes are:
1.
Association with ‘persons’ has been removed
2.
Living traditions and artistic or literary works
has been added
3.
‘Historical importance or significance’ has
been replaced with ‘outstanding universal
significance’
4.
The addition of restrictions on its use so that it
may only be used on its own in exceptional
19
circumstances

36

Slide 20

Criterion (vi) and ideas

• Criterion (vi) can thus be used to reflect
associations or ideas of outstanding universal
significance related to events, ideas, beliefs,
living traditions, artistic or literary works
• The word ‘ideas’ cover a broad spectrum and
there is nothing in the wording of the criteria to
suggest that ideas should not be
• political, philosophical, anthropological or
generally scientific

20

Slide 21

Ideas and other Criteria

It is clear that ideas and associations are not
confined to criterion (vi)
• Events can be reflected under criterion (iv)
• Ideas from cultural beauty to scientific and
technical (in all their scope) under criterion (ii) or
(iii)
• Beliefs under (v)
• Living traditions under (iii)
• Artistic works under (i).
• Literary works have been represented under (iv)
21
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Criterion (vi) & ideas and associations

• Criterion (vi) is used to reflect ideas
• When ideas and associations are seen as
exceptional
– Rather than the manifestations of the ideas and
associations being seen as exceptional.

• In order to inscribe a property,
• rather than the ideas or associations,
• it is essential that the property displays or clearly
conveys those ideas and associations within a
defined area
• The property must be essential to the
understanding of the ideas or associations
22
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Thank You
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ICOMOS Introductory paper
on
CULTURAL HERITAGE AND ASSOCIATIVE VALUE
for International World Heritage Expert Meeting on Criterion (vi)
28-30 March 2012
Warsaw, Poland

1.

World Heritage Convention and Outstanding Universal Value
It should be recalled that the World Heritage Convention is a site-based Convention: it is
sites or properties that are inscribed on the World Heritage list not ideas.
The properties that are inscribed on the List are considered to have Outstanding Universal
Value (OUV) and to be able to reflect that value through the attributes that convey OUV.
Authenticity is the measure of how truthfully or credibly those attributes reflect OUV, while
integrity is a measure of how far the properties encompass all the attributes necessary to
convey OUV.
OUV as recognized by the Committee is thus a value that is reflected or conveyed by the
property.
In one sense all value is associative, in that properties are associated with value that is
seen to be outstanding and universal.
It should also be acknowledged that all value is ‘intangible’. Value is given by people to
places: it is not inherent in those places.

2.

What ideas can be represented on the World Heritage List?
Article 1 of the World Heritage Convention sets out clearly that OUV may be related to
history, art or science, or to aesthetic, ethnological or anthropological points of view.
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There is thus no bar to inscribing properties for their associations to scientific ideas, to
notions of beauty, to ideas of harmony, to specific forms of art, or to sacred or religious
ideas.
3.

Criteria and intangible ideas
A close study of the criteria – as they are worded now and over time – also reveals that each
criterion is associated with intangible ideas. What is tangible are those attributes of the
property that reflect those ideas.
Considering the first five criteria in turn:
Criterion (i) is associated with ideas of outstanding creativity
Criterion (ii) is associated with the interchange of ideas (human values)
Criterion (iii) is associated with cultural traditions which may be processes, systems, or
ideas such as ‘… a cultural tradition which is ..... living"
Criterion (iv) is associated with a significant stage in human history
Criterion (v) is associated with traditional socio-economic systems and sometimes
religious systems that have shaped peoples’ interaction with their environment
In order to satisfy any of these criteria, a property needs to show how its tangible attributes
convey clearly their associations with non –tangible ideas, whether these are creativity,
innovation, processes, beliefs or perceived milestones in history, in a unique or at least
exceptional way and thus how the property can be seen as an exceptional reflection of its
associations.
And this is also true for natural criteria in terms of associations with ideas of natural beauty
(vii), of major stages of the earth's history (viii), and of the history of science or conservation
of bio-diversity (x).
Turning to criterion (vi), it is sometimes suggested that this criterion is the sole ‘intangible’
criterion. As can be seen from the foregoing, this is not strictly correct. Within all the cultural
criteria are embedded the notion of intangible ideas.
It is thus not particularly helpful to single out criterion (vi) as being the only criterion
associated with ‘intangible’ value, or with associations. All the cultural criteria are in some
way associated with intangible ideas.
In the case of justifying criterion (i) to (v) it is the manifestation of ideas and associations
that need to be demonstrated as having OUV. For criterion (vi) it is suggested below that
there is perhaps more emphasis on the value of the ideas and associations themselves –
but still in conjunction with a defined site.

4.

How then does criterion (vi) differ from the other criteria – if indeed it does?
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Criterion (vi) recognizes properties that are ‘directly or tangibly associated with events or living
traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal
significance’
The wording of criterion (vi) makes it very clear that it is for use when value is related to
ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works and that these have to be of ‘outstanding
universal significance’ and furthermore these ideas must be directly or tangibly linked with the
property. These two aspects are considered separately.
Ideas of Outstanding Universal Significance
It could be argued that what differentiates criterion (vi) from other criteria is the notion that it is
the ideas, events, living traditions, beliefs, artistic or literary traditions themselves that must
be of outstanding universal significance, whereas for the other five cultural criteria it is the
exceptional manifestations of those associations that are seen to be of OUV.
However analysis of those properties inscribed under criterion (vi) demonstrates the difficulty
of demonstrating that the associations are of outstanding universal significance. There is a
need for clarity in particularly on how traditional beliefs might be said to justify being
considered as of universal significance.
Comparative analysis usually compares a combination of value and attributes – thus the
relationship between ideas, associations and tangible evidence – to justify why the property
might be considered for inclusion in the World Heritage list. And this has been the way most
properties justified under criterion (vi) have been assessed. But this gives us a view on
whether the associations combined with the tangible property might be outstanding. Is this
what the criteria ask for? Or is it asking for the ideas or associations themselves to be of
outstanding universal significance – unrelated to the tangible evidence?
ICOMOS considers that the latter would be almost unworkable as there would be a need to
assess whether certain traditional beliefs or associations were in themselves of universal
significance. This would call for comparisons between beliefs or associations which would be
undesirable. How can the beliefs associated with one sacred mountain be said to be more
important than those associated with another?
It therefore needs to be agreed that it is a combinations of associations and the physical
assets of the property that need to be considered as having universal significant but with the
associations being the dominant partner (in contrast to other criteria). There is thus still a
need for careful analysis to underscore the wider than local importance of the associations.
It has been argued that certain types of property associated with ideas or beliefs will not be
eligible for inscription on the WH List unless criterion (vi) can be used on its own. This in
particular has been stated quite forcefully in relation to certain properties from Africa related
to traditional beliefs which it is stated might have the potential to fill gaps in the List. How
traditional beliefs as associated with a site might be said to manifest universal significance
is something which needs greater clarity.
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Direct or tangible associations
The need to relate ideas/associations to tangible evidence or in some direct way to the
property concerned is within criterion (vi) as it is with all other criteria. In an early version of
criterion (vi), from the ICOMOS draft of the Operational Guidelines, the text is ‘Properties
associated and essential to the understanding of globally significant persons, events,
religions or philosophies.’ The phrase ‘essential to the understanding of …’ usefully conveys
the idea that the property must in some way reveal the ideas or associations with which it is
connected.
In the current wording, the ‘or’ is important. In some cases there may be little or no tangible
evidence but some sort of ‘direct association’ must be present to convey the ideas or
associations. These two aspects are considered separately:
Tangible Evidence
Where there is tangible evidence within the property that reflects ideas/associations, then
criterion (vi) is applied in a similar way to other criteria – apart from the notion raised above
that it is the idea that is of outstanding significance rather than the manifestations of that idea.
However to satisfy integrity the property must have the capacity to be defined in a way that
allows the boundary to encompass necessary attributes of OUV.
Examples such as Gorée Island, Auschwitz Concentration Camp, Robben Island and
Hiroshima Peace Memorial are properties where there is tangible evidence that evokes the
ideas or beliefs but where those ideas or beliefs are of greater importance than the tangible
remains. In other words it cannot be said that the structures are outstanding manifestations of
an idea or association, but rather they reflect an outstanding idea or association in a tangible
way.
Direct Associations
Where there is little or no tangible evidence, then it is necessary to set out how the property
has a direct links with the ideas or associations that can be understood in relation to the
scope and extent of the property. There needs to be an answer to the question: to what
area do the ideas and associations apply?
Authenticity is about the way the property conveys its OUV – truthfully and credibly. The
property must therefore have attributes that carry its value. The integrity of the property
relates to the need for its boundaries to include all the attributes of OUV. Protection and
management should focus on sustaining OUV. There needs to be a boundary within which
attributes of OUV can be understood to be manifestations of the ideas or associations.
Sacred mountains provide a good example of a property associated with beliefs where
those beliefs may not have had any physical impact. Nevertheless the sacred mountain can
be defined, and in some cases so can the essential views of it, as well as the prescribed
approaches to it, all of which can help define what the place is that has had, and may
continue to have, a direct relationship with the specific beliefs and traditions. In the case of
Tongariro, Australia, or Suleiman Too, Kyrgyzstan, the extent of the associations is well
established.
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‘Direct associations’ need therefore to be set out to show how the property manifests and
reflects ideas and associations.
Where the Committee has become nervous is when properties are put forward where there is
little or no tangible evidence that specially defines the idea or associations and where the
links with the property are general and not direct, and where the boundaries of the
associations or link with the idea are not specific. How then do you define the boundary and
do then do you sustain the links? And how can a comparative analysis be carried out?
5. What associations are relevant for criterion (vi) that are not used in justifying other
criterion?
The extent of associations that are listed in the text of criterion (vi) has varied over the years
as set out in the Background Paper. The main changes are:
a. Association with ‘persons’ has been removed
b. Living traditions and artistic or literary works has been added
c. ‘Historical importance or significance’ has been replaced with ‘outstanding universal
significance’.
d. The addition of restrictions on its use so that it may only be used on its own in exceptional
circumstances
These changes have in one sense broadened the scope of criterion (vi) by adding ‘living
traditions, and artistic and literary works’ to ‘ideas, beliefs and events ’ . But it has
also on the other hand made its use more restrictive by deleting ‘persons’, by changing
‘outstanding historical importance or significance" to outstanding universal significance, and
by stating that the criterion may only be used on its own in exceptional circumstances and in
conjunction with other criteria".
Criterion (vi) can thus be used to reflect associations or ideas of outstanding universal
significance related to events, ideas, beliefs, living traditions, artistic or literary works. The
word ‘ideas’ cover a broad spectrum and there is nothing in the wording of the criteria to
suggest that ideas should not be political, philosophical, anthropological or generally
scientific.
It is clear that ideas and associations are not confined to criterion (vi). Events can be
reflected under criterion (iv), ideas (in all their scope) under criterion (ii) or (iii), beliefs under
(v), living traditions under (iii), and artistic works under (i). Literary works have been
represented under (iv). Under criteria (ii) and (iii) ideas have covered a wide range from
cultural beauty to scientific and technical.
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Where criterion (vi) is used is when ideas and associations are seen as exceptional rather
than the manifestations of the ideas and associations being seen as exceptional. But in order
to inscribe a property, rather than the ideas or associations, it is essential that the property
displays or clearly conveys those ideas and associations within a defined area.
An early draft version of the criteria, complied by ICOMOS, has the wording: ‘Properties
associated and essential to the understanding of globally significant persons, events,
religions or philosophies’. This is interesting in that it stresses the need for property to be
essential to the understanding of the ideas or associations.
6. Management and Protection of properties inscribed under criterion (vi)
Unless ideas and associations are manifest, within the property, or are clearly conveyed by
the property, ideas of integrity and authenticity become meaningless. It is also very difficult to
define what should be managed. Ideas or associations in themselves are not being inscribed
- it is their physical reflection that allows them to be understood and what need to be
managed.
7. Analysis of the use of Criterion (vi)
An analysis of the data shows that of the total of 205 properties that have been inscribed
under criterion (vi), only 11 are inscribed under that criterion alone.
Of those that have also been inscribed under other criteria, 102 (50%) properties have been
inscribed also under criterion (ii), 109 (53%) under criterion (iii) and 114 (56%) under criterion
(iv). Less common is the use of criterion (i) with 76 (37%) of the inscriptions, and criterion (v)
with 19 (9%). Many of the properties are inscribed with a combination of two or more of these
criteria.
Interestingly enough this frequency of use of the other criteria varies from region to region.
For example in Europe the most commonly used criterion is criterion (iv), followed closely
by criterion (ii). Criteria (iii) and (i), are considerably less used and criteria (v) is only used in
only a couple of cases.
The Latin-American region follows a somewhat similar pattern, with criterion (iv) as the most
common although in this case it is used in almost every inscription (11 out of 12) followed by
criterion (ii) for more than half the cases and then criterion (v), for only one or two inscriptions.
In the other three regions by far the most commonly used criteria is criterion (iii), which in the
case of Africa was used in almost 75% of the sites, followed by criteria (ii), (iv), (v) and (i)
used in only a fifth of the cases each.
In the other regions the differences are not as profound. In the Arabian countries criteria (iv),
(ii) and (i) are also somewhat commonly used, and criterion (v) is again present in around
20% of the cases.
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Finally in the Asian and Pacific region criteria (iv) and (ii) are almost equal in use, followed
closely behind by criterion (i), and then by criterion (v).
It is interesting that in Europe and Latin America the most commonly used criterion in
conjunction with criterion vi refers to a typology that illustrate a stage in history, while in
Africa, Asia and the Arab States it refers to a testimony to a culture or tradition. Criterion (vi)
may refer to one of five possible associations: events, living traditions, ideas, beliefs and
artistic and literary works. In practice it is common for sites to share more than one type of
association. Generally speaking, the most common associations are events and beliefs, each
been present in more than half of the inscriptions, followed by ideas, then artistic and literary
works and finally living traditions present in less than 20% of the inscriptions.
However in this case regional differences are far more obvious. For example in the African
(figure 8) region living traditions and beliefs are present in almost 50% of the inscriptions,
followed closely by events and then by ideas. Only 2 properties out of 21 are noted for their
association with artistic and literary works. In Asia Pacific, the most common association by
far is with beliefs, followed by events, then ideas and living traditions and finally artistic and
literary works.
In the Arab region, the most common association is with events present in 18 of the 21
cases, followed by ideas and beliefs that are present in roughly half that many cases, and
then by artistic and literary works and the least common association is with living tradition.
Europe and North America follow the same order but with different percentages. Again the
most common association is with events but in this case it is only used in 57% of the
properties, followed by ideas and beliefs, but in this case the gap between them is much less
important, and those are closely followed by artistic and literary works. And finally living
tradition is in comparison much less common.
Finally in Latin America and the Caribbean follow a completely different pattern with 80% of
the properties being associated with events, followed by 40% associated with ideas, 30%
with artistic and literary works and finally living traditions and beliefs with 10% each.
Despite representing less that 20% on the overall statistics, around 50% of the properties in
Africa are associated with living traditions. Belief is one of the most common associations. It
is used in 52% of the cases, and it is the most common association used in Asia and the
Pacific, and it is just as common in Africa as living traditions. However, it is the least used in
Latin America and the Caribbean. Events are the most common association there and the
one the most consistently used in three regions and second in the other two. Ideas are very
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Associative Values and Natural Heritage,
Contribution from IUCN
by Nora J. Mitchell, University of Vermont

Contribution from IUCN for the International World Heritage Expert Meeting on Criterion
(vi) and Associative Values Workshop

As of March 2012, there were 205 World Heritage sites inscribed with criterion (vi). Of those
sites, nine are inscribed with criterion (vi) and one or more of the natural criteria (see ANNEX
IV). Collectively, these nine mixed sites illustrate various combinations of cultural and natural
values. Seven of these nine sites are from the Asia-Pacific region; a region which has cultural
traditions that link culture and nature and has hosted a number of expert meetings on this topic
(for example, UNESCO 2001, UNESCO 2006).
In this collection of mixed properties, five date from the first decade of implementation of the
World Heritage Convention and four, more recent inscriptions, are cultural landscapes added (or
in two cases, re-nominated) after the 1994 changes in the Operational Guidelines for the
Implementation of the World Heritage Convention.

This group of nine sites can be considered as two groups according to general shared
characteristics, in particular, the relationship and interaction between the natural and cultural
heritage.

1.

The four mixed sites that are inscribed as cultural landscapes demonstrate direct
relationship through interaction between cultural values and natural resource values.

Both Tongariro National Park (New Zealand) and Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park
(Australia) were inscribed originally only under natural criteria. Subsequently, cultural
criterion (vi) was added to recognize the associative value of indigenous people (and in
the case of Tongariro, criteria (v) was also added). This is particularly interesting since
the natural features that are mentioned in relation to the associative value are those that
are also of natural value under criterion (viii). In the case of Uluru, it is the monoliths and
for Tongariro it is the “mountains that lie at the heart of the national park” (UNESCO
World Heritage Centre n.d.).
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In the case of Papahānaumokuākea (United States) inscribed in 2010, the associative
value of this cultural landscape also directly references the natural environment, in this
case, islands and surrounding seascape. The site description notes that “The pristine
natural heritage of the area has deep cosmological and traditional significance for living
Native Hawaiian culture, as an ancestral environment, as an embodiment of the
Hawaiian concept of kinship between people and the natural world, and as the place
where it is believed that life originates and where the spirits return to after death”
(UNESCO World Heritage Centre n.d.).
The fourth site in this group, Mount Emei including Leshan Giant Buddha Scenic Area, is
listed as a cultural landscape due to the artful siting of many monuments associated with
Buddhism into the natural environment of forested mountains which have been
evaluated by IUCN to be of outstanding universal value (under criteria x).

2.

In contrast, in the three mixed sites in the documentation there is a co-existence on the
property but no or limited interaction of natural heritage with criterion (vi) and other
cultural values. These sites include Tasmanian Wilderness (Australia), Kakadu National
Park (Australia), and Mount Wuyi (China). While both natural and cultural values (as
indicated by the criteria) are present on these sites, there is limited evidence of
interaction that relates directly to the sites’ values. [Also, as noted in Annex IV, it is
possible that Kakadu National Park was inscribed with criterion (vi) in error, rather than
with (iv).]
There are also two examples of mixed sites - Mt Athos (Greece) and Mt Taishan
(China)– inscribed in 1987 and 1988, respectively, on the basis of primarily cultural
criteria in combination with only natural criteria (vii).

A recent case study, Papahānaumokuākea, inscribed in 2010, proceeded from nomination
through evaluation and inscription, and consequently, it provides an opportunity to reflect on
some perspectives from the Advisory Bodies on associative value and criterion (vi) in relation to
natural resources. It is important to note that, in their evaluation, ICOMOS clearly indicated the
evidence for the property’s significance as “associated beliefs can be seen as part of a Pacific
wide cultural continuum and an element that is critical to interpreting the socio-cultural
evolutionary patterns of beliefs across the Pacific, such as marae-ahu. Its crucial significance is
enhanced by the continuing living traditions of native Hawaiians” (ICOMOS evaluation
2010:34). This example demonstrates an approach to describing the universal significance for
associative value under criterion (vi) that is related to natural resources and this may be an
area where more advice to States Parties would be useful.
In addition, IUCN’s evaluation of the Papahānaumokuākea nomination anticipates some
potential natural resource management issues for sites with activities related to associative
value, “The cultural uses of the property and their associations with nature, at their past and
present levels, are positive and appropriate in relation to the conservation of the natural values

47

of the property. Provided they do not change in favour of increased resource extraction, they can
also increasingly contribute to ensuring these values are maintained” (IUCN evaluation 2010:
153). This too is an area that may benefit from more guidance to States Parties. In this context,
it can be noted that for many years, IUCN has been working on recognition and management of
sacred natural sites and furthering cooperation and engagement with indigenous and other local
communities (IUCN 2008b). IUCN also has two specialist groups focused on this on-going work:
Cultural and Spiritual Values, and Protected Landscapes and Seascapes (IUCN 2008a).
Although this work is not focused solely on World Heritage Sites (the IUCN guidelines do include
several World Heritage Sites as examples), this guidance is particularly relevant to sites with
associative values related to natural resources and could be useful to inform nominations and
evaluations in a World Heritage context.
Finally, an Expert Meeting on Asia-Pacific Sacred Mountains (Wakayama, Japan, 5-10 September
2001) recommended that “a review of the associative and other cultural values of existing natural
World Heritage sites in the region be conducted as it would be useful for undertaking comparative
analyses of sacred mountains in the Asia-Pacific Region. States Parties with existing World
Heritage mountain properties were urged to review associated cultural heritage values… [and]
consider renominating these properties under cultural criteria” (UNESCO 2001: 18). This may
indicate future nominations for natural sites with associative cultural values.
ANNEX IV
Properties inscribed on the World Heritage List on the basis of cultural criterion (vi) and
one or more natural criteria
Property Name

State Party

Tasmanian Wilderness Australia

Years of Inscription Criteria

Uluru-Kata Tjuta
National Park [CL]
Tongariro National
Park [CL]
Mount Taishan

Australia

1987, 1994

M (iii)(iv)(vi)(vii)
(viii) (ix)(x)
M (i) (vi) (vii) (ix)
(x)
M (v)(vi)(vii)(viii)

New Zealand

1990, 1993

M (vi) (vii) (viii)

China

1987

M (i) (ii) (iii) (iv)
(v) (vi) (vii)

Mount Wuyi

China

1999

M (iii)(vi)(vii)(x)

Mount Emei Scenic
Area [CL]

China

1996

M (iv) (vi) (x)

Kakadu National Park* Australia

1982, 1989
(extension)
1981, 1987, 1992
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Papahānaumokuākea United States of
[CL]
America
Mount Athos
Greece

2010
1988

M(iii)(vi)(viii)(ix)
(x)
M (i) (ii) (iv) (v)
(vi) (vii)

*NOTE: There is a possible error in including criterion (vi) for Kakadu – as in 1992, ICOMOS did not
recommend (vi) (but did recommend (iv) in addition to (i )and (iii)) and the World Heritage Committee
added (i) and (vi) and not (iv).
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NOTE: As the World Heritage Centre has no funding for the Expert Meeting, this document was prepared in
English only.
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I. Introduction
At its 35th session (Paris, 2011), and within the wider framework of the Revisions to the Operational
Guidelines, the World Heritage Committee welcomed “the offer of the Government of Poland to host an
expert meeting on criterion (vi) in the first quarter of 2012 and requests the World Heritage Centre to
report on the results of this meeting to the 36th session of the World Heritage Committee in 2012”;
(Extract of Decision 35 COM 13).

The Committee at its previous session in 2010 (34 COM 8B.31) while considering the nomination of
Darwin’s Landscape Laboratory (United Kingdom) decided to request “the World Heritage Centre to
organize a meeting for deliberating on sites presenting outstanding Universal Value, essentially on an
associative basis.”

The main objectives of this expert meeting will be to identify issues relating to the use of criterion (vi) and
to deliberate on sites nominated for their associative values”. The meeting will consider what guidance is
available to assist States Parties when considering preparing such nominations and to discuss past case
law decisions of the Committee in this regard since the restriction of the use of criterion (vi) in 1979. The
meeting will contribute to a better understanding of the key concerns and will assist the World Heritage
Committee in future decision making.

The report of the expert meeting, together with any potential policy guidance or proposed changes to the
Operational Guidelines will be presented to the World Heritage Committee at its 36th session in June/July
2012.

For improved communication and access to information for all participants to the expert meeting, the
World Heritage Centre established a webpage, hosted on the World Heritage Centre’s website, and
specially dedicated to this meeting: http://whc.unesco.org/en/criterionvi. All subsequent documents will be
uploaded on this page including the final reports of the meeting.

This background document has been prepared by the World Heritage Centre and the Advisory Bodies as
follows:
-

The evolution of criterion (vi) (WHC)
Associative values for cultural heritage (ICOMOS/ICCROM)
Associative values for natural heritage (IUCN)
References and bibliography
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II. The Evolution in the Wording and Application of Cultural Criterion (vi)
a. Overview
The earliest cultural heritage criteria were adopted by the World Heritage Committee in 1977. Since then,
several significant changes have been made to all criteria including cultural criterion (vi). According to the
current version of the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention
(November 2011), cultural criterion (vi) can be used when the property nominated is (bold added for
emphasis):
“… directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, ideas or with beliefs, with artistic
and literary works of outstanding universal significance (the Committee considers that this criterion
should justify inclusion on the list in exceptional circumstances and in conjunction with other
criteria cultural or natural)”.
The wording of cultural criterion (vi) can be seen to have a basis in the World Heritage Convention's
Article 1 definition of cultural heritage as follows (bold added for emphasis):
"monuments: architectural works, works of monumental sculpture and painting, elements or
structures of an archaeological nature, inscriptions, cave dwellings and combinations of features,
which are of outstanding universal value from the point of view of history, art or science;
groups of buildings: groups of separate or connected buildings which, because of their architecture,
their homogeneity of their place in the landscape, are of outstanding universal value from the point of
view of history, art or science;
sites: works of man or the combined works of nature and of man, and areas including archaeological
sites which are of outstanding universal value from the historical, aesthetic, ethnological or
anthropological points of view.
In 1992, the sixteenth session of the World Heritage Committee adopted three categories of World
Heritage cultural landscapes. In particular, the third category of cultural landscapes, associative cultural
landscapes is reliant on the application of cultural criterion (vi). Paragraph 39 (iii) of the Operational
Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention defines associative cultural
landscapes as
"The inclusion of such landscapes on the World Heritage List is justifiable by virtue of the powerful
religious, artistic or cultural associations of the natural element rather than material cultural
evidence, which may be insignificant or even absent."
In the past, a number of issues concerning the application of cultural criterion (vi) have arisen.
These included:


lack of consistency of application due to different perceptions of the role and application of the
criterion;



concern that restrictions to its application create a bias in favor of monumental heritage and limit
the criterion's application to heritage related to living traditions, ideas and beliefs;



a desire to protect against political and nationalistic uses of the criterion; and Application of
cultural criterion (vi) WHC-01/CONF.208/INF.13 p. 2



concern that there will be too many inscriptions using cultural criterion (vi) if restrictive wording is
not adopted.
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The aims of this document are to provide a brief overview of the evolution of the wording and application
of cultural criterion (vi), and to raise key questions for discussion by the experts.
Annex I is a list of all the 206 properties inscribed on the World Heritage List on the basis of cultural
criterion (vi).
Annex II is a list of 21 properties inscribed on the World Heritage List on the basis of cultural criterion (iii)
and (vi).
Annex III shows the annual number of properties inscribed on the World Heritage List partly or only on
the basis of cultural criterion (vi) between 1978 and 2011.
Annex IV lists the 11 properties only inscribed under cultural criterion (vi) and the one property inscribed
on the basis of cultural criterion (vi) and natural criteria.

b. 1977-1997
The first cultural heritage criteria associated with the World Heritage Convention were adopted by the
World Heritage Committee in 1977. At the second session of the World Heritage Committee in 1978, the
first two sites out of a total of nine to date were solely inscribed under criterion (vi). These sites were
L’Anse aux Meadows National Historic Site (Canada) and the Island of Gorée (Senegal).
The next major changes to the criteria were initiated by the second session of the Bureau in 1979. The
discussion centered on the concept of “universal value”, the need to revise the wording of cultural
heritage criteria (i) and (vi) and the notion of “combined” cultural and natural properties. Following
consideration of Edison National Historic Site (USA) at this meeting, attention was drawn to the difficulties
of using criterion (vi). It was recommended that cultural heritage criteria (i) and (vi) be critically reexamined to ensure that “an unreasonably large number of nominations” were not received (UNESCO
1979(a): 3).
In 1979, following the preparation of a “Comparative Study of Nominations and Criteria for World Heritage
Criteria” and the creation of several working groups to discuss the criteria, the Committee adopted the
following principle concerning the application of cultural heritage criterion (vi):
(v) Particular attention should be given to cases which fall under criterion (vi) so that the net result would
not be a reduction in the value of the List, due to the large potential number of nominations as well as to
political difficulties. Nominations concerning, in particular, historical events or famous people could be
strongly influenced by nationalism or other particularisms in contradiction with the objectives of the World
Heritage Convention (UNESCO 30 November 1979: 9).
At the third session of the World Heritage Committee in Cairo and Luxor in October 1979, the Committee
decided to inscribe Independence Hall (United States of America), Forts and Castles, Volta, Greater
3
Accra, Central and Western Regions (Ghana), and Auschwitz Concentration Camp (Poland) on the
World Heritage List. Auschwitz Concentration Camp (Poland) was considered a unique site and the
Committee decided to restrict the inscription of other sites of a similar nature (UNESCO 1979(b): 11).

3

The World Heritage Committee approved in its Decision 31COM 8B.8 the request by the Polish authorities to change the name
of Auschwitz Concentration Camp (Poland) to the following: “Auschwitz Birkenau” as title and “German Nazi Concentration
and Extermination Camp (1940-1945)” as subtitle.
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Since 1980 cultural heritage criterion (vi) has been limited in its application by the statement that “the
Committee considers that this criterion should justify inclusion in the List only in exceptional
circumstances or in conjunction with other criteria".
Between 1981 and 1983, three sites were inscribed on the World Heritage List solely under criterion (vi).
These were Head Smashed in Buffalo Jump Complex (Canada) in 1981, Rila Monastery (Bulgaria) in
1983, and La Fortaleza and San Juan Historic Site in Puerto Rico (USA) in 1983.
Although criterion (vi) was broadened in its applicability by the inclusion of living traditions and artistic and
literary works in 1994, properties associated with globally significant persons were no longer
specifically accommodated for inclusion in the World Heritage List using this criterion.
In December 1993 the Committee made a landmark decision for the recognition of outstanding intangible
and indigenous cultural heritage values by inscribing Tongariro National Park (New Zealand) under
cultural criterion (vi). The site had previously been inscribed under natural criteria (ii) and (iii) in 1990. The
Committee decided that the stipulation in the Operational Guidelines that criterion (vi) only be applied “in
exceptional circumstances or in conjunction with other criteria” refers to other natural or cultural criteria.
(UNESCO 1994: 39). In the following year, Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park (Australia), already inscribed
on the World Heritage List on the basis of its natural values, was successfully renominated on the basis of
cultural criteria (v) and (vi).
At the twentieth session of the Committee (Merida, December 1996) Hiroshima Peace Memorial
(Genbaku Dome) (Japan) was inscribed on the World Heritage List on an exceptional basis under
criterion (vi). Some States Parties expressed their opposition to the inscription.
As a result, the use of cultural criterion (vi) was further restricted. Cultural criterion (vi) was amended so
that it should justify inclusion on the List only in exceptional circumstances and in conjunction with other
criteria cultural or natural (UNESCO February 1997: 24). This restriction in the application of criterion (vi)
makes the inscription of a property solely on the basis of its association with events or living traditions,
with ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works impossible. However, it is possible to inscribe a
property solely on the basis of the other five cultural criteria. Such conditional usage of this criterion was
not envisaged when the criteria were established.
A summary of changes to the wording of cultural criterion (vi) between 1977 and 1997 are indicated in
Table A below.
Table A:
Guidelines

The evolution in the wording of cultural criterion (vi) in the Operational
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Date
October

Wording of cultural criterion (vi)
"be most importantly associated with ideas or beliefs, with events or with persons, of
outstanding historical importance or significance"

1977
October

"be directly or tangibly associated with events or with ideas or beliefs of outstanding

1980

universal significance (the Committee considered that this criterion should justify inclusion
in the List only in exceptional circumstances or in conjunction with other criteria)"

November

"be directly or tangibly associated with events or with ideas or beliefs of outstanding
universal significance (the Committee considers that this criterion should justify inclusion
in the List only in exceptional circumstances or in conjunction with other criteria)"

1983

1988

"be directly or tangibly associated with events or with ideas or beliefs of outstanding
universal significance (the Committee considers that this criterion should justify inclusion in the
List only in exceptional circumstances or in conjunction with other criteria)"

February

"be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with

1994

beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal significance (the
Committee considers that this criterion should justify inclusion in the List only in
exceptional circumstances or in conjunction with other criteria)"
"be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with
beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal significance (the
Committee considers that this criterion should justify inclusion in the List only in
exceptional circumstances or in conjunction with other criteria cultural or natural)"

December

February
1995
February
1997
‐
March 1999

"be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with
beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal significance (the
Committee considers that this criterion should justify inclusion in the List only in
exceptional circumstances and in conjunction with other criteria cultural or natural)"

(Text in bold indicates significant changes to the wording of criterion (vi))

c. 1998 - 2001
The World Heritage Committee at its twenty-first session (1998), requested that the Consultative Body
examine technical issues including an analysis on the application of cultural heritage criterion (i) and (vi),
the test of authenticity, the balance of the World Heritage List, and the implementation of the Global
Strategy. (UNESCO 1998(a): 1)
At the Global Strategy Natural and Cultural Heritage Expert Meeting in Amsterdam, March 1998, the
experts proposed a unified set of ten evaluation criteria for the inclusion of natural and cultural properties
on the World Heritage List. In discussions about the application of cultural criteria (i) and (vi), the delegate
of Zimbabwe noted that cultural criterion (i) was often used in nominations and was creating an over
emphasis on monumentality rather than on intangible heritage which is addressed in cultural criterion (vi)
(Sullivan 1998: 4).
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The Delegate of Australia informed the twenty-second session of the World Heritage Committee (Kyoto,
December 1998) about the deliberations of the Consultative Body and also referred to some of the main
findings of the meeting of experts held in Amsterdam. Whilst noting that no change had been suggested
to cultural criteria (i) and (vi), the Delegate noted that it was deemed necessary to suggest sparing use
and a better definition of exactly how they should be used. She suggested that the advisory bodies may
wish to review the qualifying conditions used to apply cultural criteria (i) and (vi) as part of their work to
propose revisions to Section I of the Operational Guidelines (UNESCO 1999(a): 32).
With reference to the application of cultural criteria (i) and (vi), the Committee did not suggest revisions. A
number of Committee members did however suggest that a better understanding of the application of
both criteria is required and explanatory text to accompany the criteria could be formulated to assist in
this regard. (UNESCO 1999(a): 33)
The restrictive nature of the current wording of cultural criterion (vi) was evident in relation to the
inscription of Robben Island (South Africa) on the World Heritage List at the twenty-third session of the
World Heritage Committee (Marrakesh, 1999). The site was inscribed on the basis of cultural criteria (iii)
and (vi) even though the primary justification for nomination was criterion (vi) as a “symbol of triumph of
the human spirit over adversity”. There was total agreement before and after the twenty-third session of
the World Heritage Committee that the application of criterion (vi) was justified in this instance. The
Delegate of Thailand suggested “that criterion (vi) could be amended during the session so that the
inscription of the site would be possible only under this criterion (vi)”. The decision however was taken not
to amend the criterion at this stage. (Munjeri in UNESCO 2000(b): 2)
In Zimbabwe May 2000, a meeting on "Authenticity and Integrity in an African context" was held to
provide a forum of discussions to European and African experts on the notions of authenticity and
integrity for potential World Heritage properties in “traditional societies” (i.e. “non-industrial” and “nonurban”). In relation to discussions on the Operational Guidelines, it was pointed out that it is not judicious
to make continuous changes to the Operational Guidelines because there is a need for continuity
(UNESCO 2000(a): 14). Nevertheless, in relation to criterion (vi), it was felt that due to the specific
spiritual character of some potential African World Heritage sites, the situation should be reviewed and a
principled and specific recommendation be made. (UNESCO 2000(a): 14).
The recommendations of the Expert Meeting to the Scientific Committee in relation to criterion (vi) were
as follows:
In considering criterion (vi) it was pointed out that cultural heritage can exist in spiritual forms in its own
right with the absence of any tangible evidence at a particular site. Physical remains could be
insignificant, which is often the case in sacred sites.
There could be cases where the absence of tangible evidence would not allow the inclusion in the List,
although they may be of outstanding universal value. As a result two alternative solutions are being
proposed:
(a) To revise the existing criterion (vi) to the form it was before 1996. This would mean that this criterion
could be used alone without any other criteria.
(b) To consider the possibility of using criterion (iii) – the exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition or
civilization – or (v) – traditional human settlement or land use -, in relation to intangible testimony of a
civilization. This would mean using criteria (iii) or (v) together with (vi). It is noted that criteria (iii) and (v)
so far have only been used for tangible evidence. Furthermore, it is pointed out, that outstanding
universal value is the underlying concept of the Convention and has to be applied in all cases.
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From an African point of view, it was expressed that there is a strong preference for option (a) since sites
exist which may not be considered under any other criteria than (vi) (UNESCO 2000(a): 32).
Based on the recommendations adopted at the Expert Meeting in Great Zimbabwe, the Second Scientific
Committee Meeting on “Authenticity and Integrity in an African context” was held in Paris in September
2000. A comprehensive discussion took place on the issues relating to the current wording of criterion
(vi) (UNESCO 2000(b): 1). It was suggested that Paragraph 24 (a) (vi) be amended as follows:
"be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic
and literary works of outstanding universal significance (except in the case of living traditions, the
Committee considers that this criterion should justify inclusion in the List only in exceptional
circumstances and preferably in conjunction with other criteria cultural or natural)".
The Scientific Committee also recommended to the Committee, when examining nominations, to widen
the possibility of using criterion (iii) the exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition or civilization, or (v)
traditional human settlement or land use, in relation to intangible testimony of a civilization. Furthermore,
it was pointed out that outstanding universal value is the underlying concept of the Convention and has to
be applied in all cases (UNESCO 2000(a): 34).
At the twenty-fourth session of the World Heritage Committee in Cairns 2000, an extensive discussion
took place on the application of criterion (vi) for cultural heritage properties nominated for inscription on
the World Heritage List. It was evident that there were different perceptions amongst some Committee
members and ICOMOS concerning the application of cultural criterion (vi) for the sites.
Other properties that were inscribed by the Committee in Cairns (2000) according to cultural criterion (vi)
without discussion are listed in Table C.
Some Committee members and observers stressed that cultural criterion (vi) must be applied only in
exceptional cases and remarked negatively on its liberal application. Following this discussion, it was
recommended that further reflection be made on the application of criterion (vi) as it is indispensable for
the future work of the World Heritage Committee.
At a meeting of the Advisory Bodies and the World Heritage Centre in March 2001, there was agreement
that the current wording of criterion (vi) is not adequate to ensure the inclusion of certain types of heritage
are currently not represented on the World Heritage List. Possible changes were discussed, but it was
stressed that a new change should not be seen as “going back”, but rather going forward. The simplest
solution was thought to be to follow the text developed during the Zimbabwe meeting, inserting the word
“preferably” into the existing text as follows:
Be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic
and literary works of outstanding universal significance (the Committee considers that this criterion should
justify inclusion in the List only in exceptional circumstances and preferably in conjunction with other
criteria cultural or natural)(ICCROM 2001:2).
A summary of the proposed wording of cultural criterion (vi) made at meetings between 2000 and June
2001 is included in Table D below.
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Table D:

Proposed wording of cultural criterion (vi) (2000 - June 2001)

Source

Proposed wording of cultural criterion (vi)

May 2000, Meeting on From an African point of view, there is a strong preference to revise the
«Authenticity and
Integrity in an African existing criterion (vi) to the form it was before 1996. This would mean that
this criterion could be used alone without any other criteria.
context», Great
Zimbabwe National
Monument, Zimbabwe
September
2000, It was suggested that the wording of criterion (vi) be altered as follows:"be
Second meeting of thedirectly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or
Scientific Committee –with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal
Authenticity
andsignificance (except in the case of living traditions, the Committee
Integrity in an Africanconsiders that this criterion should justify inclusion in the List only in
Context,
UNESCOexceptional circumstances and preferably in conjunction with other criteria
Headquarters, Paris
cultural or natural)"
March 2001 Meeting of It was agreed that the wording of criterion (vi) should be altered as follows:
the Advisory Bodies"be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with
(ICOMOS,
IUCN,ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding
ICCROM)
and
theuniversal significance (the Committee considers that this criterion should
World Heritage Centre,justify inclusion in the List only in exceptional circumstances and
preferably in conjunction with other criteria cultural or natural)"
ICCROM, Rome

d. 2001 - 2011
Discussions concerning cultural criterion (vi) at, and subsequent to, the twenty-fifth session of
the Bureau of the World Heritage Committee 25-30 June 2001
At its twenty-fifth session, the Bureau of the World Heritage Committee (25 –30 June 2001) was
requested to examine document WHC-2001/CONF.205/INF.8 that presents a summary of the evolution in
the wording and application of cultural heritage criterion (vi) over time.
The Bureau was informed that an emerging trend is for the Global Strategy for a balanced and
representative World Heritage List and the category of associative cultural landscapes to recognize
outstanding spiritual and sacred associative indigenous and/or intangible values. The revision of cultural
criterion (iii) in 1994 to accommodate cultural traditions which are "living" assists in this recognition.
However, restriction of the use of cultural criterion (vi) limits these possibilities.
The Bureau was also informed that the wording and application of cultural criterion (vi) can be interpreted
as being "out of step" with the implementation of the Global Strategy. The Global Strategy is one of the
key priorities of the World Heritage Committee to identify new World Heritage properties in under
represented regions and categories of heritage to better reflect the world’s outstanding cultural and
natural diversity. Since 1997 it has been effectively impossible to utilize criterion (vi) for living heritage
without a site also meeting another criterion (King in UNESCO, 2000(b): 3).
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The key issues below were proposed for discussion in an attempt to clarify the role and application of
cultural criterion (vi).
a) When the World Heritage criteria were established, it was understood that no criterion was of a
higher order than another. However, according to the current wording, cultural criterion (vi)
cannot be used by itself. This implies that the values it is assessing are not at the same level or
threshold as the other outstanding universal values implied by the application of the other criteria.
b) The exact meaning of “exceptional circumstances” in cultural criterion (vi) is not defined.
c) Hiroshima Peace Memorial (Genbaku Dome) (Japan), Robben Island (The Republic of South
Africa), Island of Gorée (Senegal) and Auschwitz Concentration Camp (Poland) are inscribed
partly or totally on the basis of cultural criterion (vi). If the application of cultural criterion (vi) is
restricted to being used only in conjunction with other cultural or natural criteria, it is not apparent
how other outstanding "places of memory" will be inscribed on the World Heritage List in the
future.
d) Cultural criterion (iii) can be used for the inscription of sites that "bear a unique or at least
exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition which is ..... living" and is therefore applicable for sites
where there is a physical manifestation of the living cultural tradition. However, it is only cultural
criterion (vi) that recognises an association with "living traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs".
The Bureau was asked to make recommendations to the twenty-fifth session of the Committee to:
a) clarify the use of cultural criterion (vi) with reference to the implementation of the Global
Strategy for a Balanced and Representative World Heritage List;
b) obtain agreement as to the final wording of cultural criterion (vi) to be suggested to the
Committee for inclusion in the revised Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the
World Heritage Convention; and
c) establish a clear framework for strict application of cultural criterion (vi).
In response to action a) the Delegates of Australia, Finland, Zimbabwe and Ecuador responded positively
that cultural criterion (vi) has a role to play in ensuring balance and representivity of the World Heritage
List.
In response to action b), four possible options for the revised wording of cultural criterion (vi) were
proposed by the Chairman as follows:
1. delete the words within parentheses after “exceptional circumstances":
24(a)(vi) be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with
beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal significance (the Committee
considers that this criterion should justify inclusion in the List only in exceptional circumstances
and in conjunction with other criteria cultural or natural).
2. make all the words in parentheses only relevant to “living traditions”:
24(a)(vi) be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with
beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal significance (except in the case of
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living traditions, the Committee considers that this criterion should justify inclusion in the List only
in exceptional circumstances and in conjunction with other criteria cultural or natural).
3. add the word "preferably" after “exceptional circumstances and…” in parentheses:
24(a)(vi) be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with
beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal significance (the Committee
considers that this criterion should justify inclusion in the List only in exceptional circumstances
and preferably in conjunction with other criteria cultural or natural).
4. delete all the wording within parentheses:
24(a)(vi) be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with
beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal significance (the
Committee
considers that this criterion should justify inclusion in the List only in exceptional
circumstances and in conjunction with other criteria cultural or natural).
Most members of the Bureau were in favor of the fourth option. The Delegates of Canada and Thailand
expressed their preference for the third option.
In response to action c) the Chairperson stressed the importance of applying the standards of
"outstanding universal value" when applying cultural criterion (vi).
The Representatives of ICOMOS and ICCROM were heartened by the decision of the Bureau, noting that
cultural criterion (vi) is of immense importance to recognize non-monumental heritage and values related
to place and that the discussion was in line with the three meetings held in 2000 and 2001. The
Chairperson requested that document WHC-2001/CONF.205/INF.8 be updated, to incorporate the
observations made by the Bureau for submission to the World Heritage Committee and be used as a
resource document in the future. An excerpt of the Report of the twenty-fifth session of the Bureau of the
World Heritage Committee summarizing the discussions held is contained in Annex VI .
At the meeting of the Drafting Group for the Revision of the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation
of the World Heritage Convention (UNESCO Headquarters, Paris, 8-12 October 2001), the experts
endorsed the recommendation of the twenty-fifth session of the Bureau of the World Heritage Committee
in relation to cultural criterion (vi) to delete the words in parentheses.
In November 2001, a workshop was held in Winnipeg, Canada to further develop the proposal for a World
Heritage Indigenous Peoples' Council of Experts (WHIPCOE).
The table below summarizes the proposed wording of cultural criterion (vi) made at and subsequent to
the twenty-fifth Bureau session
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Table E:

Proposed wording of cultural criterion (vi) (June 2001-October 2001)

Source

Proposed wording of cultural criterion (vi)

Twenty-fifth session of the
Most members agreed to delete all the wording within parentheses:24(a)(vi)
Bureau of the World Heritage be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas,
Committee 25 –30 June 2001 or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal
significance (the Committee considers that this criterion should justify
inclusion in the List only in exceptional circumstances and in conjunction with
other criteria cultural or natural).
Thematic Expert Meeting on 24(a)(vi) be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with
Asia-Pacific Sacred Mountains ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal
(Wakayama, Japan, 5-10
significance (the Committee considers that This criterion should justify inclusion
September 2001)
in the List only in exceptional circumstances and preferably in conjunction with
other criteria, cultural or natural.)
Meeting of the Drafting Group
for the Revision of the
Operational Guidelines for the
Implementation of the World
Heritage Convention
(UNESCO Headquarters,
Paris, 8-12 October 2001)

24(a)(vi) be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with
ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal
significance (the Committee considers that this criterion should justify inclusion in
the List only in exceptional circumstances and in conjunction with other criteria
cultural or natural).

Between 2001 and 2011, two sites were inscribed on the World Heritage List solely under criterion (vi).
The Old Bridge Area of the Old City of Mostar (Bosnia and Herzegovina) was inscribed 2005 with the
“renaissance” of the Old Bridge and its surroundings, the symbolic power and meaning of the City of
Mostar - as an exceptional and universal symbol of coexistence of communities from diverse cultural,
ethnic and religious backgrounds - has been reinforced and strengthened, underlining the unlimited
efforts of human solidarity for peace and powerful co-operation in the face of overwhelming catastrophes.
2006 the Aapravasi Ghat (Mauritius) was inscribed as strongly associated with memories of almost half a
million indentured labourers moving from India to Mauritius to work on sugar canes plantations or to be
transshipped to other parts of the World.
Expert Meeting on Asia-Pacific Sacred Mountains (Wakayama, Japan 2001)
At the Thematic Expert Meeting on Asia-Pacific Sacred Mountains (Wakayama, Japan, 5-10 September
2001) (WHC-01/ CONF.208/INF.9) the participants discussed criterion (vi) and decided that its application
was the most appropriate for assessing the associative values of sacred mountains. However, the
participants recognized that the world cultural heritage criteria (i) – (v) may also be applicable for sacred
mountains.
The participants recommended a comprehensive assessment of all cultural criteria for sacred mountains
as cultural landscapes. Moreover, it was recognized that within the context of sacred mountains, the
current wording of cultural heritage criterion (vi) is not satisfactory as some sites may only qualify through
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intangible values linked to the natural environment. Therefore, it is recommended that cultural heritage
criterion (vi) be amended as follows:
“This criterion should justify inclusion in the List only in exceptional circumstances and preferably in
conjunction with other criteria, cultural or natural.”
It was recommended that a review of the associative and other cultural values of existing natural World
Heritage sites in the region be conducted as it would be useful for undertaking comparative analyses of
sacred mountains in the Asia-Pacific Region. States Parties with existing World Heritage mountain
properties were urged to review associated cultural heritage values. Upon assessing their significance,
such States Parties may consider renominating these properties under cultural criteria.
Revision of the criteria 2004-2005
Until the end of 2004, World Heritage sites were selected on the basis of six cultural and four natural
criteria. With the adoption of the revised Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World
Heritage Convention, only one set of ten criteria exists:
Cultural criteria

Natural criteria

Operational Guidelines 2002 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) (i)

(ii) (iii) (iv)

Operational Guidelines 2005 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) (viii) (ix) (vii) (x)

Selection criteria:
(vi)

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

This wording was kept for the final version of the Operational Guidelines adopted by the World Heritage
Committee and published by UNESCO in hardcopy (“basic texts”) and on-line version in 2005.
Expert Working Group on Science and Technology ( London, United Kingdom, 2008)
The Expert Working Group (EWG) on Science and Technology met in London between 21st and 23rd
January 2008 examined the possible criteria in the Operational Guidelines under which sites of scientific
and/or technological heritage may be justified. It was suggested that the applicability of all the criteria for
the heritage of science and technology should be reviewed and explanatory guidance, with examples, be
issued to demonstrate their use to recognizing science and technology.
The Working Group concluded after intense discussions that the text below be considered by the future
workshop on criterion (vi). With regard to possible inscriptions of science and/or technology sites under
Criterion (vi), the EWG made five findings.


Criterion (vi) can be interpreted to cover scientific heritage;



Although Criterion (vi) has clear merit in this area, the EWG noted that the World Heritage
Committee had sought to place restrictions on the utilisation of this criterion, as a sole
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justification, with regard to all forms of heritage. The EWG noted that Criterion (vi) should usually,
and preferably, be used in conjunction with one or more other criteria;


Nominations under Criterion (vi) should refer to strong links to tangible features of sites. For all
sites, the emphasis should be upon the ideas in the heritage that are reflected in the features of
the site, not simply on the person who developed them;



Criterion (vi) may be used in connection to natural sites, so as to reflect the value of the site for
science;



The EWG noted that there might be some exceptional instances where Criterion (vi) has the
potential to be used on its own for recognizing the heritage of science and/or technology.

Working Group on the Operational Guidelines established by the World Heritage Committee
(Brasilia, 2010)
Decision 34 COM 13 requested the Working Group which was established by the 34th session of the
World Heritage Committee (Brasilia, 2010) as a consultative body (under Rule 20 of the Rules of
Procedure) to continue its work to finalize the revisions of the Operational Guidelines, and to present its
report to the Committee at its 35th session in 2011.
The Chairperson presented the amendment proposed by United
recommendations of the Expert Workshop on Science and Technology.

Kingdom

based

on

the

The World Heritage Convention refers to science in its definitions of heritage. Article 1 defines ‘cultural
heritage’ as monuments, groups of buildings and/or sites which are of ‘Outstanding Universal Value from
the point of view of history, art or science’. Article 2 defines ‘natural heritage’ as features, geological and
physiographical formations and sites which are of ‘Outstanding Universal Value from the … scientific
point of view’
In the context of the World Heritage Convention, which focuses on values embodied in specific places,
developments in science and technology are expressed through surviving physical evidence found on the
sites. For inscription on the World Heritage List, such evidence needs to meet one or more of the criteria
for Outstanding Universal Value as well as the conditions of authenticity and/or integrity.
Two crucial points should be considered when determining whether a heritage linked to science and
technology is suitable for inscription on the World Heritage List.
i) Recall absolutely the need to have Outstanding Universal Value;
ii) Designate areas that demonstrate important scientific and technological achievements.
The Working Group (Paris, November 2010) concluded after intense discussions that the findings of the
Expert Workshop should be considered by the future workshop on criterion (vi).This was also presented
th
to the World Heritage Committee at its 35 session (UNESCO 2011), which adopted the newly revised
Operational Guidelines (Decision 35 COM 13). Criterion (vi) nor any of the other criteria indicated in
paragraph 77 of the Operational Guidelines was changed through this decision.
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III. Selected case studies of sites on the basis of criterion (vi)
a) Old Bridge Area of the Old City of Mostar (Bosnia and Herzegovina)
The nomination of Mostar was first proposed in 1999, but its inscription was delayed. An ICOMOS
mission visited the site in October 2000, and ICOMOS at that time decided to support inscription as a
special case, intended as a ‘positive contribution to the protection and management of this outstanding
multicultural heritage site’. Nevertheless, the nomination was deferred subject to further verification of the
management plan and its implementation as well pending the completion of the reconstruction of the Old
Bridge.
Finally, following the completion of the reconstruction of the Old Bridge of Mostar and reconstruction of
the historical monuments in vicinity, “The Old Bridge Area of the Old City of Mostar” was inscribed on the
World Heritage List, in 2005, during the 29th Session of World Heritage Commission in Durban (South
Africa).
The 29th World Heritage Committee (Durban, 2005) did not confirm the value of the site in terms of
criterion (iv), since the bridge and the surrounding buildings of Mostar had been totally restored after
destruction and were replicas dating from 2003-2004. It stressed that the main value attributed to the site
was more symbolic, it was the emblem of reconstruction and peace. The Committee chose to propose the
inscription of the site under criterion (vi) only on an exceptional basis but acknowledge other potential
values as well as the efforts made by the international community: “With the renaissance” of the Old
Bridge and its surroundings, the symbolic power and meaning of the City of Mostar - as an exceptional
and universal symbol of coexistence of communities from diverse cultural, ethnic and religious
backgrounds - has been reinforced and strengthened, underlining the unlimited efforts of human solidarity
for peace and powerful co-operation in the face of overwhelming catastrophes”.
ICOMOS said that repeated recommendations made by the Committee and various missions had been
addressed gradually and the new nomination had finally been confined to a much smaller boundary than
the initial nomination. The structure of the bridge, which had been destroyed during the war in the 1990s,
was not authentic, but the methods and material used in the reconstruction had been thoroughly
researched and that research had been applied. The renaissance of the bridge represented the memory
of reconciliation of the different local groups and symbolized destruction, reconciliation and international
cooperation.

b) Cultural Properties- Darwin’s Landscape Laboratory (United Kingdom)
This nomination, under a different name (Darwin at Downe) and within different boundaries, was
assessed by ICOMOS in 2006-2007. It was withdrawn by the State Party before its examination by the
st
31 session of the World Heritage Committee (Christchurch, 2007). At that time, ICOMOS recommended
not to inscribe the property for the following main reasons:


The nominated areas did not display the requisite of integrity and authenticity;



The Outstanding Universal Value had not been demonstrated: in particular, the application of
criterion (iii) to scientific discoveries would be a new interpretation with far-reaching implications,
especially since the nominated property does not itself possess the necessary quality in
monumental or landscape terms for inscription on the World Heritage List;
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With regard to criterion (vi), ICOMOS considered that the significance of the intellectual ideas
associated with the property and of Darwin’s overall ideas were not in question, but the
importance of the property lies in its educational rather than its heritage context.

ICOMOS further recalled that it has consciously avoided recommending inscription of places linked to
famous men and women, when those places do have not Outstanding Universal Value in their own right;
and this has also been the policy of the World Heritage Committee.
ICOMOS considered that the value of Darwin’s theory of evolution through natural selection was not
under discussion but recalled that the World Heritage Convention was a property or site-based
convention, so Darwin’s scientific work itself would not be eligible for inscription on the World Heritage
List. What could be inscribed is the physical setting related to his work, provided that its Outstanding
Universal Value has been demonstrated.
The Expert Workshop on World Heritage: Science and Technology who met in London on 21-23 January
2008 came to similar conclusions (WHC-08/32.COM/INF.10A):
13. The EWG was of the opinion that there is often a strong link between the tangible and intangible
heritage of scientific and/or technological sites of possible OUV. This is particularly so with scientific
heritage, where the link to the intangible nature of ‘great ideas’ may be particularly strong.
14. Nevertheless, for the World Heritage Convention, the focus should be upon the physical sites, which
are the tangible heritage, where great achievements of universal value were manifested, and, to an
extent, remain. Tangible evidence needs to survive and this can be in the form of landscape and natural
features, buildings and objects.
15. The tangible context for the original scientific insight is also important.
16. The EWG noted that the WHC List is not primarily a means to commemorate famous individuals, and
alternative means should be considered for recognition in most cases.
The property was re-nominated in 2010 and differed in terms of its boundaries and its justification for
inscription. ICOMOS in collaboration with IUCN came to the conclusion that the comparative analysis did
allow consideration of this property on its own for the World Heritage List – first because there was
already one property inscribed on the List that is associated with Darwin; and secondly, because for
properties to be inscribed on the World Heritage List primarily for scientific links, there was a need for the
properties to demonstrate those links. ICOMOS further considered that there could be a case for
recognizing Darwin’s ideas through natural properties already inscribed on the World Heritage List that
were surveyed and observed by Darwin during his travels.
th

The World Heritage Committee, at its 34 session (Brasília, Brazil 2010) decided (Decision - 34COM
8B.31) to defer the examination of the nomination and requested the World Heritage Centre to organize a
meeting for deliberating on sites presenting Outstanding Universal Value, essentially on an associative
basis.
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IV. Cultural heritage and associative values (ICOMOS)
8.

World Heritage Convention and Outstanding Universal Value
It should be recalled that the World Heritage Convention is a site-based Convention: it
is sites or properties that are inscribed on the World Heritage list not ideas.
The properties that are inscribed on the List are considered to have Outstanding Universal
Value (OUV) and to be able to reflect that value through the attributes that convey OUV.
Authenticity is the measure of how truthfully or credibly those attributes reflect OUV, while
integrity is a measure of how far the properties encompass all the attributes necessary to
convey OUV.
OUV as recognised by the Committee is thus a value that is reflected or conveyed by the
property.
In one sense all value is associative, in that properties are associated with value that is
seen to be outstanding and universal.

It should also be acknowledged that all value is ‘intangible’. Value is given by people to
places: it is not inherent in those places.

9.

What ideas can be represented on the World Heritage List?
Article 1 of the World Heritage Convention sets out clearly that OUV may be related to
history, art or science, or to aesthetic, ethnological or anthropological points of view.

There is thus no bar to inscribing properties for their associations to scientific ideas, to
notions of beauty, to ideas of harmony, to specific forms of art, or to sacred or religious
ideas.

10. Criteria and intangible ideas
A close study of the criteria – as they are worded now and over time – also reveals that
each criterion is associated with intangible ideas. What is tangible are those attributes of
the property that reflect those ideas.

Considering the first five criteria in turn:
Criterion (i) is associated with ideas of outstanding creativity
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Criterion (ii) is associated with the interchange of ideas (human values)
Criterion (iii) is associated with cultural traditions which may be processes, systems,
or ideas such as ‘… a cultural tradition which is ..... living"
Criterion (iv) is associated with a significant stage in human history
Criterion (v) is associated with traditional socio-economic systems and sometimes
religious systems that have shaped peoples’ interaction with their environment
In order to satisfy any of these criteria, a property needs to show how its tangible
attributes convey clearly their associations with non –tangible ideas, whether these are
creativity, innovation, processes, beliefs or perceived milestones in history, in a unique or
at least exceptional way and thus how the property can be seen as an exceptional
reflection of its associations.
And this is also true for natural criteria in terms of associations with ideas of natural beauty
(vii), of major stages of the earth's history (viii), and of the history of science or
conservation of bio-diversity (x).
Turning to criterion (vi), it is sometimes suggested that this criterion is the sole ‘intangible’
criterion. As can be seen from the forgoing, this is not strictly correct. Within all the cultural
criteria are embedded the notion of intangible ideas.
It is thus not particularly helpful to single out criterion (vi) as being the only criterion
associated with
‘intangible’ value, or with associations. All the cultural criteria are in some way
associated with intangible ideas.

In the case of justifying criterion (i) to (v) it is the manifestation of ideas and associations
that need to be demonstrated as having OUV. For criterion (vi) it is suggested below that
there is perhaps more emphasis on the value of the ideas and associations themselves –
but still in conjunction with a defined site.
11. How then does criterion (vi) differ from the other criteria – if indeed it
does?
Criterion (vi) recognises properties that are ‘directly or tangibly associated with events or living
traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal
significance’.
The wording of criterion (vi) makes it very clear that it is for use when value is related to
ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works and that these have to be of ‘outstanding
universal significance’
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and furthermore these ideas must be directly or tangibly linked with the property. These two aspects
are considered separately.
Ideas of Outstanding Universal Significance
It could be argued that what differentiates criterion (vi) from other criteria is the notion that it is the
ideas, events, living traditions, beliefs, artistic or literary traditions themselves that must be of
outstanding universal significance, whereas for the other five cultural criteria it is the exceptional
manifestations of those associations that are seen to be of OUV.

However analysis of those properties inscribed under criterion (vi) demonstrates the difficulty of
demonstrating that the associations are of outstanding universal significance.
There is a need for clarity in particularly on how traditional beliefs might be said to justify being
considered as of universal significance.

Comparative analysis usually compares a combination of value and attributes – thus the relationship
between ideas, associations and tangible evidence – to justify why the property might be considered
for inclusion in the World Heritage list. And this has been the way most properties justified under
criterion (vi) have been assessed. But this gives us a view on whether the associations combined
with the tangible property might be outstanding. Is this what the criteria ask for? Or is it asking for
the ideas or associations themselves to be of outstanding universal significance – unrelated to the
tangible evidence?

ICOMOS considers that the latter would be almost unworkable as there would be a need to assess
whether certain traditional beliefs or associations were in themselves of universal significance. This
would call for comparisons between beliefs or associations which would be undesirable. How can
the beliefs associated with one sacred mountain be said to be more important than those associated
with another?

It therefore needs to be agreed that it is a combinations of associations and the physical assets of
the property that need to be considered as having universal significant but with the associations
being the dominant partner (in contrast to other criteria). There is thus still a need for careful analysis
to underscore the wider than local importance of the associations.

It has been argued that certain types of property associated with ideas or beliefs will not be eligible
for inscription on the WH List unless criterion (vi) can be used on its own. This in particular has been
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stated quite forcefully in relation to certain properties from Africa related to traditional beliefs which it
is stated might have the potential to fill gaps in the List. How traditional beliefs as associated with a
site might be said to manifest universal significance is something which needs greater clarity.

Direct or tangible associations
The need to relate ideas/associations to tangible evidence or in some direct way to the property
concerned is within criterion (vi) as it is with all other criteria. In an early version of criterion (vi), from
the ICOMOS draft of the Operational Guidelines, the text is ‘Properties associated and essential to
the understanding of globally significant persons, events, religions or philosophies.’ The phrase
‘essential to the understanding of …’ usefully conveys the idea that the property must in some way
reveal the ideas or associations with which it is connected.

In the current wording, the ‘or’ is important. In some cases there may be little or no tangible
evidence but some sort of ‘direct association’ must be present to convey the ideas or associations.
These two aspects are considered separately:

Tangible Evidence
Where there is tangible evidence within the property that reflects ideas/associations, then criterion
(vi) is applied in a similar way to other criteria – apart from the notion raised above that it is the idea
that is of outstanding significance rather than the manifestations of that idea. However to satisfy
integrity the property must have the capacity to be defined in a way that allows the boundary to
encompass necessary attributes of OUV.

Examples such as Gorée Island, and Auschwitz Birkenau, Robben Island and Hiroshima Peace
Memorial are properties where there is tangible evidence that evokes the ideas or beliefs but where
those ideas or beliefs are of greater importance than the tangible remains. In other words it cannot
be said that the structures are outstanding manifestations of an idea or association, but rather they
reflect an outstanding idea or association in a tangible way.

Direct Associations
Where there is little or no tangible evidence, then it is necessary to set out how the property has a
direct links with the ideas or associations that can be understood in relation to the scope and extent
of the property. There needs to be an answer to the question: to what area do the ideas and
associations apply?

Authenticity is about the way the property conveys its OUV – truthfully and credibly. The property
must therefore have attributes that carry its value. The integrity of the property relates to the need
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for its boundaries to include all the attributes of OUV. Protection and management should focus on
sustaining OUV. There needs to be a boundary within which attributes of OUV can be understood to
be manifestations of the ideas or associations.

Sacred mountains provide a good example of a property associated with beliefs where those beliefs
may not have had any physical impact. Nevertheless the sacred mountain can be defined, and in
some cases so can the essential views of it, as well as the prescribed approaches to it, all of which
can help define what the place is that has had, and may continue to have, a direct relationship with
the specific beliefs and traditions. In the case of Tongariro, New Zealand, or Suleiman Too,
Kyrgyzstan, the extent of the associations is well established.

‘Direct associations’ need therefore to be set out to show how the property manifests and reflects
ideas and associations.

Where the Committee has become nervous is when properties are put forward where there is little or
no tangible evidence that specially defends the idea or associations and where the links with the
property are general and not direct, and where the boundaries of the association or link with the idea
are not specific. How then do you define the boundary and do then do to sustain the links? And how
can a comparative analysis be carried out?

12. What associations are relevant for criterion (vi) that are not used in justifying other criterion?
The extent of associations that are listed in the text of criterion (vi) has varied over the years as set
out in the Background Paper. The main changes are:

5. Association with ‘persons’ has been removed
6. Living traditions and artistic or literary works has been added
7. ‘Historical importance or significance’ has been replaced with ‘outstanding universal
significance’.
8. The addition of restrictions on its use so that it may only be used on its own in exceptional
circumstances
These changes have in once sense broadened the scope of criterion (vi) by adding ‘living traditions,
and artistic a n d l i t e r a r y w o r k s ’ t o ‘ i d e a s , b e l i e f s a n d e v e n t s ’ . B u t i t has
also on the other hand made its use more restrictive by deleting ‘persons’, by changing
‘outstanding historical importance or significance" to outstanding u n i v e r s a l significance, and by
stating that the criterion may only be used on its own in exceptional circumstances and in
conjunction with other criteria".

Criterion (vi) can thus be used to reflect associations or ideas of outstanding universal significance
related to events, ideas, beliefs, living traditions, artistic or literary works. The word ‘ideas’ cover a

72

broad spectrum and there is nothing in the wording of the criteria to suggest that ideas should not be
political, philosophical, anthropological or generally scientific.

It is clear that ideas and associations are not confined to criterion (vi). Events can be reflected under
criterion (iv), ideas (in all their scope) under criterion (ii) or (iii), beliefs under (v), living traditions
under (iii), and artistic works under (i). Literary works have been represented under (iv). Under
criteria (ii) and (iii) ideas have covered a wide range from cultural beauty to scientific and technical.

Where criterion (vi) is used is when ideas and associations are seen as exceptional rather than the
manifestations of the ideas and associations being seen as exceptional. But in order to inscribe a
property, rather than the ideas or associations, it is essential that the property displays or clearly
conveys those ideas and associations within a defined area.

An early draft version of the criteria, complied by ICOMOS, has the wording: ‘Properties associated
and essential to the understanding of globally significant persons, events, religions or philosophies’.
This is interesting in that it stresses the need for property to be essential to the understanding of the
ideas or associations.

13. Management and Protection of properties inscribed under criterion (vi)
Unless ideas and associations are manifest, within the property, or are clearly conveyed by the
property, ideas of integrity and authenticity become meaningless. It is also very difficult to define
what should be managed. Ideas or associations in themselves are not being inscribed - it is their
physical reflection that allows them to be understood and what need to be managed.

14. Analysis of the use of Criterion (vi)
An analysis of the data shows that of the total of 205 properties that have been inscribed under
criterion (vi), only 11 are inscribed under that criterion alone.
Of those that have also been inscribed under other criteria, 102 (50%) properties have been
inscribed also under criterion (ii), 109 (53%) under criterion (iii) and 114 (56%) under criterion (iv).
Less common is the use of criterion (i) with 76 (37%) of the inscriptions, and criterion (v) with 19
(9%). Many of the properties are inscribed with a combination of two or more of these criteria.
Interestingly enough this frequency of use of the other criteria varies from region to region. For
example in Europe the most commonly used criterion is criterion (iv), followed closely by criterion (ii).
Criteria (iii) and (i), are considerably less used and criteria (v) is only used in only a couple of cases.
The Latin-American region follows a somewhat similar pattern, with criterion (iv) as the most
common although in this case it is used in almost every inscription (11 out of 12) followed by criterion
(ii) for more than half the cases and then criterion (v), for only one or two inscriptions.
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In the other three regions by far the most commonly used criteria is criterion (iii), which in the case of
Africa was used in almost 75% of the sites, followed by criteria (ii), (iv), (v) and (i) used in only a fifth
of the cases each.
In the other regions the differences are not as profound. In the Arabian countries criteria (iv), (ii) and
(i) are also somewhat commonly used, and criterion (v) is again present in around 20% of the cases.
Finally in the Asian and Pacific region criteria (iv) and (ii) are almost equal in use, followed closely
behind by criterion (i), and then by criterion (v).
It is interesting that in Europe and Latin America the most commonly used criterion in conjunction
with criterion vi refers to a typology that illustrate a stage in history, while in Africa, Asia and the Arab
States it refers to a testimony to a culture or tradition. Criterion (vi) may refer to one of five possible
associations: events, living traditions, ideas, beliefs and artistic and literary works. In practice it is
common for sites to share more than one type of association. Generally speaking, the most common
associations are events and beliefs, each been present in more than half of the inscriptions, followed
by ideas, then artistic and literary works and finally living traditions present in less than 20% of the
inscriptions.

However in this case regional differences are far more obvious. For example in the African (figure 8)
region living traditions and beliefs are present in almost 50% of the inscriptions, followed closely by
events and then by ideas. Only 2 properties out of 21 are noted for their association with artistic and
literary works.
In Asia Pacific, the most common association by far is with beliefs, followed by events, then ideas
and living traditions and finally artistic and literary works.
In the Arab region, the most common association is with events present in 18 of the 21 cases,
followed by ideas and beliefs that are present in roughly half that many cases, and then by artistic
and literary works and the least common association is with living tradition.
Europe and North America follow the same order but with different percentages. Again the most
common association is with events but in this case it is only used in 57% of the properties, followed
by ideas and beliefs, but in this case the gap between them is much less important, and those are
closely followed by artistic and literary works. And finally living tradition is in comparison much less
common.
Finally in Latin America and the Caribbean follow a completely different pattern with 80% of the
properties being associated with events, followed by 40% associated with ideas, 30% with artistic
and literary works and finally living traditions and beliefs with 10% each.

Despite representing less that 20% on the overall statistics, around 50% of the properties in Africa
are associated with living traditions. Belief is one of the most common associations. It is used in 52%
of the cases, and it is the most common association used in Asia and the Pacific, and it is just as
common in Africa as living traditions. However, it is the least used in Latin America and the
Caribbean. Events are the most common association there and the one the most consistently used
in three regions and second in the other two. Ideas are very evenly used in all the regions.

74

V. Criterion (vi) and associative values (ICCROM)

ICCROM wishes only to make a brief intervention on the theme of the meeting in order to emphasis a
point we have made in the past. In the year 2000, ICCROM emphasised the need to go back to pre-1996
wording of the criterion vi for a number of reasons. In my key note address on behalf of ICOMOS at the
Asia-Pacific thematic meeting on Sacred Mountains, I emphasised the need to allow criterion vi to be
used on its own. The key message we want to share with this meeting is that criterion vi is the only
opportunity for WH process to inscribe sites with associative values which are of universal significance,
yet without monumental remains. In such sites, associative values are more important than the material
remains and this criterion should be able stand on its own as any other criterion.
What are the arguments against the use of criterion vi and to use it on its own? The first argument is that
the World Heritage Convention is a site or property based convention and has little or no place for ideas
or associative values.
There is no argument that the convention is about heritage and sites are defined as ‘works of man or the
combined works of nature and of man, and areas including archaeological sites which are of outstanding
universal value from the historical. Aesthetic, ethnological or anthropological point of view’ thus allowing
opportunities to recognise places with diverse range of values. However, it is not same as the dictionary
definition of property when it applies to heritage. The Hague convention defines even a museum as a
cultural property Museum becomes a cultural property because of the contents and not the building itself.
Similarly, a place can be a cultural property within which associative values (ideas, beliefs, events or
traditions of outstanding universal significance) can be understood or manifested in different forms. In
recognising the OUV of such places, starting point should not be whether there are physical remains or
not, and whether one is able to draw a boundary around them. Such associative values can be beliefs,
ideas or even living traditions which are of ‘outstanding response to issues of universal nature common to
or shared by all cultures’ as outlined in the Amsterdam meeting. A site can be an entity that helps to
understand and manage associative values of outstanding significance.

Let me elaborate this further. It is recorded that

‘The Hiroshima Peace Memorial, Genbaku dome, is a

stark and powerful symbol of the achievement of world peace for more than half a century following the
unleashing of the most destructive force ever created by humankind’. Nevertheless, are we convinced
that this dome alone (which is only a minute fraction left from such a significant that took place in the
country) can reflect the true associative value attached to this place? On the other hand there is no doubt
that the associative value of the place is of universal significance. In order to understand and manage the
associative value attached to the place, the dome and its surrounding has been identified as the site. .
Although the dome is considered as the key attribute of the place that carry OUV, this need to be debated
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further. Similarly when judging the authenticity, it is the authenticity of the associative value that is more
important than that of the dome.
Similarly, for Auschwitz ‘ The site is a key place of memory for the whole of humankind for the holocaust,
racist policies and barbarism; it is a place of our collective memory of this dark chapter in the history of
humanity, of transmission to younger generations and a sign of warning of the many threats and tragic
consequences of extreme ideologies and denial of human dignity.’ Monuments and collections left can
undoubtedly provide evidence but the associative value is more important than these remains. I can
argue a similar case with other places inscribed only under criterion vi. In all these, we have recognised
events of universal significance with some sort of physical remains but all places make it abundantly clear
that OUV of the events are more important than the manifestations. This is not the case with heritage
identified under other criteria (i-v) where, physical remains dominate in reflecting the OUV.
With regard to sacred places, there is only a belief, faith or related rituals that reflect the associative value
and it may prove that some are of universal significance. These may be linked to a diverse range of
places or spaces but without physical remains created by the particular associations.
Even with regard to scientific associations we may be able to recognise the universal significance of new
discoveries by linking to an entity, which will still be incomparable to the events or ideas. For instance,
neither Galapagos nor his residence can be comparable to the universal significance of Darwins’
discovery, but on the other hand, all we need is an appropriate place to link and recognise this universally
significant idea. Someone would argue that to be appropriate you need physical/material remains. We
would argue that the place itself (the ground if you will) is sufficient if it is imbued with the event or the
spirit of the event/tradition/idea.

The second argument against the use of criterion vi alone is that the other criteria (i to v) can
accommodate associative values. Then, there is only a simple question. What is the purpose of criterion
vi? Perhaps this meeting will address this issue. I did not try to compare and analyse the sites that have
been inscribed under criterion vi with those under other criteria in greater details. But in most cases,
criterion vi has been used to describe some of the intangible elements or associative values without any
deeper evaluation of their universal significance. The key point is that the manifestations play a key role in
reflecting OUV in the case of properties inscribe under criteria i to vi while the associative value reflects
the OUV of the properties inscribed under criterion vi. Thus criterion vi has an important role in
recognising the sites with OUV.
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A third argument which is not direct, relates to the very definition of heritage. The World Heritage
convention was drafted at a time when the conservation discourse was at the helm of advocating fabric
based definition to heritage. However, the definition of heritage based on values has expanded our
perceptions beyond materiality. This is the only criterion that can recognise heritage without monumental
remains thus addressing an important gap.

Based on above arguments, one would ask ‘what are we going to manage’? I will explain this in detail
tomorrow but management of heritage is not only about safeguarding attributes, authenticity and integrity.
It is about safeguarding those plus safeguarding the spirit and meaning of a place as well as providing
benefits from heritage to the society. Like the Secretary General of Polish National Commission
mentioned, there is a need to build platforms for sharing knowledge that we wish to promote through
world heritage as per UNESCO ideals which is also part of the management.
In conclusion, we want to emphasise that there is heritage places of significance worthy of recognising for
their OUV but with very little or no physical manifestations. Criterion vi can serve in addressing this aspect
of heritage. Furthermore, it can stand on its own like all the other criteria.
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VI. Natural Heritage and associative values (IUCN)
There are 205 World Heritage sites that are inscribed with criterion (vi), as noted previously in this
background document. Of those sites, there are currently nine sites inscribed with criterion (vi) and one
or more of the natural criteria (see amended ANNEX IV below). Collectively, these nine mixed sites
illustrate various combinations of cultural and natural values. Seven of these nine sites are from the AsiaPacific region; a region which has cultural traditions that link culture and nature and has hosted a number
of expert meetings on this topic (for example, UNESCO 2001, UNESCO 2006).

In this collection of mixed properties, five date from the first decade of implementation of the convention
and four, more recent inscriptions, are cultural landscapes added (or in two cases, re-nominated) after the
1992 change in the Operational Guidelines.

This group of nine sites can be considered as two groups according to general shared characteristics, in
particular, the relationship between the natural and cultural heritage.

1.

The four mixed sites that are inscribed as cultural landscapes demonstrate direct relationships
between cultural values and natural resource values.
As described in this background document (p. 4), both Tongariro National Park (New Zealand)
and Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park (Australia) were inscribed originally only under natural criteria.
Subsequently, cultural criterion (vi) was added (and in the case of Tongariro, criteria (v) was also
added) to recognize the associative value of indigenous people. This is particularly interesting
since the natural features that are mentioned in relation to the associative value are those that
are also of natural value under criterion (viii). In the case of Uluru, it is the monoliths and for
Tongariro it is the “mountains that lie at the heart of the national park.”
In the case of Papahānaumokuākea (United States) inscribed in 2010, the associative value of
this cultural landscape also directly references the natural environment, in this case, islands and
surrounding seascape. As described on the World Heritage web site, “The pristine natural
heritage of the area has deep cosmological and traditional significance for living Native Hawaiian
culture, as an ancestral environment, as an embodiment of the Hawaiian concept of kinship
between people and the natural world, and as the place where it is believed that life originates and
where the spirits return to after death.”
The fourth site in this group, Mount Emei including Leshan Giant Buddha Scenic Area, is listed as
a cultural landscape due to the artful siting of many monuments associated with Buddhism into
the natural environment of forested mountains which have been evaluated by IUCN to be of
outstanding universal value (under criteria x).

2. In three mixed sites there is a co-existence on the property of natural heritage with criterion (vi) and
other cultural values. These sites include Tasmanian Wilderness (Australia), Kakadu National Park
(Australia), and Mount Wuyi (China). While both natural and cultural values (as indicated by the
criteria) are present on these sites, there is limited evidence of interaction that relates directly to the
sites’ value. [Also, as noted on the amended Annex V, it is possible that Kakadu National Park was
inscribed with criterion (vi) in error, rather than with (iv).]
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There are also two examples of mixed sites - Mt Athos (Greece) and Mt Taishan (China)–
inscribed in 1987 and 1988, respectively, on the basis of primarily cultural criteria in combination
with only natural criteria (vii).

Some observations to consider:

A recent case study, Papahānaumokuākea, was inscribed in 2010 and proceeded from nomination through
evaluation and inscription, as such, it provides an opportunity to reflect on some perspectives from the
Advisory Bodies on use of criterion (vi) in relation to natural criteria. It is important to note that, in their
evaluation, ICOMOS clearly indicated the evidence for the property’s universal significance as “associated
beliefs can be seen as part of a Pacific wide cultural continuum and an element that is critical to interpreting
the socio-cultural evolutionary patterns of beliefs across the Pacific, such as marae-ahu. Its crucial
significance is enhanced by the continuing living traditions of native Hawaiians.” As demonstrated in this
case, describing the universal significance for associative value under criterion (vi) related to natural
resources may be an area where more advice to States Parties would be useful.

In addition, IUCN’s evaluation of the Papahānaumokuākea nomination anticipates some of the
management issues for sites with activities related to associative value, “The cultural uses of the property
and their associations with nature, at their past and present levels, are positive and appropriate in relation to
the conservation of the natural values of the property. Provided they do not change in favour of increased
resource extraction, they can also increasingly contribute to ensuring these values are maintained.” This
too is an area that may benefit from more guidance. In this context, it can be noted that for many years,
IUCN has been working on recognition and management of sacred natural sites and furthering cooperation
and engagement with indigenous and other local communities (IUCN 2008b). IUCN also has two specialist
groups focused on this on-going work: Cultural and Spiritual Values, and Protected Landscapes and
Seascapes (IUCN 2008a). Although this work is not focused solely on World Heritage Sites (although the
IUCN guidelines include several World Heritage Sites as examples), this guidance is particularly relevant to
sites with associative values related to natural resources.

Finally, it was noted in this background document (pp. 11-12) that the Expert Meeting on Asia-Pacific
Sacred Mountains (Wakayama, Japan, 5-10 September 2001) recommended that “a review of the
associative and other cultural values of existing natural World Heritage sites in the region be conducted as it
would be useful for undertaking comparative analyses of sacred mountains in the Asia-Pacific Region.
States Parties with existing World Heritage mountain properties were urged to review associated cultural
heritage values… [and] consider renominating these properties under cultural criteria.” This may indicate
future nominations for natural sites with associative cultural values.
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VIII. Annexes
ANNEX I

List of 205 properties with 2 transboundary properties inscribed on the World Heritage List on
the basis of cultural criterion (vi) of the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the
World Heritage Convention

Unique

Date

208

I3
200

1306

2010

147

b d

Property

State Party

Criteria

Cultural Landscape and
Afghanistan
Archaeological Remains of
the Bamiyan Valley
Australian Convict Sites
Australia

C (i)(ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)

Kakadu National Park

Australia

181rev

1981, 1987,
1992
1982, 1989

Tasmanian W ilderness

Australia

447rev

1987, 1994

Australia

784
1033
322
1196

1996
2001
1985
2005

Austria
Austria
Bangladesh
Belarus

C (ii) (iv) (vi)
C (ii)(iv)(vi)
C (i) (ii) (vi)
C (ii)(iv)(vi)

1187

2005

Uluru-Kata Tjuta National
Park*
Historic Centre of the City
Historic Centre of Vienna
Ruins of the Buddhist
Architectural, Residential
and Cultural Complex of
the Radziwill Family of
Nesvizh
Struve Geodetic Arc *

N (ii) (iii) (iv) C (i)
(vi)
N (i) (ii) (iii) (iv)
C(iii) (iv) (vi)
N (ii) (iii) C (v) (vi)

996
1185

2000
2005

420
946

1987
2005

1021

2001

Belarus, Estonia,
C (ii)(iii)(vi)
Estonia, Finland,
Latvia, Lithuania,
Republic of Moldova,
Norway, Russian
Federation, Sweden,
Historic Centre of Brugge Belgium
C (ii) (iv) (vi)
Plantin-Moretus HouseBelgium
C (ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)
Workshops-Museum
City of Potosi
Bolivia
C (ii) (iv) (vi)
Old Bridge Area of the Old Bosnia and
C (vi)
City of Mostar
Herzegovina
Tsodilo
Botswana
C (i)(iii)(vi)

309
216

1985
1983

Historic Centre of Salvador Brazil
Rila Monastery
Bulgaria

C (iv) (vi)
C (vi)

4

1978

L’Anse aux Meadows
National Historic

C (vi)

158
300

1981
1985

Head-Smashed-In Buffalo Canada
Historic District of Québec Canada

Canada

C (iv)(vi)

C (vi)
C (iv) (vi)

82

1310

2009

Cidade Velha, Historic
Cape Verde
Centre of Ribeira Grande
Ancient Building Complex China
in the Wudang Mountains
Historic Centre of Macao China

C (ii)(iii)(vi)

705

1994

1110

2005

707

1994

C (i)(iv)(vi)

1996

Historic Ensemble of the China
Potala Palace, Lhasa 2
Historic Monuments of
China
Dengfeng in “The Centre of
Heaven and Earth”
Imperial Tombs of the Ming China
and Qing Dynasties
Lushan National Park
China

1305

2010

1004

2000

778
440

1987

Mogao Caves

441

1987

779

1996

1001

2000

437

1987

Mausoleum of the First Qin China
Emperor
Mount Emei Scenic Area, China
including Leshan Giant
Buddha Scenic Area
Mount Qingcheng and the China
Dujiangyan Irrigation
Mount Taishan
China

C (i) (ii) (iii) (iv)
(v) (vi)
C (i)(iii)(iv)(vi)

1279
911

2009
1999

Mount Wutai
Mount Wuyi

China
China

C (ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)
M (iii)(vi)(vii)(x)

449
704

1987
1994

China
China

C (iii) (vi)
C (i) (iv) (vi)

438
1334
114
1121

1987
2011
1006
2011

China
China
China
Colombia

C (i)(ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)
C (ii)(iii)(vi)
C (ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)
C (v)(vi)

285

1984

Colombia

C (iv) (vi)

79
616

1980
1992

Peking Man Site at
Temple and Cemetery of
Confucius and the Kong
Family Mansion in Qufu
The Great Wall
West Lake Cultural
Yin Xu
Coffee Cultural Landscape
of Colombia
Port, Fortresses and
Group of Monuments,
Cartagena
Paphos
Historic Centre of Prague

Cyprus
Czech

C (iii) (vi)
C (ii) (iv) (vi)

526

1990

Dominican

C (ii) (iv) (vi)

87
89
86

1979
1979
1979

Colonial City of Santo
Domingo
Ancient Thebes with its
Historic Cairo
Memphis and its
Necropolis – the Pyramid
Fields from Giza to

Egypt
Egypt
Egypt

C (i) (iii) (vi)
C (i) (v) (vi)
C (i) (iii) (vi)

China

C (i)(ii)(vi)
C (ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)

C (iii)(vi)

C (i)(ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)
C (ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)

M (iv)(vi)(x)

C (ii)(iv)(vi)
N (iii) C (I) (ii) (iii)
(iv) (v) (vi)

83
88

1979

Nubian Monuments from Egypt
Abu Simbel to

C (i) (iii) (vi)

954
770
601

2002
1996
1991

Egypy
France
France

C (i)(iii)(iv)(vi)
C (i) (ii) (iv) (vi)
C (i) (ii) (vi)

80
160

1979
1981

France
France

C (i) (iii) (vi)
C (ii) (vi)

83

1979

Saint Catherine Area
Canal du Midi
Cathedral of Notre-Dame,
Former Abbey of SaintRemi and Palace of Tau,
Reims
Mont-Saint-Michel and its
Palace and Park of
Fontainebleau
Palace and Park of

France

C (i) (ii) (vi)

163

1981

France

C (iii) (vi)

868

1998

France

C (ii) (iv) (vi)

84
761
3
729

1979
2003
1978
1996

France
Gambia
Germany
Germany

C (i) (vi)
C (iii)(vi)
C (i) (ii) (iv) (vi)
C (ii) (iv) (vi)

846
783

1998
1996

Germany
Germany

C (iii) (vi)
C (iv) (vi)

974
367

2000
1986

Roman
Theatre and its
Versailles
Surroundings and the
“Triumphal Arch” of
Routes of Santiago de
Compostela in France
Vézelay, Church and Hill
Kunta Kinteh Island and
Aachen Cathedral
Bauhaus and its sites in
Weimar and Dessau
Classical W eimar
Luther Memorials in
Eisleben and W ittenberg
Monastic Island of
Roman Monuments,
Cathedral St. Peter and
Liebfrauen Church in Trier

Germany
Germany

C (iii) (iv) (vi)
C (i) (iii) (iv) (vi)

1087

2004

897
34

1999
1979

404
393
517
941

1987
1987
1989
1999

530
942

1990
1999

454
491

Town Hall and Roland on Germany
the Marketplace of Bremen
Wartburg Castle
Germany
Forts and Castles, Volta Ghana
Greater Accra, Central and
Western Regions
Acropolis, Athens
Greece
Archaeological Site of
Greece
Archaeological Site of
Greece
Archaeological Sites of
Greece
Mycenae and Tiryns
Delos
Greece
Historic Centre (Chorá) Greece
with the Monastery of
Saint
John
“the
Theologian” and the Cave
of the Apocalypse on the
Island of Pátmos

C (iii)(iv)(vi)

1988

Mount Athos

Greece

1988

Sanctuary of Asklepios at

Greece

N (iii) C (i) (ii) (iv)
(v) (vi)
C (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (vi)

C (iii) (vi)
C (vi)

C
C
C
C

(i)
(i)
(i)
(i)

(ii)
(ii)
(ii)
(ii)

(iii)
(iii)
(iii)
(iii)

(iv)
(iv)
(iv)
(iv)

(vi)
(vi)
(vi)
(vi)

C (ii) (iii) (iv) (vi)
C (iii) (iv) (vi)

84

180

1982

91bis

1980

286
129
758

1984
1980
1996

1152
242
524
1101
234
243
249
1056
231
246
592
593
1262
115
114
1077
1372
277rev
1220
1108
1040
825
990
733bis
174
91

2004
1983
1989
2004
1986
1983
1984
2002
2007
1984
1991
1996
2008
1979
1979
2003
2011
1985
2008
2005
2001
1998
2000
1995
1982
1980

1318

2011

395
94
1200
1026rev
394
1025
660
972
1277

1987
1979
2005
2004
1987
2001
1993
2000
2011

National History Park –
Haiti
Citadel, Sans Souci,
Ramiers
Historic Centre of Rome, Holy
the Properties of
the
Holy See in that City See/Italy
Enjoying
Extraterritorial
Vatican City
Holy See
Maya Site of Copan
Honduras
Millenary
Benedictine Hungary
Monastery
of
Pannonhalma
and
its
Þingvellir National Park
Iceland
Ajanta Caves
India
Buddhist Monuments at India
Champaner-Pavagadh
India
Churches and Convents of India
Ellora Caves
India
Group of Monuments at
India
Mahabodhi Temple
India
Red Fort Complex
India
Sun Temple, Konarak
India
Borobudur Temple
Indonesia
Sangiran Early Man Site
Indonesia
Armenian Monastic
Iran
Meidan Emam, Esfahan
Iran
Persepolis
Iran
Takht-e Soleyman
Iran
The Persian Garden
Iran
Hatra
Iraq
Bahá’i Holy Places in Haifa Israel
Biblical Tels - Megiddo,
Israel
Masada
Israel
Archaeological Area and Italy
Assisi, the Basilica of San Italy
Ferrara, City of the
Italy
Historic Centre of Florence Italy
Historic Centre of Rome, Italy
the Properties of the Holy
See in that City Enjoying
Extraterritorial Rights and
Longobards in Italy. Places Italy
of the power (568-774 A.D.)
Piazza del Duomo, Pisa
Italy
Rock Drawings in
Italy
Syracuse and the Rocky
Italy
Val d'Orcia
Italy
Venice and its Lagoon
Italy
Villa d'Este, Tivoli
Italy
Buddhist Monuments in the Japan
Gusuku Sites and Related Japan
Hiraizumi – Temples,
Japan
Gardens and
Archaeological Sites

C (iv) (vi)

C (i) (ii) (iii) (vi)

C (i) (ii) (iv) (vi)
C (iv) (vi)
C (iv) (vi)

C (iii)(vi)
C (i) (ii) (iii) (vi)
C (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (vi)
C (iii)(iv)(v)(vi)
C (ii) (iv) (vi)
C (i) (iii) (vi)
C (i) (ii) (iii) (vi)
C (i)(ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)
C (ii)(iii)(vi)
C (i) (iii) (vi)
C (i) (ii) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)
C (ii)(iii)(vi)
C (i) (v) (vi)
C (i) (iii) (vi)
C (i)(ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)
C (i)(ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)
C (ii) (iii) (iv) (vi)
C (iii)(vi)
C (ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)
C (iii)(iv)(vi)
C (iii) (iv) (vi)
C (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (vi)
C (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi)
C (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (vi)
C (i)(ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)

C (ii)(iii)(vi)
C (i) (ii) (iv) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)
C (ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)
C (iv)(vi)
C (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v)
C (i)(ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)
C (i) (ii) (iv) (vi)
C (ii) (iii) (vi)
C (ii)(vi)

85

775

1996

776

1996

870
913
1142

1998
1999
2004

148
1093
1055
1231rev
1230
481

1981
2004
2001
2008
2009
2001

295
299
190
950
476
131
1339
1227
1259
1209

1984
1984
1982
2001
2006
1980
2010
2006
2008
2006

585
482

1991
1988

414
836
599
121
666rev
421rev

1987
1997
1991
1979
1997
1990, 1993

938
139
790

1999
1980
1997

31

1979

1051

2001

30
206

1980
1983

265
263

1983
1983

Hiroshima Peace Memorial Japan
(Genbaku Dome)
Itsukushima Shinto Shrine Japan
Sacred Sites and
Historic Monuments of
Japan
Shrines and Temples of
Japan
Sacred Sites and
Japan
Pilgrimage Routes in the Kii
Old City of Jerusalem and Jerusalem
Um er-Rasas (Kastrom
Jordan
Lamu Old Town
Kenya
Sacred Mijikenda Kaya
Kenya
Sulaiman-Too Sacred
Kyrgyzstan
Vat Phou and Associated Lao People's
Ancient Settlements within Democratic Republic
the Champasak Cultural
Byblos
Lebanon
Tyre
Lebanon
Archaeological Site of
Libyan Arab
Royal Hill of Ambohimanga Madagascar
Chongoni Rock-Art Area
Malawi
City of Valletta
Malta
Bikini Atoll Nuclear Test
Marshall Islands
Aapravasi Ghat
Mauritius
Le Morne Cultural
Mauritius
Agave Landscape and
Mexico
Ancient Industrial Facilities
Historic Centre of Morelia Mexico
Historic Town of
Mexico
Guanajuato and Adjacent
Pre-Hispanic City of
Mexico
Archaeological Site of
Morocco
Island of Mozambique
Mozambique
Kathmandu Valley
Nepal
Lumbini, the Birthplace of Nepal
Tongariro National Park* New Zealand

C (vi)

Sukur Cultural Landscape*
Taxila
Archaeological Site of
Panamá Viejo and Historic
District of Panamá
Auschwitz Birkenau

Nigeria
Pakistan
Panama

C (iii) (v) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)
C (ii) (iv) (vi)

Poland

C (vi)

German Nazi Concentration
and Extermination Camp
Churches of Peace in
Poland
Jawor and Świdnica
Historic Centre of Warsaw Poland
Central Zone of the Town of Portugal
Angra do Heroismo in the
Convent of Christ in Tomar Portugal
Monastery of the
Portugal
Hieronymites and Tower of

C (i) (ii) (iv) (vi)
C (ii) (iii (iv) (vi)
C (i) (iv) (vi)
C (ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)
C (ii) (iii) (vi)
C (i)(iv)(vi)
C (ii)(iv)(vi)
C (iii)(v)(vi)
C (iii)(vi)
C (iii)(iv)(vi)

C (iii) (iv) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)
C (ii) (iii) (vi)
C (iii)(iv)(vi)
C (iii)(vi)
C (i) (vi)
C (iv)(vi)
C (vi)
C (iii)(vi)
C (ii)(iv)(v)(vi)
C (ii) (iv) (vi)
C (i) (ii) (iv) (vi)
C (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (vi)
C (ii) (iii) (iv) (vi)
C (iv) (vi)
C (iii) (iv) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)
N (ii) (iii) C (vi)

C (iii)(iv)(vi)
C (ii) (vi)
C (iv) (vi)
C (i) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)

86

1097

2004

540

1990

604

1992

545

1990

1329

2010

26
389
915

1978
1986
1999

916
316
383rev

1999
1984
1987

318

1984

669
665

1993
1993

805

1997

347

1985

876

1998

201
561
200
450
1073
22
20
1183rev
173rev
1140

1982
1991
1982
1988
2003
1980
1979
2006
2000
2004

38
37

1979
1979

499
849

1988
1998

1022

2001

496

1988

370

1986

Ensemble of the
Novodevichy Convent
Historic Centre of Saint
Petersburg and Related
Historic Monuments of
Novgorod and
Kremlin and Red Square,
Moscow
At-Turaif District in adDir'iyah
Island of Gorée
Studenica Monastery
Fossil Hominid Sites of
Sterkfontein, Swartkrans,
Robben Island
Burgos Cathedral
Cathedral, Alcazar and
Archivo de Indias in Seville

Russian Federation

C (i)(iv)(vi)

Russian Federation

C (I) (ii) (iv) (vi)

Russian Federation

C (ii) (iv) (vi)

Russian Federation

C (i) (ii) (iv) (vi)

Saudi Arabia

C (iv)(v)(vi)

Senegal
Serbia
South Africa

C (vi)
C (i)(ii)(iv)(vi)
C (iii) (vi)

South Africa
Spain
Spain

C (iii) (vi)
C (ii) (iv) (vi)
C (i) (ii) (iii) (vi)

Monastery and Site of the Spain
C (i) (ii) (vi)
Escurial, Madrid, Madrid
Route of Santiago de
Spain
C (ii) (iv) (vi)
Royal Monastery of Santa Spain
C (iv) (vi)
María de Guadalupe
San Millán Yuso and Suso Spain
C (ii) (iv) (vi)
Monasteries
Santiago de Compostela Spain
C (i) (ii) (vi)
(Old town)
University and Historic
Spain
C (ii) (iv) (vi)
Precinct of Alcalá de
Henares
Ancient City of Polonnaruva Sri Lanka
C (i) (iii) (vi)
Golden Temple of
Sri Lanka
C (i) (vi)
Sacred City of
Sri Lanka
C (ii) (iii) (vi)
Sacred City of Kandy
Sri Lanka
C (iv) (vi)
Gebel Barkal and the Sites Sudan
C (i)(ii)(iii)(iv)(vi)
Ancient City of Bosra
Syrian Arab Republic C (i) (iii) (vi)
Ancient City of Damascus Syrian Arab Republic C (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (vi)
Kondoa Rock-Art Sites
Tanzania
C (iii)(vi)
Stone Town of Zanzibar
Tanzania
C (ii)(iii)(vi)
Koutammakou, the Land of Togo
C (v)(vi)
the Batammariba
Amphitheatre of El Jem
Tunisia
C (iv) (vi)
Archaeological Site of
Tunisia
C (ii) (iii) (vi)
Carthage
Kairouan
Tunisia
C (i) (ii) (iii) (v) (vi)
Archaeological Site of Troy Turkey
C (ii) (iii) (vi)
Tombs of Buganda Kings at Uganda
Kasubi
Canterbury Cathedral, St United Kingdom of
Augustine's Abbey, and St Great Britain and
Martin's Church
Northern Ireland
Durham Castle and
United Kingdom of
Cathedral
Great Britain and
Northern Ireland

C (i)(iii)(iv)(vi)
C (i)(ii)(vi)

C (ii) (iv) (vi)

87

371

1986

795

1997

429

2001

78

1997

233

1983

442

1987

1326

2010

307

1984

602rev
1280
1328

1993
2008
2010

611
385
364

1993
1986
1986

306rev

2003

Ironbridge Gorge

United Kingdom of
Great Britain and
Northern Ireland
Maritime Greenwich
United Kingdom of
Great Britain and
Northern Ireland
New Lanark
United Kingdom of
Great Britain and
Northern Ireland
Independence Hall
United States of
America
La Fortaleza and San Juan United States of
National Historic Site in
America
Monticello and the
United States of
University of Virginia in
America
Papahānaumokuākea
United States of
America
Statue of Liberty
United States of
America
Historic Centre of Bukhara Uzbekistan
Chief Roi Mata’s Domain Vanuatu
Central Sector of the
Viet Nam
Imperial Citadel of Thang
Long - Hanoi

C (i) (ii) (iv) (vi)

Historic Town of Zabid
Old City of Sana'a
Great Zimbabwe National
Monument
Matobo Hills

Yemen
Yemen
Zimbabwe

C (ii)(iv)(vi)
C (iv)(v)(vi)
C (i)(iii)(vi)

Zimbabwe

C (iii)(v)(vi)

C (i)(ii)(iv)(vi)

C (ii)(iv)(vi)

C (vi)
C (vi)
C (i)(iv)(vi)
M(iii)(vi)(viii)(ix)(x)
C (i)(vi)
C (ii)(iv)(vi)
C (iii)(v)(vi)
C (ii)(iii)(vi)

ANNEX II

List of 21 properties inscribed on the World Heritage List on the basis of cultural criteria (iii) and
(vi) of the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention

Unique

Date

Property

State Party

Criteria

1305
449
79
163

2010
1987
1980
1981

Historic Monuments of Dengfeng in “The
Peking Man Site at Zhoukoudian
Paphos
Roman Theatre and its Surroundings and
the “Triumphal Arch” of Orange

China
China
Cyprus
France

C (iii) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)

761

2003

Kunta Kinteh Island and Related Sites

Gambia

C (iii) (vi)

846
897
1152
593
1220

1998
1999
2004
1996
2008

Classical Weimar
Wartburg Castle
Þingvellir National Park
Sangiran Early Man Site
Bahá’i Holy Places in Haifa and the

Germany
Germany
Iceland
Indonesia
Israel

C (iii) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)
C (iii)(vi)
C (iii) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)

88

94
1230
299
476
1259bis
666rev

1979
2009
1984
2006
2011
1997

Rock Drawings in Valcamonica
Italy
Sulaiman-Too Sacred Mountain
Kyrgyzstan
Tyre
Lebanon
Chongoni Rock-Art Area
Malawi
Le Morne Cultural Landscape
Mauritius
Lumbini, the Birthplace of the Lord Buddha Nepal

C (iii) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)

139
263

1980
1983

Taxila
Pakistan
Monastery of the Hieronymites and Tower Portugal
of Belem in Lisbon

C (iii) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)

915

1999

Fossil Hominid Sites of Sterkfontein,
Swartkrans, Kromdraai, and Environs

South Africa

C (iii) (vi)

916
1183

1999
2006

Robben Island
Kondoa Rock-Art Sites

South Africa
Tanzania

C (iii) (vi)
C (iii) (vi)

89

ANNEX III
Annual number of properties inscribed on the World Heritage List partly or only on the basis of
cultural criterion (vi) between 1978 and 2011

Year
1978

No. of properties inscribed partly No. of properties inscribed only on
on the basis of cultural criterion the basis of cultural criterion (vi)
3
2

1979

17

1980

7

1981

5

1982

6

1983

7

1984

9

1985

4

1986

7

1987

14

1988

6

1989

2

1990

5

1991

5

1992

2

1993

5

1994

3

1995

3

1996

10

1997

5

1998

6

1999

8

2000

7

2001

10

2002

2

2003

5

2004

8

2005

8

1

2006

5

1

2007

1

3

1

2

1

90

2008

5

2009

4

2010

6

2011

5

Total

205

11

ANNEX IV
List of 11 properties inscribed on the World Heritage List only on the basis of cultural criterion (vi)
Property Name and Number

State Party

Island of Gorée (26)
L’Anse aux Meadows National Historic Site (4)

Senegal
Canada

Year of
Inscription
1978
1978

Forts and Castles, Volta, Greater Accra, Central and
Western Regions (34)

Ghana

1979

Auschwitz Birkenau; German Nazi Concentration and
Extermination Camp (1940-1945) (31)
Independence Hall (78)

Poland

1979

United States of
America

1979

Head-Smashed-In Buffalo Jump (158)

Canada

1981

Rila Monastery (216)

Bulgaria

1983

La Fortaleza and San Juan Historic Site in Puerto Rico (266) United States of
America

1983

Hiroshima Peace Memorial (Genbaku Dome) (755)

Japan

1996

Old Bridge Area of the Old City of Mostar (946rev)

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

2005

Aapravasi Ghat (1227)

Mauritius

2006

ANNEX V
List of 9 properties inscribed on the World Heritage List on the basis of cultural criterion (vi) and
natural criteria
Property Name and

State Party

Years of Inscription

Criteria

Kakadu National Park

Australia

1981, 1987, 1992

M (i)(vi)(vii)(ix)(x)

Tasmanian Wilderness

Australia

1982, 1989 (extension) M (iii)(iv)(vi)(vii)
(viii) (ix)(x)
1987, 1994
M (v)(vi)(vii)(viii)

Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Australia
Park
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Mount Emei Scenic Area, China
including Leshan Giant
Buddha Scenic Area
Mount Taishan
China

1996

M (iv)(vi)(x)

1987

M (i)(ii)(iii)(iv)(v)
(vi)(vii)

Mount Wuyi
Mount Athos
Tongariro National Park

China
Greece
New Zealand

1999
1988
1990, 1993

M (iii)(vi)(vii)(x)
M(i)(ii)(iv)(v)(vi)(vii)
M (ii) (iii) (vi)

Papahānaumokuākea

United States of
America

2010

M (iii)(vi)(viii)(ix)(x)
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ANNEX VI
Changes to cultural criteria (Crit (i)-(vi))

4

OG 1977

OG 1980

OG 1983

OG 1984

Crit (i)

Represent a unique
artistic or aesthetic
achievement, a
masterpiece of
human creative
genius

Represent a unique
artistic or aesthetic
achievement, a
masterpiece of human
creative genius

Represent a unique
artistic achievement, a
masterpiece of human
creative genius

Represent a unique
artistic achievement, a
masterpiece of human
creative genius

Crit (ii)

Have exerted
considerable
influence, over a
span of time or within
a cultural area of the
world, on subsequent
developments in
architecture,
monumental
sculpture, garden and
landscape design,
related arts, or
human settlements

Have exerted great
influence, over a span of
time or within a cultural
area of the world, on
developments in
architecture, monumental
arts, or town planning and
landscaping

Have exerted great
influence, over a span of
time or within a cultural
area of the world, on
developments in
architecture,
monumental arts, or
town planning and
landscaping

Have exerted great
influence, over a span
of time or within a
cultural area of the
world, on developments
in architecture,
monumental arts, or
town planning and
landscaping

Crit (iii)

Be unique, extremely
rare, or of great
antiquity

Bear a unique or at least
exceptional testimony to a
civilization which has
disappeared

Bear a unique or at least
exceptional testimony to
a civilization which has
disappeared

Bear a unique or at
least exceptional
testimony to a
civilization which has
disappeared

Crit (iv)

Be among the most
characteristic
examples of a type of
structure, the type
representing an
important cultural,
social, artistic,
scientific,
technological or
industrial
development

Be an outstanding
example of a type of
structure which illustrates
a significant stage in
history

Be an outstanding
example of a type of
building or architectural
ensemble which
illustrates a significant
stage in history

Be an outstanding
example of a type of
building or architectural
ensemble which
illustrates a significant
stage in history

Crit (v)

Be a characteristic
example of a
significant, traditional
style of architecture,
method of
construction, or
human settlement,

Be an outstanding
example of a traditional
human settlement which
is representative of a
culture and which has
become vulnerable under
the impact of irreversible

Be an outstanding
example of a traditional
human settlement which
is representative of a
culture and which has
become vulnerable
under the impact of

Be an outstanding
example of a traditional
human settlement
which is representative
of a culture and which
has become vulnerable
under the impact of

Extract from “Guidance on the preparation of retrospective statements of Outstanding Universal Value for World Heritage Properties”, July
2010
4
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Crit (vi)

that is fragile by
nature or has become
vulnerable under the
impact of irreversible
socio-cultural or
economic change

change

irreversible change

irreversible change

Be most importantly
associated with ideas
or beliefs, with events
or with persons, of
outstanding historical
importance or
significance

Be directly or tangibly
associated with events or
with ideas or beliefs of
outstanding universal
significance (the
Committee considered
that this criterion should
justify inclusion in the List
only in exceptional
circumstances or in
conjunction with other
criteria)

Be directly or tangibly
associated with events
or with ideas or beliefs
of outstanding universal
significance (the
Committee considered
that this criterion should
justify inclusion in the
List only in exceptional
circumstances or in
conjunction with other
criteria)

Be directly or tangibly
associated with events
or with ideas or beliefs
of outstanding universal
significance (the
Committee considered
that this criterion should
justify inclusion in the
List only in exceptional
circumstances or in
conjunction with other
criteria)
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OG 1988

OG 1992

OG 1994

Crit (i)

Represent a unique artistic
achievement, a masterpiece of
human creative genius

Represent a unique artistic
achievement, a masterpiece of
human creative genius

Represent a unique artistic
achievement, a masterpiece of
human creative genius

Crit (ii)

Have exerted great influence,
over a span of time or within a
cultural area of the world, on
developments in architecture,
monumental arts, or town
planning and landscaping

Have exerted great influence,
over a span of time or within a
cultural area of the world, on
developments in architecture,
monumental arts, or town
planning and landscaping

Have exerted great influence,
over a span of time or within a
cultural area of the world, on
developments in architecture,
monumental arts, or town
planning and landscape
design

Crit (iii)

Bear a unique or at least
exceptional testimony to a
civilization which has
disappeared

Bear a unique or at least
exceptional testimony to a
civilization which has
disappeared

Bear a unique or at least
exceptional testimony to a
civilization or cultural tradition
which has disappeared

Crit (iv)

Be an outstanding example of
a type of building or
architectural ensemble which
illustrates a significant stage in
history

Be an outstanding example of
a type of building or
architectural ensemble which
illustrates a significant stage in
history

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

Crit (v)

Be an outstanding example of
a traditional human settlement
which is representative of a
culture and which has become
vulnerable under the impact of
irreversible change

Be an outstanding example of
a traditional human settlement
which is representative of a
culture and which has become
vulnerable under the impact of
irreversible change

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

Crit (vi)

Be directly or tangibly
associated with events or with
ideas or beliefs of outstanding
universal significance (the
Committee considered that
this criterion should justify
inclusion in the List only in
exceptional circumstances or
in conjunction with other
criteria)

Be directly or tangibly
associated with events or with
ideas or beliefs of outstanding
universal significance (the
Committee considered that
this criterion should justify
inclusion in the List only in
exceptional circumstances or
in conjunction with other
criteria)

Be directly or tangibly
associated with events or
living traditions, with ideas, or
with beliefs, with artistic and
literary works of outstanding
universal significance (the
Committee considered that
this criterion should justify
inclusion in the List only in
exceptional circumstances or
in conjunction with other
criteria)
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OG 1996

OG 1997/1999

OG 2005

2008

Crit (i)

Represent a
masterpiece of human
creative genius

Represent a
masterpiece of human
creative genius

Represent a
masterpiece of human
creative genius

Represent a
masterpiece of human
creative genius

Crit (ii)

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

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

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

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

Crit (iii)

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

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

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

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

Crit (iv)

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

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

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

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

Crit (v)

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

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

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

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

Crit (vi)

Be directly or tangibly
associated with events
or living traditions, with
ideas, or with beliefs,
with artistic and literary
works of outstanding
universal significance

Be directly or tangibly
associated with events
or living traditions, with
ideas, or with beliefs,
with artistic and literary
works of outstanding
universal significance

Be directly or tangibly
associated with events
or living traditions, with
ideas, or with beliefs,
with artistic and literary
works of outstanding
universal significance

Be directly or tangibly
associated with events
or living traditions, with
ideas, or with beliefs,
with artistic and literary
works of outstanding
universal significance
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(the Committee
considered that this
criterion should justify
inclusion in the List only
in exceptional
circumstances or in
conjunction with other
criteria cultural or
natural)

(the Committee
considered that this
criterion should justify
inclusion in the List only
in exceptional
circumstances and in
conjunction with other
criteria cultural or
natural)

(The Committee
considers that this
criterion should
preferably be used in
conjunction with other
criteria)

(The Committee
considers that this
criterion should
preferably be used in
conjunction with other
criteria)
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ANNEX VII

Decision: 35 COM 9C

The World Heritage Committee,

1.

Having examined Document WHC-11/35.COM/9C,

2.

Recalling Decisions 31 COM 9 and 32 COM 10A adopted at its 31st (Christchurch, 2007)
and 32nd (Quebec City, 2008) sessions respectively,

3.

Notes the information provided on the Recommendations of the Science and Technology
Expert Working Group in the context of World Heritage Nominations (London, 2008) and
subsequent discussions on revisions to the Operational Guidelines;

4.

Further notes the completion of the thematic study on “Heritage Sites of Astronomy and
Archaeoastronomy in the context of the UNESCO World Heritage Convention” and
progress made on the study on “Water Heritage Management”;

5.

Encourages States Parties to take into account the recommendations provided by the
Science and Technology Expert Working Group in the context of World Heritage
Nominations (London, 2008), as well as recommendations developed within the
framework of the Thematic Initiative “Astronomy and World Heritage” while preparing
nominations to the World Heritage List and requests the World Heritage Centre and the
Advisory Bodies to integrate relevant issues into a future expert meeting on criterion (vi);

6.

Further encourages States Parties and donors to identify additional resources for the
completion of thematic studies, their publication and dissemination.
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Part 3
Working Sessions:
The Use of Criterion (vi) for the Recognition
of Associative Values
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Dr. Piotr M. A. Cywiński
Director of the Auschwitz-Birkenau State Museum
Dr. Katarzyna Piotrowska
National Heritage Board of Poland
International World Heritage Experts Meeting on Criterion (vi) and Associative Values
Case Study:
AUSCHWITZ BIRKENAU
German Nazi Concentration and Extermination Camp (1940-1945) World Heritage Site

Properties that are of outstanding interest, and therefore should be preserved as part of the world
heritage of mankind as a whole, are protected under the World Heritage Convention. The World
Heritage List gives an opportunity to bring sites of special value and importance to the attention of
the international community, along with the obligation of their safeguarding. The case study
presents Auschwitz Birkenau, German Nazi Concentration and Extermination Camp (1940-1945)
inscribed on the World Heritage List in 1979.
Commemoration of sites directly related to important historic events is an activity that has an
impact on the development of cultures and civilization. Among them sites of extermination, with
clearly negative connotation, have special positions. They are a kind of memento, a warning
against destructiveness of dominance and disregard to other people and their cultures. The
preservation of the significance of these events and sites associated with them require a special
approach and treatment, both at the level of fabric as well as in the field of information and
education activities.

1. Konzentrationslager Auschwitz
During World War II in 1940, after the invasion and annexion of a part of Poland’s territory to the
Third Reich, Nazi Germany organised the Konzentrationslager (KL – concentration camp)
Auschwitz in the pre-war city of Oświęcim. This used the advantages of an existing former Polish
military barracks and a very good transportation system, including railway junctions. From the very
beginning KL Auschwitz served achieving the intended policy of genocide in the occupied
territories. It had been gradually expanded to a huge complex of camps with different functions,
from the mass extermination of Jews to the concentration camps for prisoners, slave labour
centres to benefit German companies, places of mass executions, laboratories of pseudo-medical
experiments on prisoners or places of the isolation and killing of prisoners of war.
Initially, mainly Polish political prisoners were placed in the camp. From 1941, prisoners of other
nationalities were also sent there. In 1941, the Nazi Third Reich started to mass exterminate the
European Jews, first by shooting, then by deporting the victims to the extermination centres from
previously established ghettos. Regular transports of Jews started arriving to Auschwitz in early
1942. The vast majority of Jews, especially children and elderly people, were murdered in the gas
chambers immediately upon arrival. Others, especially the young and strong, were directed to
exhausting slave labour as prisoners of the concentration camp. In 1943, a camp for Sinti and
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Roma was created at Auschwitz. Entire families, including children, were held there. Most died out
of distress or epidemic diseases, whilst others were murdered by the SS in gas chambers.
About 1.300.000 people, including at least 1.100.000 Jews were deported to Auschwitz. Among
the victims there were more than 200.000 children1.
2. Auschwitz Birkenau as a World Heritage Site
Auschwitz concentration camp - the remains of the largest German Nazi concentration and
extermination camp of World War II, was inscribed on the World Heritage List in 1979 on the basis
of criterion (vi) alone, and in full consensus of every World Heritage Committee member. In the
light of this criterion, the site is directly linked to events of World War II, which were of outstanding
historical importance or significance. The World Heritage Committee decided: „to restrict the
inscription of other sites of a similar nature“ in its decision2. In the justification of inscription and
recommendations for the World Heritage Committee, ICOMOS stated that “Auschwitz-Birkenau
(…) is not a historical museum in the usual sense of the word; it bears irrefutable and concrete
witness to one of the greatest crimes which has been perpetrated against humanity (…).“3 Michel
Parent noted in his Comparative Study of Nominations and Criteria prepared for the Committee
session in 1979 “(…) in order to preserve its symbolic status as a monument to all the victims,
Auschwitz should, it seems, remain in isolation. In other words, we (the Committee) recommend
that it should stand alone among cultural properties as bearing witness to the depth of horror and
of suffering, and the height of heroism, and that all other sites of the same nature be symbolised
through it.”4
In the justification of the criterion (vi) of the inscription on the World Heritage List, which was
adopted by the World Heritage Committee in 2007 one reads: „Auschwitz-Birkenau, monument to
the deliberate genocide of the Jews by the Nazi regime (Germany 1933-1945) and to the deaths of
countless others bears irrefutable evidence to one of the greatest crimes ever perpetrated against
humanity. It is also a monument to the strength of the human spirit which in appalling conditions of
adversity resisted the efforts of the German Nazi regime to suppress freedom and free thought
and to wipe out whole races. The site is a key place of memory for the whole of humankind for the
holocaust, racist policies and barbarism; it is a place of our collective memory of this dark chapter
in the history of humanity, of transmission to younger generations and a sign of warning of the
many threats and tragic consequences of extreme ideologies and denial of human dignity.“5

In light of the justifications, the value of Auschwitz, as a direct result of the exceptional events of
the Third Reich, is highlighted. At the same time its unquestionable influence on post-war history
of the human mind, revealing the different levels of culture and civilization throughout the world, is
underlined. Of all the camps established by Nazi Germany, KL Auschwitz most fully implemented
the various functions of the entire German camp system. From every perspective, it was the
1

Data available on the Auschwitz-Birkenau State Muzeum website at:
http://en.auschwitz.org/h/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=14&Itemid=13 (accessed: 20.02.2014).
2
Decision of the World Heritage Committee No 03COM XII.46 of the 1979, document available at:
http://whc.unesco.org/archive/repcom79.htm#31 (accessed: 20.02.2014).
3
Formal evaluation of the nomination by the Advisory Body (Advisory Body Evaluation), document available at:
http://whc.unesco.org/archive/advisory_body_evaluation/031.pdf (accessed: 20.02.2014).
4
M. Parent, Comparative Study of Nominations and Criteria for World Cultural Heritage, CC-79/CONF.003/11
Annex, p. 21; document available at: (http://whc.unesco.org/archive/1979/cc-79-conf003-11e.pdf (accessed:
20.02.2014).
5
See: http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/31 (accessed: 20.02.2014).
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largest concentration camp and had the greatest number of victims - being the focal centre of the
mass extermination of Jews. For these reasons, the camp became a symbol of the Shoah and the
entire Nazi system of the destruction of people. That which happened in this particular place, with
the direct participation of specific perpetrators and their victims, has a unique power of expression
and conveys the very truth about a darker side of human nature.
The evolution of knowledge about the camps, which focused around Auschwitz, gave this place a
particular symbolic significance that transcends the history of the camp. Auschwitz reflects a
common understanding of a certain catalogue of issues, and both positive and negative values. It
is a notion that has gained importance as an unequivocal symbol of extermination and the fall of
humanity, a warning against the consequences of an ideology based on racism, driven from
disregard for the other man and his culture, and the desire to dominate. The experience of
Auschwitz, fully revealing the devastating potential of humanity, has become one of the major axes
of post-war philosophical and theological reflections, including social, legal and political discussion.
For this reason the place has become a fundamental reference point of culture – the subject of
countless works of literature, film and music – and, in parallel, one of the essential destinations of
visits, especially of young people - from all over the world. They come to pay tribute to the victims,
feeling a sense of duty and a need to experience the broad range of ethical and intellectual
challenges posed by Auschwitz.
The inscription of Auschwitz-Birkenau on the World Heritage List reflects the importance of this
place in comparison to other sites of memory for which it is pars pro toto and a symbolic reference.
It is the only one of the major centres of extermination that was also a concentration camp, and the
only one of the major centres of extermination that has not been razed to the ground before the
German retreat. Its post-war importance was largely influenced by the great number of survivors
and the unique condition of the camp relics and its clear spatial structure; although in the last
period of the camp existence, before the eastern front approached, the Germans blew up gas
chambers and crematoria, set fire to part of the warehouse of looted property and destroyed a
large portion of camp records.

4. Protection and management of the Auschwitz Birkenau World Heritage Site
The boundaries of the World Heritage property overlap almost entirely with the borders of the
Auschwitz-Birkenau State Museum. After the liberation by the Soviet Red Army on January 27,
1945, the post-camp area was largely secured by the efforts of survivors. In 1947, thanks to their
effort, a museum dedicated to the history of the camp and its victims was brought to life6. The
Museum includes Auschwitz I – Stammlager and Auschwitz II–Birkenau. The first is the main
camp. It consists of, amongst other features, the only partially preserved gas chamber and
crematorium, the so-called Death Wall (execution wall), 28 blocks, along with a huge kitchen and
the "Arbeit macht frei" gate. The archives, collections as well as exhibitions commemorating the
victims of the camp are located there. The second part, Auschwitz II–Birkenau, is managed as a
memorial “as found”. It comprises relics of the railway unloading ramp, wooden- and brick-built
prisoner barracks, the ruins of the gas chambers and crematoria, the storage space for stolen
goods (so-called ‘Canada’), the sites of furnaces and the mass graves where human ashes remain
6

Act of 2 July 1947 on the commemoration of the martyrdom of the Polish nation and other nations in Oświęcim
(Journal of Laws of 1947 No. 52, item 265). The Act provides that the grounds of the former Nazi concentration camp
in Oświęcim together with all the buildings and installations located there have to be preserved for all time as a
Monument of Martyrdom of the Polish Nation and other Nations (Article 1). In these areas has been established the
Auschwitz-Birkenau State Museum in Oświęcim (Article 3).
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to this day. Both parts comprise a complex showing different camp functions. Around them there
are scattered numerous camp structures and buildings of the German factories using the slave
labour of prisoners. Having in mind the German policy towards erasing the evidence – especially
at the time of the liquidation of the extermination camps – relics of Auschwitz-Birkenau are an
extremely meaningful testimony of the past that show the purpose and principles of this most
felonious machinery of mankind.
Auschwitz-Birkenau has the status of the Monument of Martyrdom7. Auschwitz-Birkenau State
Museum, established at the place of the former Nazi German concentration and extermination
camp, reports directly to the Minister of Culture and National Heritage of Poland and is responsible
for protection of the Monument and providing access to it. As part of this responsibility the
Museum carries out the necessary research, preservation works and educational activities. To
ensure international consensus around the most difficult management issues, the Museum is
supported by the advice of the International Auschwitz Council. Due to the size of the site and the
number of objects undergoing preservation works, the Auschwitz-Birkenau Foundation was
established in 2009. Thanks to the donations of dozens of governments and many individuals, that
make up the endowment, the Foundation provides a financing tool for lengthy and extensive
preservation works, the programming of which goes beyond the time logic of the state or EU
budgets.

Protection and management of a World Heritage Site in the case of sites of memory must take into
account two facts: its functioning as a symbol commemorating the event, and being the evidence
that provides tangible proof of its occurrence. The preservation of the authenticity and integrity of
the site, its spatial layout and historic features is aimed at ensuring the credibility of the site in
relation to the accounts of survivors and the historic contents which provide evidence, as well as in
relation to the socio-cultural values which have drawn attention today. The relics of the camp allow
placing the written or recorded memories of survivors into a particular field situation, and make
their testimonies undeniable. Each year the authenticity of remains gain greater importance in
maintaining the memory of living innocent victims. Efforts to preserve the integrity of the site are
made, in particular, to help understand the drama of the victims and the course of extermination.
The preserved “landscape of destruction” together with all tangible evidence gives the visitor a
chance to live one’s own experience of Auschwitz.

Effective site recognition and the safeguarding of its significance require broad educational
activities, from long duration visits to dedicated courses, seminars and conferences. In a growing
number of countries, the history of the Holocaust has been introduced into school curriculums. In
this context, the visits of young people in organized groups within a variety of educational projects
have become a vital component of annual attendance. For this reason, the Museum provides
guided visits delivered in a world record-breaking number of approximately 20 languages. The
emotional and empathetic values of such visits, especially verbal interaction with the guideeducator, can deepen understanding of the Memorial and the tragedy of the victims. To provide
quality guiding through the site and its history the Museum invests in continuous support programs
and the training of educators.

7

Ibidem, Article 1.
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Due to the fundamental significance to the human civilization, the protection of the Memorial also
embraces its protection from being used as a background or support to various artistic projects or
media events, calculated on a superficial level and which do not have a straight and clear
subjective relationship to the Memorial and its history.

5. Summary

In the case of sites of memory there is a kind of transposition of goals in comparison with classical
monuments. This reversal should be reflected in the management of this type of World Heritage
Site. In their case, education plays the key role. "The protection and preservation" of the sites of
memory are happening in the first place in the minds of people, therefore all activities are directed
at the individual and made with a view to the recipient’s acquisition of the fundamental content
related to the place. Commemoration can only be achieved by truly accessing visitor emotion,
triggering reflection and leaving a prominent and lasting trace in their mind. There are two basic
pillars of action in the area of the memorials: maintaining authenticity and education, where
authenticity has primary importance and education secondary, yet purposeful. Education,
however, is based to a much greater extent on material evidence (authenticity) than on didactic
tools (exhibitions, installations and presentations). Proper identification of the site, its history and
the preservation of remains in a state as close to the original as possible, ensure credibility
through direct interaction of the original perceived as the truth.

The World Heritage Convention is a site-based convention. Referring to the inscriptions on the
World Heritage List on the basis of criterion (vi) and associative values, there must be an authentic
and unambiguous relationship between the values of the historic event and the site itself. In
extending the List, one should take into account both the Outstanding Universal Value of the event
and the ability of maintaining awareness of its significance together with the ability of maintaining
of the site itself. In this particular case the safeguarding of the Outstanding Universal Value
depends not only on the efforts and activities of the State Party, in whose territory the site is
located, but also on endeavours made by the international community.
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World War I
by Mr Geleyns,
Point focal Patrimoine mondial UNESCO pour la Flandre

Memorial Sites of the First World War in the Westhoek (Belgium)
Since wars begin in the minds of men, it is in the minds of men that the defences of peace must
be constructed.
Preamble to the Constitution of UNESCO

On the eve of the centenary of the First World War (1914-1918) Flanders, Wallonia and an
association of 9 departments in the north and the east of France have started
preparations for a unique commemorative initiative: the nomination of a selection of
memorials sites of the First World War to UNESCO’s World Heritage List.
This paper will focus on whether the over 1.300 material traces that are preserved in
Flanders, the landscape that was recreated by the war, and the associated archaeological
heritage can be considered of Outstanding Universal Value. It will first discuss the
importance of these memorial sites, and subsequently touch on the challenges of
dealing with sites.

The First World War and the Western Front
The First World War was a global military conflict that started on July 28th, 1914 and lasted until
November 11th, 1918. Even though it was centred in Europe, it involved large parts of the world.
Contemporary research has confirmed that it truly was an event with a global impact, not in the
least because the main parties involved in World War One – the allied forces of the United
Kingdom, the Russian Empire and France on the one hand, and the central powers of the
German Empire and Austria-Hungary on the other – mobilized at home and in their colonies.
This explains that, in Flanders alone, over 500.000 civilians and soldiers originating from no less
than 50 present-day countries were killed. Today, Americans, Australians, Canadians, Chinese,
Congolese, Germans, Indians, Irish, Moroccans, New-Zealanders, South-Africans, … are buried
in Flemish soil after losing their lives between 1914 and 1918.
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Fig. 1 - Over 500.000 soldiers and civilians originating from no less than 50 present-day countries lost their lives in
the Westhoek. © In Flanders Fields Museum, Ypres

Traces of the First World War are still numerous and widespread along the former Western
Front, where a merciless trench war developed between 1914 and 1918. The Western Front ran
from the North Sea in the west to the French border with Switzerland in the east. Here, you can
still find battle fields, defensive structures, trenches, craters, military cemeteries, memorials …
Although often quite impressive, they are hardly meant to glorify the practice of war – quite on
the contrary. They commemorate the victims of this first global conflict, and send a message of
warning.
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Fig. 2. A segment of the Western Front of the First World War, where both sides dug in along an line of fortified
trenches. The red areas are the so called ‘red zones’, where the original landscape was completely destroyed. The
front of the Westhoek is highlighted in dark grey © Flanders Heritage/ Luc Vandael

In Flanders, memorial sites are especially plentiful in the Westhoek area, the westernmost part
of the region, commonly known by many as ‘Flanders Fields’. Here, the impact of the war was
particularly devastating: in an area of approximately 60 by 10 km, the landscape was totally
destroyed. Cities like Ypres, Dixmude and Nieuwpoort were wiped of the map. After the war,
everyday life resumed and the cities were rebuilt, but the indelible impressions in the landscape
remained. They still testify, along with the omnipresent former military structures, monuments
and military cemeteries, and the human remains and large quantities of unexploded ordnance
that are still being recovered to this day, of the intensity of the battles of World War One in
Flanders.
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Fig. 3. The devestation of the First World War. Chateau Wood, Ypres, 1917.© Frank Hurley
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Fig. 4. The village of Westouter in 1916. © Eugène Dhuicque archives/ Flanders Heritage.

Fig. 5. Two pictures of the same spot: an image showing the horror of the First World War, pasted onto the current
landscape. © In Flanders Fields Museum

Memorial sites on the Western Front
Scattered over the area in which the two fighting powers came to a standstill between 1914 and
1918, thousands of objects, ensembles and sites commemorate the events that took place.
These include relics of military activity (defensive structures, craters, trenches, …), which were
often recuperated as memorial grounds, but also places especially created for this purpose.
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Cemeteries, mausoleums, monuments and memorials, … were sometimes established during
the war, by the army, comrades, or locals. After the war, the initiative was continued, and to a
certain degree institutionalized: commissions and services were established to create
cemeteries and monuments, commemorating those who had fallen. Belgium and France
donated land to serve as the perpetual resting place for those who fell in the war – both for the
allied forces as well as the German empire. This was quite remarkable at that time. It has
resulted in a unique commemoration, for a number of reasons:
‐

The scale of the commemoration: thousands of memorial sites, along the former
Western Front, some of which are very large (e.g. military cemeteries where tens of
thousands are buried)

‐

The quality with which these were designed: typically, the memorials and cemeteries
belonging to a particular nation were laid out and erected in a specific and consistent
style, reflecting different cultural sensitivities, with a great attention to detail and
symbolism. Commonwealth cemeteries are clearly distinct from German cemeteries, for
example. In many cases, they are attractive and inviting places.

‐

The fact that the commemoration is kept alive to this date. In Flanders alone, several
hundreds of thousands of visitors each year pay their respects, and continue to
commemorate those who died in a horrible war. Remarkably, many countries still invest
a lot of energy in maintaining these memorial sites and the message they convey. To
confirm that the commemoration is embraced by many, and has been so since the end
of the war: in Ypres, every night at 8 o’clock, the Last Post is played at the Menin Gate
war memorial. This daily ceremony, performed by volunteers, started in 1928, and has
been continued ever since (with the exception of the Second World War, when the
ceremony had to move to Brookwood cemetery in the United Kingdom). Occasionally,
when bodies are uncovered (e.g. by a farmer or while working on a construction site),
they are reburied in one of the established military cemeteries.
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Fig. 6. The Brooding Soldier/ “le canadien” in St. Juliaan, designed by Frederick Chapman Clemesha,
commemorating the Canadian 1st Division’s participation in the 2nd Battle of Ypres. Over a period of 48 hours, 2.000
Canadians were killed. © Erf-goed.be
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Fig. 7. Monument erected to commemorate the French soldiers who died while recapturing the Kemmelbergl Mont
Kemmel. ©Flanders Heritage/ Piet Geleyns
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Fig. 8. Tyne Cot Cemetery, the largest cemetery for Commonwealth forces in the world. It contains over 11.950
rd
graves, most of whom died in the Battle of Passchendaele (also known as the 3 Battle of Ypres). © Flanders
Heritage/ Piet Geleyns
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Fig. 9. The Stone of Remembrance and the Cross of Sacrifice in the background at Tyne Cot Cemetery. The phrase
“Their name liveth for evermore”, taken from the Bible, was chosen by Sir Rudyard Kipling to be engraved in the
Stone of Remembrance on larger cemeteries. © Flanders Heritage/ Piet Geleyns

Duitse militaire begraafplaats van Vladslo. © Flanders Heritage/ Halewijn Missiaen
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Treurend ouderpaar van Käthe KollwitzDuitse militaire begraafplaats van Vladslo. © Flanders Heritage/ Halewijn
Missiaen

th

Fig. 10a/b/c. On December 19 , 2013, David Cameron, prime minister of the United Kingdom and Enda Kenny, the
Irish taoiseach, paid tribute to British and Irish war dead in a number of ceremonies in the Westhoek. It was the first
time that British and Irish leaders jointly visited the First World War memorials, and was generally considered a
symbolic visit and another ‘key milestone’ in the deepening of relations between Great Britain and Ireland. © Stefan
Rousseau/PA Wire, Virginia Mayo/PA Wire
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Fig. 11. The reburial ceremony with full military honours for private Alan James Mather of the 33 Battalion,
Australian Imperial Forces, on July 20, 2010 at Prowse Point Military Cemetery in Ploegsteert. © ABC
News/www.abc.net.au

Fig. 12. The Last Post ceremony, a daily event at Menin Gate war memorial since 1928. © Visit Flanders
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Fig. 13. Menin Gate war memorial, Ypres. © Visit Flanders

These memorial sites serve a triple purpose:
‐ In the first place, they provide a grave for each individual who died, where friend and
families can mourn their loss.
‐ On a less personal basis, each memorial site as a whole is a physical place where
everybody can commemorate those who have fallen during the war.
‐ Finally, by considering the enormity of the losses and the human impact, they send a
universal warning against the horrors of war. They have become bearers of an
international message of peace, reconciliation and international cooperation. In this
regard, the memorial landscapes and sites of the First World War inscribe themselves in
the preamble of UNESCO’s Constitution. They are not just a history lesson, but also a
lesson for the future.
The memorial aspect was not confined to the actual places were the war took place. The horror
and despair of the trenches had a profound impact on the arts as well. Numerous artists died on
the front, others survived and returned home, in many cases only able to deal with their fears
and frustrations in their artistic production. Artists who did not go to war but had to deal with the
loss of friends or relatives often did the same. Especially with regard to contemporary literature,
we can refer to an impressive collection of iconic lines, poems and books on the First World
War, the Western Front and Flanders Fields. Sir Rudyard Kipling, a great supporter of the
United Kingdom’s involvement in the war in the beginning, wrote the famous ‘If any question
why we died/ Tell them, because our fathers lied’ after he lost his son at the Battle of Loos in
1915. John McCrae immortalised the shocking reality of chemical warfare and life in the
trenches in Flanders in his poem “In Flanders Fields”.
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UNESCO World Heritage?
The parties involved in the preparation of the nomination of a selection of memorials sites of the
First World War to UNESCO’s World Heritage List are convinced that intrinsic historic and
artistic values, and the way that society, the countries involved at that time in the conflict and the
wider international community have been dealing with these sites is extraordinary. In this
respect, recognition as a World Heritage property will be sought under the criteria (iv) and (vi):
CRITERION (iv)  work in progress
The property consists of memorial and commemorative landscapes related to the
First World War, located in the immediate surroundings of iconic places where
some of the heaviest battles along the Western Front took place between 1914
and 1918.
The military cemeteries of the nations involved in the war stand out. As far as
possible, those who died while fighting were given an individual tombstone. If no
corpse could be retrieved, memorials to the missing were created in which the
names of those who lost their lives were inscribed, sometimes in combination
with mass graves in case bodies could not be identified. This attention to the
individual body was quite new in the context of war.
What makes them even more exceptional is the scale of these memorial sites.
On the one hand, one should consider their geographic extent, all along the
entire former western front from the North Sea to the border with Switzerland. On
the other hand, the vast number of sites, ranging from individual monuments to
cemeteries where tens of thousands of soldiers found a resting place gives a
clear idea of the enormous human impact – especially when you look at the
landscape as well, which was irreversibly altered through the massive
devastations caused by an unprecedented total and global war.
The cemeteries, mausoleums and monuments were erected by the countries
involved in the conflict, by locals or relatives. In most cases, the national
memorials and cemeteries were given a particular layout or erected in a specific
style, reflecting different cultural sensitivities. Accordingly, one can find bright and
open sites, but just as well imposing and more intimate places. Without
exception, however, they appeal to the memory and respect for the soldier who
died in the war.
This commemoration is not a historic or static event: ever since the end of the
First World War, people, associations and national institutions have been taking
care of this memory and of these sites on a daily basis.
It also includes cultural landscapes evoking the memory of the war itself by the
presence of elements that directly reflect the conflict. fighting.
These landscapes illustrate this period of unprecedented intensification of
combats and the mass death that it resulted in.
CRITERION (vi)  work in progress
The First World War was a defining event in human history. It shifted the
geopolitical balance in way that is still felt today, and brought enormous advances
in the fields of science, technology, and medicine. However, it was also a human
catastrophe: estimates suggest that, along the Western Front alone, close to 14
million were killed, wounded or captured over the course of the 4 year battle. This
human disaster had a profound impact on societies, which were sometimes
decimated by the disappearance a large part of their youth.
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Faced with the unprecedented impact of the industrialized forces of destruction
and mass death during the First World War, the will to perpetuate the individual
identity of the victim of war testifies to the unique effort to re-humanize those who
were often killed in the most inhumane conditions
For the first time in human history, during and immediately after the war, victims
were recognized in an equal and egalitarian manner in death. This was most
typically expressed by the individual grave, located in standardized cemeteries
and mausoleums designed with an extremely high attention to detail. Each
individual who died in combat was all recognized for himself, with an individual
tomb to identify his place of his burial. Here, friends and relatives could mourn
and commemorate their loved one. Remarkably, each casualty was treated in the
same way, regardless of rank, cultural or religious affiliation. This cult and
commemoration has been kept alive through collective commemorations,
pilgrimages and other traditional events.
This shared memory of those who died during combat, which has been copied in
following conflicts, has a current and dynamic character. Millions of visitors of all
generations, from all over the world still pay their respects. Every site calls for
contemplation and celebration of the memory of the dead, stressing the
importance of the denunciation of violence, sending an message of peace and
reconciliation. In this way, the memorial sites of the First World War subscribe the
adage that “Since wars begin in the minds of men, it is in the minds of men that
the defences of peace must be constructed”.
Obviously, the horror and despair of the trenches had a profound impact on the
arts as well. Several iconic lines, poems and stories were created during and
after the war, including works by sir Rudyard Kipling and the famous “In Flanders
Fields” by lt.-col. John McCrae.

Challenges related to a World Heritage nomination
A heritage strategy for this landscape full of history and memory faces specific time, space, form
and content related challenges that go beyond the traditional interpretation of the concept
“heritage”. It opens the door to a charged debate about heritage with a negative connotation,
and confronts us with an ethical dilemma: how do we deal with the relics of war? This is a
question society needs to answer. However, as in Auschwitz and Hiroshima, the Outstanding
Universal Value of the memorial sites of the First World War is not in the battlefields and military
structures, but rather in the constant reminder and universal warning of the imperfections and
limits of our own society.
On another level, the landscape of the First World War is also part of a dynamic cultural
landscape created by the complex interplay of natural, cultural, spatial and social processes and
developments. The landscape of the Westhoek has been and is still undergoing many radical
transformations. The intensification and enlargement of agricultural land use, the development
of industrial zones, an expanding housing stock, and large scale infrastructure works such as
new motorways, wind turbines, and power pylons have all blurred the landscape heritage of the
First World War. Dealing with this landscape means balancing international and heritage-related
expectations with local needs. The heritage is situated geographically in Flanders, but it was
caused by a global conflict and the memory today is shared and kept alive by an international
heritage community. This is a challenge that needs to be dealt with.
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Fig. 14. Old and new: a First World War Commonwealth cemetery with in the background the industrial installations
th
st
and wind turbines that were created in the 20 and 21 century along the Ieperleekanaal. © Flanders Heritage
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Fortress Worship Buildings
by Algimantas Degutis,
Department of Cultural Heritage at the Ministry of Culture, Lithuania

In the World Heritage List under criteria (vi) alone there are 3 properties of fortress worship
buildings.
‐

Rila Monastery (Bulgaria). Date of Inscription: 1983 vi
Criterion (vi): Rila Monastery is considered a symbol of the 19th Century
Bulgarian Renaissance which imparted Slavic values upon Rila in trying to reestablish an
uninterrupted historic continuity.

‐

Monastery of the Hieronymites and Tower of Belém in Lisbon (Portugal). Date of
Inscription: 1983. Fortress C (vi).
It should be noted that, since 1980. vi criterion in the definition of force, with the
”exceptional circumstances".

‐

Forts and Castles, Volta, Greater Accra, Central and Western Regions (Ghana).
Date of Inscription: 1979. Fortress. C (vi).

All in all on the basis of cultural criterion (vi) with other criteria listed there are 19 properties.

Properties inscribed on the World Heritage List on the basis of cultural criterion (vi) also contain
other criteria - 5 with two criteria, 7 with the three criteria, 2 with the four criteria and 2 sites.

There are 6 properties inscribed on the basis of cultural criterion (vi) sites, old towns, route in
which there are fortress worship buildings.

121

Historically, as a rule most worshiped places, became defensive fortifications, and developed
into a castle or cities. Therefore practically worshiping and defense were inseparable. According
to the definition of criterion C (vi) many listed properties could be inscribed according to criterion
(vi).

List of properties of fortress worship buildings inscribed on the basis of cultural criterion
(vi)

‐

Cape Verde, Cidade Velha, Historic Centre of Ribeira Grande (ii,iii,vi)

‐

Colombia, Port, Fortresses and Group of Monuments, Cartagena (iv,vi)

‐

Israel, Masada (iii,iv,vi)

‐

Korea, Republic of Haeinsa Temple Janggyeong Panjeon, the Depositories for the
Tripitaka Koreana Woodblocks (iv,vi)

‐

Spain, University and Historic Precinct of Alcalá de Henares (ii,iv,vi)

‐

Botswana, Tsodilo (i,iii,vi) - not a building

‐

Kenya, Sacred Mijikenda Kaya Forests (iii,v,vi) - not a building

‐

China,
Ancient Building Complex in the Wudang Mountains (i,ii,vi)
Mount Wutai (ii,iii,iv,vi)
Historic Monuments of Dengfeng in “The Centre of Heaven and Earth” (iii,vi)

‐

Italy, Archaeological Area and the Patriarchal Basilica of Aquileia (iii,iv,vi)

‐

Japan,
Itsukushima Shinto Shrine (i,ii,iv,vi)
Shrines and Temples of Nikko(i,iv,vi)
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‐

Korea, Republic of Royal Tombs of the Joseon Dynasty (iii,iv,vi)

‐

Nepal, Lumbini, the Birthplace of the Lord Buddha (iii,vi)

‐

Poland, Churches of Peace in Jawor and Świdnica (iii,iv,vi)

‐

Germany, Wartburg Castle (iii,vi)

‐

Cyprus,

‐

Austria,

Paphos (iii,vi)

Historic Centre of the City of Salzburg (ii,iv,vi)
Historic Centre of Vienna (ii,iv,vi)
‐

Czech Republic, Historic Centre of Prague (ii,iv,vi)

‐

Italy, Ferrara, City of the Renaissance, and its Po Delta (ii,iii,iv,v,vi)

‐

Japan, Gusuku Sites and Related Properties of the Kingdom of Ryukyu (ii,iii,vi)

‐

France, Routes of Santiago de Compostela in France (ii,iv,vi)
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Kernavė Archaeological site in Lithuania
Criteria: (iii)(iv)
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Santa Martha
by Juan Luis Isaza Londono,
Director of Heritage, Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Colombia

Sierra Nevada de Santa Marta: a mixed, cultural and natural site located on the Caribbean
coast of Colombia, a site of outstanding universal values.
One of the preferred destinations of foreign tourists in Colombia is the Tayrona Park, a National
Natural Park that covers 15.000 hectares and that contains the richest vegetation of the
Colombia´s Caribbean Coast. The Park features 31 different types of vegetation, 6.388 species
of fauna and flora and 27 endemic species that are unique and currently endangered. It is a
place of white sand beaches, full of palm trees; the sea is blue and clear; calm reigns, especially
during the low tourism season. This is the archetype of the Caribbean beach. It is also one of
the favorite domestic tourism destinations, people who live in Bogotá, Colombia´s capital, a
large city of more than seven million people located at 2.600 meters above sea level and at
more than one thousand kilometers from the coast.
At times, one would see indigenous people walking in the Tayrona Park, they go unnoticed due
to the clothes they wear and calm air. They normally hold a recipient in their hands called
“poporo”, where a type of lime is kept, they also carry hand-woven bags called “mochilas”,
where they store the holy coca leaves, among others. They walk with the air and certainty of
one who knows the road ahead. They are not perceived by all the tourists, as the latter come to
enjoy the beach, the sun and to relax.
The more adventurous ones, sometimes moved by the curiosity triggered by the indigenous
people, go up to a place called “Pueblito”, a site from ancient times, where a “kogui” indigenous
family still lives and who serve as park rangers. After a two hour walk, visitors find the remains
of the old town. Some of the houses were built with wood, cane and mud, with palm tree leaves
or thatch roofs, generally of a conic shape and surrounded by stone rings. The houses are
located on the “terraces” built by their ancestors hundreds of years ago to adapt to the steep
terrain. The terraces in turn were supported by containing walls built with rocks, without cement.
Said walls serve to regulate the rain, whose waters run through old channels that serve as
aqueduct and sewage system at the same time. The latter are found in the entire settlement,
and in some stone roads that are barely visible. This system provides evidence of a complex
social and technological development level.
Archaeologists estimate that this town was developed in an area of four square kilometers, they
also indicate that it covered a much larger area that was absorbed by the forest, that
“Chairama”, its original name, had nearly 1.000 houses and 5.000 residents who lived there
between 450 and 1600 A.D. The estimation is that they left, towards 1600 from our era to the
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nearby Sierra Nevada de Santa Marta. Archaeologists have studied this area since the
beginning of the XX century. The first contact (or discovery as they would call it) with “Pueblito”
was in 1954 and for many years, it served as the laboratory to study the rising Colombian
archaeology headed by Colombian-Austrian anthropologist Gerardo Reichel Dolmatoff
(Salzburg 1912, Bogotá 1994)
Today, Tayrona Park and its surroundings feature archaeological remains everywhere, the most
important ones being Pueblito and Bahía de Cinto, where gold and pottery remains have been
found dating back to 2.000 B.C..
But Pueblito and Bahía Cinto, more than archaeological sites, are considered sacred sites by
the kogui peoples. These are two of the many sites located within the “Black Line” (Línea
Negra), a network of sacred sites where the indigenous people of the Sierra Nevada de Santa
Marta hold their ceremonies (pagamentos). These are traditionally recognized sites to hold
rituals required to counteract illnesses and anything that would destabilize the natural, cultural
or social harmony of the Peoples of the Sierra Nevada de Santa Marta. The sacred sites are
spaces strategically located in different areas and each one of them expresses in a specific
manner the different aspects of the environmental, cultural, political, social and economic life of
the Sierra Nevada.
Each one of the sites controls spiritually the different events of the Sierra´s social and natural
life, and they are spiritually connected with each other, delimiting and integrating the entire
ancestral territory. These are spaces strategically located and each one of them shows in a
specific manner, the different aspects of the environmental, cultural, political, social and
economic life of the region. The balance of our planet is maintained as of the sacred sites, this
is the fundamental mission of the indigenous peoples, which can only be achieved if these sites
are kept intact. And without them the sacred rituals held by the spiritual leaders called “Mamos”
cannot be performed. The Mamos play a fundamental role as they are the bearers of knowledge
on the indigenous peoples. They are the visible side at political and spiritual level and the ones
who maintain the the permanent dialog with all the elements of the universe. The Mamos are
the voice of the spiritual fathers and mothers of the creation.
In 1973, the Colombian State delimited the Black Line as a theological zone, recognizing the
sacredness of this land for the indigenous peoples. This delimitation has been drawn with
"pagamento" rituals that are held in a sacred geography covering several altitude levels as of
the perpetual snow down to the warm waters of the Caribbean Sea.
The acceptance by the Government of this sacredness is very valuable as it recognizes the
indigenous view of the world assuming an spiritual and holistic delimitation of the territory, and it
promotes a way of inter-cultural connection that respects the indigenous cultural practices, and
that guarantees inter-cultural functional relations in respect of the political and cultural autonomy
of the communities of Sierra Nevada de Santa Marta.
Many of the places within the Black Line are located in the Tayrona Park, others are beyond it,
but the majorities are located in Sierra Nevada de Santa Marta. The National Natural Park of the
same name covers 383.000 hectares that run from sea level up to 5.770 meters above sea
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level, where the Colón and Bolívar peaks are located, the highest mountains in Colombia. This
is the highest coastal mountain range in the world, allowing the presence of all thermal floors
containing, at the same time, all the biomes that exist in Colombia, converting this mountain
range in an excellent representation of the country´s fauna and flora. The above led to
UNESCO´s declaration of this site as Man and Biosphere Reserve in 1979.
There are only few tourists who adventure the climb to the peaks of the mountain range. The
trek takes more than three days; it is mandatory to have a guide and those who wish to walk to
the perpetual snow, require a permit from the indigenous people, which is not easy to obtain. Up
on the summit, there are nearly 200 places such as “Pueblito Tayrona”, with the characteristic
houses and paths. You will also find the archaeologist site which they gave the name of
Buritaca 200 back in 1976, and which today represents the Teyuna Archaeological Park, known
by most Colombians as the Lost City (“Ciudad Perdida”).
You can also go to the site by helicopter, as I did a couple of years ago with Nuria Sanz, from
the World Heritage Center and with the Director of the Colombian Institute of Anthropology and
History. But the helicopter landing is far from easy, except on the terraces, but this is a structural
risk that the Institute of Anthropology tries to mitigate as much as possible. The current
President of Colombia did also use a helicopter to visit the site a couple of days before his
inauguration to entrust himself to the Mambos de la Sierra, in an event that was televised on the
same day of the ceremony, in which many people do not believe but that shows the symbolic
and spiritual importance that this territory has in Colombia.
On the snowy summit of the mountain rests the heart of Serankua, creator of the universe
according to the indigenous myth. The mountain itself is deemed a living and sacred being in
which four indigenous groups live: ijka or aruaco, kogi, wiwa and kankuamo. The mission of
these people, ordered socially in function of their religious leaders or Mamos, is to protect the
territory on which the world order depends, according to the indigenous view of the world.
The indigenous peoples of the Sierra, whose tongues belong to the great Chibcha family of
languages, have a profound earth related conception of the sacred values of living beings which
include: earth, water, rocks, and clouds. The shamanic system of the Sierra is hierarchical and
distributed in small ritual and administrative villages within the mountain range. The Mamos are
the mediators between that spiritual and symbolic world of the peoples of the Sierra considered
as the older brothers and the rest of the world, beyond the Black Line were the little brothers
live.
In 1993, the Buritaca 200 archaeological site was inscribed on the Tentative List of Colombia. At
that time, neither the natural component nor the “sacred” component was taken into
consideration, or the “living traditions”, which included criterion (vi) in 1994. Last year, we
conducted a study to update our Tentative List, including the Tayrona and Sierra Nevada de
Santa Marta Archaeological Parks as one site, taking into account this sacred character we
have referred to previously.
But getting listed on the World Heritage List is not an easy task, as you well know. As we have
seen, there is a huge archaeological potential, whose management plan entails wonderful

127

challenges in addition to the existing environmental wealth. But, there are great threats too: tour
operators see this site as a huge potential; the large palm and banana growers dream of the
fertile soil of the sierra; deforestation and the constant changes in the use of the land move little
by little; global warming causes the melting of the snowy peaks and the rivers to dry up; the
country´s industrial growth leads to larger infrastructure projects whose owners dream of using
the sacred site places; and the guerrilla and paramilitary, another problem Colombia has not
managed to escape, take advantage of the difficult access to the sierra to hide in there.
In this case, one important point is that the indigenous groups in charge of managing the
territory do not yet know whether they want their land inscribed on the World Heritage List. At
some point, we even thought of proposing this “cultural space” to be included on UNESCO´s
Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity. It would be a pioneering
exercise and a complex challenge but , at the same time, a fascinating one, to be able to
include this territory and all its natural, cultural and spiritual components on both lists,
simultaneously addressing the UNESCO conventions of 1972 and 2003.
In terms of the Criteria of the World Heritage Convention, we could say that this site, with
exceptional universal values, meets more than 4 of these criteria, but the spirit of criterion (vi) is,
perhaps, the most important one in this case. And it is indeed, because the community so
deems it, because the indigenous peoples of Sierra Nevada de Santa Marta see their territory
as a sacred site where everything is linked by spiritual connections that make the sea, snowy
peaks, lakes, forests, rivers, flora, fauna, rocky outcrops, archaeological sites and even people
one being. The Sierra Nevada de Santa Marta, without doubt, is directly or tangibly associated
with living traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs, of outstanding universal significance.
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Criterion (vi):
Use and No-Use
by Dr. Birgitta Ringbeck
Federal Foreign Office, Germany

German World Heritage Sites and the Application of Criterion VI

In 1976 Germany has ratified the World Heritage Convention. In the same year ICOMOS
presented a first draft for the Operational Guidelines defining the application of criterion (vi) for
“Properties associated with and essential to the understanding of globally significant persons,
events, religions or philosophies”. One year later the draft wording was changed by ICOMOS
into “Be most importantly associated with ideas or beliefs, with events or with persons, of
outstanding historical importance or significance”. In 1980, this proposal was discussed by the
World Heritage Committee; finally the word “persons” has been deleted and the following
definition of criterion vi was included in the first official version of the operational guidelines: “Be
directly or tangibly associated with events or with ideas or beliefs of outstanding universal
significance”. In 1978, just in the middle of this period of discussions, Aachen Cathedral was
inscribed on the World Heritage List with a strong reference to Charlemagne.
Criterion (vi) is the only one among the 6 cultural and 4 natural criteria, which got an explanation
concerning its application at the time of adoption by adding in brackets “the committee
considered that this criterion should justify inclusion in the List only in exceptional circumstances
or in conjunction with other criteria”. The wording of this criterion and its explanation remained
unchanged for 14 years. Only one additional German site, the Roman Monuments, Cathedral of
St. Peter and Church of our Lady in Tier (1986), has been inscribed with reference to criterion (vi)
in this period.
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In 1994, “living traditions” and “artistic and literary works” were included as further possible
attributes to convey the outstanding universal value of a property; and two years later, in 1996,
with the addition “cultural and natural” to the explanation, the Committee specified that criterion
(vi) could be used in conjunction with cultural sites as well as with natural sites. With reference to
this wording, the remaining 6 out of the 8 German sites using criterion (vi) for demonstrating the
outstanding universal value were included in the World Heritage List until 2004.
The latest modification dates back to 2005, in the course of the revision of the Operational
Guidelines the explanation to the application was remarkably reduced; the strong
recommendation that “this criterion should justify inclusion in the List only in exceptional
circumstances” was deleted; only the remark that it “should be used in conjunction with other
criteria” remained valid with the insertion of the word “preferably”.
38 German sites have been inscribed on the UNESCO World Heritage List between 1978 and
2013. The outstanding universal value of 8 of the 35 cultural German World Heritage Sites is
justified and acknowledged inter alia by criterion (vi). Moreover in 2004, the Word Heritage
Committee noted on the occasion of the inscription of the Dresden Elbe Valley the important
events associated with the City´s history in World War II and invited the State Party to consider
renominating the property on the basis of cultural criterion (vi) in addition to the existing cultural
criteria (ii), (iii), (iv) and (v).5 Due to the building of the Waldschlösschen-Bridge and the delisting
of the site in 20096 this recommendation has never been implemented.
Although it is not defined in the official Operational Guidelines by the wording of criterion (vi), 4 of
the German World Heritage sites inscribed on the basis of criterion (vi) associate the outstanding
universal with persons by name: The construction of Aachen Cathedral, inscribed as the first
German World Heritage Site in 1978, is mentioned as a symbol of the spiritual and political
revival of the West under the aegis of Charlemagne and as his burial place. Classical Weimar,
inscribed 20 years later in 1998, is related to the leading writers and thinkers in Germany, such
as Goethe, Schiller, and Herder. The Wartburg, inscribed in 1999, is justified as the place of exile
of Martin Luther, who elaborated his German translation of the New Testament there. The
inscription of the Town Hall and Roland on the Marketplace of Bremen (2004) refers to a
historical figure, paladin of Charlemagne.

5

Decision WHC/28COM 14B.40
Ringbeck, Birgitta and Rössler, Mechtild: Between international obligations and local politics: the case of the
Dresden Elbe Valley under the 1972 World Heritage Convention, in: Informationen zur Raumentwicklung, Heft
3/4,
2011, S. 205 - 21
6
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Besides the reference to persons, the justification of all these sites is additionally based on the
notion of events, ideas or beliefs under criterion (vi): The statement of outstanding universal value
of Aachen Cathedral points to the fact that throughout the Middle Age until 1531, the Germanic
emperors continued to be crowned at Aachen; Weimar is described as a European cultural centre
under the enlightened ducal patronage in the late 18th and early 19th centuries; the Wartburg is
regarded also as a powerful symbol of German integration and unity; the statement for Bremen
mentions that the Town Hall is directly associated with the development of the ideas of civic
autonomy and market freedom in the Holy Roman Empire.
The outstanding universal value of the Roman Monuments, Cathedral of St Peter and Church of
Our Lady in Trier, inscribed in 1986 and the 5th German site using criterion (vi), is not justified
directly with a person but with one of the major events of human history; although Constantine's
march against Maxence in 312 took place far away from Trier, this event is mentioned as being
important for the site and the recognition of Christianity. The same applies to the Luther memorials
in Eisleben and Wittenberg, inscribed in 1996, criterion (vi) refers to one of the most significant
events in the religious and political history of the world.
Just as in the case of Classical Weimar, the Bauhaus and its Sites in Weimar and Dessau,
inscribed in 1996, refer to the attribute “artistic works”, which was included in the Operational
Guidelines in 1994; under criterion (vi) the architectural school is described as the foundation of
the Modern Movement which was to revolutionize artistic and architectural thinking and practice in
the twentieth century. Likewise the statement of outstanding universal value of the Monastic Island
of Reichenau, inscribed in 2000, is related to artistic works by underlining the importance of the
site as a highly noteworthy artistic centre of great significance to the history of art in Europe in the
10th and 11th centuries, as is superbly illustrated by its monumental wall
paintings and its illuminations.
As mentioned above, the attribute “living traditions” was included in the Operational Guidelines in
1994. None of the German World Heritage sites refers to this attribute although it is obvious that
living traditions are very important not only for the authenticity of many properties. Pilgrimage for
instance is a living tradition characterizing – in the truest sense of the word – the Pilgrimage of
Wies, inscribed in 1981, as well as the use and function of Cologne Cathedral (inscribed in 1996),
Speyer Cathedral (inscribed in 1983) and Maulbronn Monastery (inscribed 1993). This may be a
result of the fact that all these sites had been inscribed on the World Heritage List before living
traditions were introduced in 1993; however, even a reference to criterion (iii) is missing, which
would provide the attribute “cultural tradition” to justify such a value.
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The short overview of German World Heritage sites and the application of criterion (vi) illustrates
that a critical revision of the wording of the criteria of the inscribed sites might be wise to allow
for more consistency. Therefore the current process of drafting and revising retrospective
statements of outstanding universal value could be used as well as upcoming periodic reporting
cycles. In general, the former recommendation to limit the application of criterion (vi) and to apply
it only in exceptional circumstances seems to be a wise one.
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PowerPoint Presentation

Slide 1

Criterion (vi)
Use and No-Use in Germany

Dr. Birgitta Ringbeck
Federal Foreign Office, Germany
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Slide 2

Criterion (vi):
... associated with ... events or persons, of outstanding
historical importance or significance
 Aachen Cathedral, 1978

The construction of the chapel of the emperor at Aix symbolised
the unification of the West and its spiritual and political revival
under the aegis of Charlemagne. In 814, Charlemagne was
buried here, and throughout the Middle Age until 1531, the
Germanic emperors continue to be crowned at Aix. The
collection of the treasury of the cathedral is of inestimable
archaeological, aesthetic and historic interest.

Slide 3

Criterion (vi):
... directly or tangibly associated with events or with ideas or
beliefs of outstanding universal value...
 Roman Monuments, Cathedral of St Peter and Church of Our

Lady in Trier, 1986, Criterion (vi)
Trier is directly and tangibly associated with one of the major
events of human history, Constantine's march against Maxence
in 312, which was a prelude to the Edict of Milan (313) and
which meant the recognition of Christianity.
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Criterion (vi):
... directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with
ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding
universal value...

 The Bauhaus and its Sites in Weimar and Dessau,

1996
The Bauhaus architectural school was the foundation
of the Modern Movement which was to revolutionize
artistic and architectural thinking and practice in the
twentieth century.

Slide 5

Criterion (vi):
... directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with
ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding
universal value...

 Classical Weimar, 1998

Enlightened ducal patronage attracted many of the
leading writers and thinkers in Germany, such as
Goethe, Schiller, and Herder to Weimar in the late
18th and early 19th centuries, making it the cultural
centre of the Europe of the day.
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Criterion (vi):
... directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with
ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding
universal value...

 The Wartburg, 1999

The Castle of Wartburg is rich in cultural
associations, most notably its role as the place of
exile of Martin Luther, who composed his German
translation of the New Testament there. It is also a
powerful symbol of German integration and unity

Slide 7

Criterion (vi):
... directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with
ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding
universal value...

 Monastic Island of Reichenau

The Monastery of Reichenau was a highly significant
artistic centre of great significance to the history of art
in Europe in the 10th and 11th centuries, as is
superbly illustrated by its monumental wall paintings
and its illuminations.
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Criterion (vi):
... directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with
ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding
universal value...
 The Town Hall and Roland on the Marketplace of Bremen, 2004

The ensemble of the town hall and Roland of Bremen with its
symbolism is directly associated with the development of the
ideas of civic autonomy and market freedom in the Holy Roman
Empire. The Bremen Roland is referred to a historical figure,
paladin of Charlemagne, who became the source for the French
‘chanson de geste’ and other medieval and Renaissance epic
poetry.

Slide 9

Sites inscribed on the basis of
criterion (vi)
Beliefs, events, persons

Ideas, artistic and literary works

Living traditions

Aachen Cathedral

The Bauhaus and its Sites in
Weimar and Dessau

...

Roman Monuments,
Cathedral of St Peter
and Church of Our Lady
in Trier

Classical Weimar

...

The Wartburg

Monastic Island of Reichenau

...

The Town Hall and Roland on the
Market-place of Bremen

...
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Why not inscribed on basis of criterion (vi)?
Beliefs, events, persons

Ideas, artistic and literary
works

Living traditions

Speyerer Dom

Garden Kingdom of DessauWörlitz

Pilgrimage of Wies

Cologne Cathedral

.

Luther Memorials

...
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Narratives:
Sámi Intangible Cultural Heritage
by Dr. Marit Myrvoll,
Norwegian Institute for Cultural Heritage Research
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Nils Aslak Valkeapää 1985/1994
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Sámi intangible cultural heritage
In discussing criterion (vi) of the UNESCO Operational Guidelines and the intangible
aspects of cultural heritage, my perspective is influenced from living in the High
North of Norway and working with cultural heritage issues since the mid-1980’s. This
region is the traditional settlement area of the indigenous Sámi people; living in
four national states; Norway, Sweden, Finland and Russia, since long before the
present borders between the states were decided
upon.
The nation
state
borders give different state policy, legislation and management of indigenous
issues, including indigenous cultural heritage. This article, though, will mainly
relate to the situation for the Sámi people in Norway.

As an indigenous people, the Sámi
have
protection
and
acknowledgement through both
national
and
international
legislation. The most important
national acts are the Sámi Act8
and

also

Art

110a

in the
9
Norwegian Constitution . Norway
has also ratified international
instruments
like
the
ILO
Convention no 169 concerning
Indigenous and Tribal Peoples in
Independent Countries10
and
the UN Declaration on the rights
of
Indigenous Peoples11. The
general development in politics
over the last 150 years, from
harsh
Norwegianizing
politics
where
the
aim
was
to
extinguish Sámi
culture
and
language, to the turn after World
War II where the aim is
acceptance and strengthening of
indigenous rights, have also been
fruitful concerning the legislation
and management of Sámi cultural
heritage.

Source: http://www.sim1.se/background/samer/samer_01.html
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8
http://lovdata.no/dokument/NL/lov/1987-06-12-56
9
http://www.constitution.org/cons/norway/dok-bn.html: It is the responsibility of the authorities of the State to
create conditions enabling the Sámi people to preserve and develop its language, culture and way of life.
10
11

http://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=NORMLEXPUB:12100:0::NO:12100:P12100_ILO_CODE:C169
http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unpfii/documents/DRIPS_en.pdf
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"archive and source" to the desired knowledge, interviews and storytelling have to be part of
the registration method. Such an approach is also challenging because local understandings
have to be included into practical conservation work. The local population has for
generations taken care of and managed the local cultural heritage. An example is how
localities that are considered sacred sites or spiritual dwelling places yet are associated with
taboos: children are told not to go there (Myrvoll 2011).
Sámi cultural heritage sites imply in many cases no sharp distinction between nature and
culture. Very many Sámi sites are natural formations without human traces. It may be sacred
sites like mountains, caves, forests, springs and lakes. The most sacred are the ones without
human traces.
As part of the overall environmental protection, cultural heritage management is increasingly
in contact with environmental management (Schanche 1999). One also sees this
development internationally; UNESCO's World Heritage List now contains heritage sites
selected on the basis of both cultural and natural values/criteria.
From a Sámi perspective culture and nature cannot be separated, and Sámi cultural heritage
management has always had a focus on cultural landscapes and the intervention between
people and nature. The landscape has cultural dimensions and therefore identity significance
(Schanche 1999). There are stories about events and myths associated with the landscape,
for instance where the communication trails between inland and coast went. Through the
stories, tradition connected to places and events is kept alive.
There are many Sámi sacred mountains, lakes and other natural formations, bringing witness
(through the narratives) of the invisible reality and spiritual beings surrounding humans in
their everyday life. These sacred sites are not self-explanatory. Without the narratives about
them, without the historical depth and the on-going transmission of knowledge from
generation to generation, there would have been no practice either – how to worship and
how to behave or dress (e.g. female taboos). Today, this is considered as heritage and not
living practice, but the narratives give understanding to a still existing world view about
howreality is constructed.

Sámi shaman – with a drum and a hammer in each hand high up in the eastern wall of
the mountain. At midsummer the distinction between the visible material reality and the
invisible spiritual reality disappered for a couple of weeks when people could observe the
noaide in the mountain wall. Taking the understanding of reality into consideration, this
must have been a significant spiritual experience in the Sámi pre-Christian society.
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The religious specialist in Sámi religion was the noaide (shaman). He or she had several
important tasks and responsibilities towards the local community they were a part of:
The noaide was a healer, a fortune teller and a priest. S/he was the connection between
people and gods, and her/his most important tool for getting in contact with the gods, was
the drum. When beating the drum, s/he was able to achieve knowledge about the future
or alter the state of consiousness to get in contact with the spiritual worlds (Myrvoll
2009). The noaide was the target number one for missionaries and priests during the
period of change from Sámi to Christian religion. They looked for religious experts like
themselves and the noaide fitted that description.

Bassevárre (photo: Marit Myrvoll)
The noaide-figure seen in the mountain wall is known from other Sámi religious
artefacts. Some of the old shaman drums have this figure. In Sámi religion the belief was
that dead relatives and spiritual beings inhabited sacred mountains like Bassevárre
(Bäckman 1975). Thus they became a symbol for the death realm – or the other world –
the invisible reality.
The central perspective in Sámi religion is a division of reality in two parts – a visible
material dimension and an invisible spiritual dimension. The former was the everyday
reality, and the latter was inhabited with spirits, helpers and several gods. These had a
strong influence on life and environment because they were everywhere – even if not
being seen (Kalstad 1997).
The relationship to the spirits and gods was regulated by countless rules, taboos and
rituals
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The invisible reality could be experienced both at home, on the ocean or in the outlying
fields and mountains – it surrounded people in the same way as the visible reality.
Both in relation to the visible and the invisible reality one should have competence in
managing the different dimensions. Regarding the invisible reality, one should have
competence in making contact with the phenomena that inhabited it, but just as
important was the competence in avoiding contact, especially negative contact since
one could never trust if the spirits and other inhabitants of the invisible reality had
bad things in mind.
Being raised in this belief, made one aware of the invisible reality when living close
to or passing a sacred mountain, and no wonder that Bassevárre could be
dead persons’ habitation when even the powerful noaide showed her-/himself every
year. The distinction between the visible and the invisible reality was gone for a week
or two. In the end of June the figure doesn’t show anymore – the snow has melted.
Bassevárre, both the name, the narratives and the practices associated with the
site, cannot be understood without knowledge about Sámi religion, history and
traditional society. The mountain and the meaning it has for the local population, is
not self-explanatory to random visitors. Protecting Bassevárre as a cultural heritage
site makes it also necessary to maintain and pass on the narratives about the
mountain. Luckily the tradition has been so durable that the name tells what position
in Sámi mythology Bassevárre holds. For the majority of sacred mountains in this
area the Sámi names have been replaced by Norwegian ones that do not reflect the
sacredness of the sites. This implies that memories, narratives and practices might
be all gone. The common memory and stories thus are lost together with the world view
these mountains represented. The intangible cultural heritage with its oral traditions, is
always connected to a physical site, the stories always happen somewhere in the
world, but when the narratives and practices disappear, the physical sites lose their
significance.
Stories function in the same way as other cultural knowledge that is orally
transmitted; they maintain, explain and verify people’s world view and give meaning to
reality (Myrvoll 2011).
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Linné:
The Rise of Systematic Biology
by Dr Anja Rautenberg, Uppsala
County Administrative Board

“The Rise of Systematic Biology” is a Swedish initiative for a transnational serial nomination to
the World Heritage List. The proposed nomination potentially consists of botanical gardens and
excursion sites that were important for the development of systematic biology – the field of
science that aims to describe Earth’s biological diversity. The proposed series as a whole, as
well as several of the potential sites individually, are directly associated with events and
publications of literary works, which are of outstanding universal scientific significance. The
series – and some sites in particular – also illustrate some of the events associated with the
exploring of the world during the Enlightenment.
The proposed transnational series potentially includes cultural landscape component parts
located in eight countries on five continents. The authenticity in the component parts is present
not only in garden structures, buildings and other heritage connected to the scientific activity in
the 18th century, but also as a tangible bio-cultural heritage in the form of remaining individuals
and descendants to the collected specimens that once were essential for the scientific
development.
Systematic Biology describes Earth’s biological diversity
Systematic biology includes collecting, describing, naming and classifying all organisms on Earth
as well as reconstructing their evolutionary history (how life has developed and how organisms
are related to one another). The scientific naming system is used not only in biological research,
but also facilitates national and international communication about organisms in trade, medicine,
agriculture, species protection, etc.
Rapid development in the 18th century
Natural history studies experienced a rapid development in the age of Enlightenment, including
the field of science now known as systematic biology. Exploration activities all around the world
and the promotion of natural sciences in many countries lead to increasing knowledge of the
global flora and fauna, and a need to develop the methods for identifying, naming, classifying
and describing living things. A binomial nomenclature was introduced and became a new
standard way to communicate species names. A radical sexual system was introduced to
classify plants but was also widely disputed and was quickly followed by
the first natural classification systems.
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Research facilities and excursion areas
The exchange of material and ideas that developed into systematic biology was dependent
on two elements: 1) a global network of scientists from different research environments and
2) their study objects, collected from different parts of the world. Therefore, there is no single
site that, on its own, can illustrate the early development of systematic biology. Instead, a
geographically well distributed selection of research facilities and excursion areas are
needed to fully represent the heritage of systematic biology.
Research facilities such as botanical gardens were the base of scientists who cultivated,
exchanged, studied and described newly discovered plants (and some animals), developed
new theories and garden methods and educated new generations of scientists. In excursion
areas around the world, scientists and explorers studied plants and animals and collected
material that illustrated the diversity of life from different continents.
Tangible heritage of Systematic Biology
The tangible heritage of systematic biology is found in garden structures, buildings and
other remnants of the scientific activity in the 18th century, as well as in remaining authentic
individuals and populations: descendants to the collected specimens that once were
essential for the foundation of the science systematic biology. These preserved individuals
and populations have an associated historic value. As living witnesses to and part of the
history they contribute to how humans today can understand and experience the scientific
development. This bio-cultural heritage also has a specific scientific value as being a
documented part of the science, ready to be studied again when needed.
Bio-cultural heritage with a scientific value
Sometimes today’s researchers want to study plants and animals in the same locations as
where they have previously been studied scientifically. New studies can give additional
information on the organisms and their surroundings or be used for comparisons and to
monitor changes. Follow-up studies can also be needed to resolve questions on the identity
of previously studied species.
The rules governing the biological nomenclature today rely on previous scientific activities to
ensure a stable naming system of the world’s organisms. Repeatedly, researchers need to
use the original publication and/or the original collected material that is connected to the first
publication of a name to resolve nomenclatural issues. Sometimes new specimens are
collected from the remaining live populations on the original locations (figure 1). The live
populations can also provide new data not possible to obtain from the preserved original
collections.
Therefore, there is a unique scientific value in plants and animals around the world that live
on the sites where they were first discovered, or where they have previously been studied.

154
Plant populations as tangible, immovable heritage
A straightforward interpretation of bio-cultural heritage in relation to the World Heritage
Convention is to consider the remaining plant populations as tangible, immoveable objects,
because they grow in the soil, in a similar way to how a building or monument is attached to the
ground. The plant populations can be long-lasting, or can need protection and maintenance to
be preserved. This is clearly analogous to monuments and buildings that need to be taken care
of in order to not be destroyed by the forces of nature. The occurrence of vegetative reproduction
and seed banks in the soil are further arguments for generally considering plants to be
“immoveable objects”. Most animal populations, on the other hand, would generally be
interpreted as “moveable objects”. Likewise, the unique original publications and museum
collections are also moveable objects and thus not covered by the World Heritage Convention.
Transnational serial nomination approach
So far, Sweden has identified twelve potential sites in eight countries that together contributed
substantially to the history of systematic biology. The project coordination office in Sweden is
currently investigating the possibilities to include all, or some, of the potential sites in a future
serial nomination.
The historical botanical gardens potentially to be included in the nomination were all important
parts of the scientific exchange, collaboration, competition and opposition among scientists in
the field of natural history during the 18th century: Jardin des Plantes (Paris, France), Bartram’s
Garden (Philadelphia, USA), Chelsea Physic Garden (London, UK), Hortus Botanicus (Leiden,
the Netherlands), the Linnaeus Garden (Uppsala, Sweden) and Linnaeus’ Hammarby (Uppsala,
Sweden).
The excursion areas identified and with a potential to be included in the nomination are directly
connected to important scientific publications or associated with extraordinary collection events
in the 18th century and illustrate the diverse vegetation on different continents: Kamay Botany
Bay National Park (Sydney, Australia), South Africa Table Mountain National Park (Cape Town,
South Africa), Hakone Mountains and Nagasaki (Japan), Herbationes Upsalienses (Uppsala,
Sweden), and Råshult Curate’s Residence Culture Reserve (Älmhult, Sweden).
The proposed Swedish component parts are included on Sweden’s tentative list of nominations
to the World Heritage List. Negotiations have been initiated on including potential partner sites
from the other countries in a transnational serial nomination.
Description of Swedish sites on the tentative list
The proposed component parts in Uppsala and Råshult were central for Sweden’s contribution
to the development of systematic biology, by Carl Linnaeus (1707–1778) and his students. Carl
Linnaeus reformed the scientific naming system, introduced a more consistent terminology,
developed a convenient but radical sexual system for classification of plants, and promoted his
students’ expeditions to various parts of the world.
Two of Linnaeus’s works have been selected as the starting points for the scientific names of
most plant and animal groups (Species plantarum from 1753 and the 10th edition of Systema
naturae, 1758). Therefore, several scientific names have Linnaeus as the author. Even if he
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was not the first person to discover and describe all these species, he was the first one to
publish these names according to the naming system that is used today. Accordingly, the
sites where Linnaeus worked have a unique scientific value forming a connection between
the published names and the actual populations in cultivation or in nature.
The Linnaeus Garden
The university botanical garden Hortus Upsaliensis was the official base of Linnaeus’
scientific work. The garden was used for scientific observations of plants and animals, as well
as for teaching, and was specifically designed to illustrate Linnaeus’ sexual system of plant
classification. During Linnaeus’ lifetime, Hortus Upsaliensis became one of the world’s most
prominent botanical gardens and at times held as many as 3000 species. Today the garden
is known as The Linnaeus Garden. The former professor’s residence in the garden is
preserved as the Linnaeus Museum, displaying scientific equipment, furniture and clothes
from Linnaeus and his family.
Linnaeus’ Hammarby
Also Linnaeus’ private farm and summer home in Hammarby became an indispensable
research facility, complementing the official residence and the university garden. Hammarby
attracted guests and private students from Sweden and abroad. Today the property is known
as Linnaeus’ Hammarby, with Linnaeus’ home preserved, adjacent to an overgrown garden
area with around 40 species remaining from the botanical garden that Linnaeus once had
here. The property also contains a natural history cabinet, specifically built to accommodate
parts of Linnaeus’ precious collections in a secure location (figure 2).
Herbationes Upsalienses (The Linnaeus Trails)
An important and appreciated part of the education in medicine and natural history at
Uppsala University was the Herbationes Upsalienses, a system of eight excursions around
Uppsala. Together these excursions formed a pedagogical unit which facilitated the students’
learning of plants, animals and minerals and provided possibilities to do regular observations
and collections of the local flora and fauna.
Inventories of the vegetation on Linnaeus’ excursion sites show that many of the Linnaean
plant populations most likely have been continuously growing in the same areas since the
18th century. Several of the historical excursions localities are still visited by researchers and
biology students.
Råshult Curate’s Residence Culture Reserve
Linnaeus’ scientific interest in flora and fauna started with childhood excursions around his
home in the parish of Stenbrohult in the province of Småland. When Linnaeus had been
appointed professor in Uppsala he described plants from his native environment.
The Råshult Curate’s Residence Culture Reserve is an excellent example of a cultural
reserve, aiming to illustrate a historical cultural landscape with small-scale allotments, forest
pastures and meadows. In the reserve, several plant and animal species thrive, which
otherwise have problems surviving on modern agricultural land.
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Enriching the World Heritage List?
Scientific work is a kind of cultural activity that is currently represented in relatively few World
Heritage Properties. Inscribing more sites carrying a heritage from various scientific
developments, could contribute towards enriching the World Heritage List.
Most of the sites connected to the history of systematic biology carry a tangible bio-cultural
heritage in the form of plants and animals that have been part of human history and in some
cases also have a unique scientific value. Generally, an increased recognition of bio-cultural
heritage could facilitate the linking of nature and culture conservation efforts.
“The Rise of Systematic Biology” is based on a transnational phenomenon where global
collaboration and exploration pushed the scientific development forward in the 18th century.
Today, a network of collaborating partner sites in several countries can contribute to our
understanding of the history of science and the importance of global biodiversity.
Criterion (vi)
In the absence of clear guidelines on criterion (vi), and whether it should stand alone or together
with other criteria, Sweden believes that “The Rise of Systematic Biology” meets World Heritage
criterion (vi), but are also investigating other criteria that have been successfully used by
existing World Heritage properties related to botany, e.g. the Royal Botanic Gardens in Kew and
Orto Botanico in Padua.
References
Brummitt, R.K. 2011. Report of the Nomenclature Committee for Vascular Plants: 63. Taxon
60(4): 1202–1210.
Anja Rautenberg, Uppsala County Administrative Board, SE-751 86 Uppsala, Sweden
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Figures

Figure 1. Bio-cultural heritage with a scientific value: Professor Mats Thulin, from Uppsala
University, collecting spring cinquefoil in Uppsala in June 2010. According to preserved
excursion protocols, Linnaeus saw spring cinquefoil at Polacksbacken in Uppsala. The spring
cinquefoil plants that grow in the vicinity of Polacksbacken today probably stem from the
specimens that Linnaeus studied. Mats Thulin’s collected spring cinquefoil was used as a
conserved type (a kind of voucher specimen) when a recommendation regarding the
continued use of the name Potentilla verna L. was published in 2011 in the journal Taxon.
Photo: Anders Larsson.
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Figure 2. The Natural History Museum at Hammarby was built after the great Uppsala fire in
1766, which had threatened Linnaeus’ collections in the city. The museum building was
made entirely of stone, without a fire place, and at a distance from the other houses in order
to minimize the risk of a destructive fire. Linnaeus relocated large parts of his natural
collections from the city to the natural history museum. The building is still preserved at
Hammarby, although the collections and parts of the interior are now managed by the
Linnean Society in London. Photo: Dan Thunman.
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The symbol of “The Rise of Systematic Biology” shows biological diversity from five continents.
Clockwise, from the top: Hammarby Houseleek (Jovibarba globifera) at Linnaeus’ natural history
cabinet in Hammarby, Uppsala, Sweden; Sazanka (Camellia sasanqua) in Japan, described by
Carl Peter Thunberg (1743–1828); Old Man Banksia (Banksia serrata) in Australia, collected by
Solander and Banks and described by Linnaeus the Younger (1741–1783); Cape Sugarbird
(Promerops cafer) on King Protea (Protea cynaroides) both described by Linnaeus, the latter
collected by Thunberg; Coco de Mono (Lecythis ollaria) in Venezuela, the genus described by
Linnaeus’ student Pehr Loefling (1729–1756) and the species name published by Linnaeus
based on Loefling’s notes; Raccoon (Procyon lotor) in Delaware, USA, described by Linnaeus
and further observed by his student Pehr Kalm (1716–1779). Illustration: Jonas Lundin.
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Mining heritage:
Mining Cultural Landscape Erzgebirge/Krušnohoří
by Jitka Vlckova, Ph.D.,
National Heritage Institute, Central Office in Prague, Czech Republic

The Mining Cultural Landscape Erzgebirge/Krušnohoří was presented as a case study within
a working group considered the theme of “science and technology sites” at the Warsaw
meeting. The serial transboundary nomination of the Mining Cultural Landscape
Erzgebirge/Krušnohoří is being prepared in co-operation of two State Parties (Germany and
the Czech Republic). This nominated cultural property represents a specific type of property
for inclusion in the World Heritage List. It is presented as a “cultural landscape” of which
historical development is essentially connected with the development of mining activities in
the Erzgebirge/Krušnohoří region which spreads out on the area of two neighbouring
countries.
The monuments, groups of buildings and sites of this mining region fundamentally represent
“cultural heritage” which are of “Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) from the point of view of
history, art or science”. The criterion (vi) has been formulated as one of criteria of OUV which
fit to this property. The Czech-German mixed working group has worked out a formulation of
the criterion (vi) on the basis of a bilateral co-operation. The final statement for the
nomination dossier (version 09-2013) is presented below.
Both sides are convinced that in this case there are reasons for the application of the
criterion (vi). Nominated property demonstrates important scientific and technological
achievements of humans and can be interpreted as the scientific heritage. Moreover,
preserved mining monuments, groups of buildings and sites are directly associated with
events or living traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of
outstanding universal significance in accordance with the wording of criterion (vi).
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Criterion (vi) – OPG 2012
(vi) to be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or
with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal significance
The Mining Cultural Landscape Erzgebirge/Krušnohoří represents a region which is directly
associated with the culture of an old mining territory not only as perceived in Europe but also
elsewhere in the world. Over centuries these mining activities have given rise to specific
artistic, literary and scientific works as well as unique traditions which are still alive and
thoroughly maintained today. The motifs used in the woodcraft art have their origins in the
miners’ world and illustrate their ideas and beliefs. Various mining associations keep the
traditions alive to this day, for example by organising miners’ parades and “Mettenschichten”
(last shift of the year). The serial property is a vivid example of a mining region which is
uniquely tied to an identity shaped by long-lasting and still ongoing mining activities. The
history of mining remains a defining part in the collective memory of the people in the region.
The global impact of the serial property is especially illustrated through the development of
mining and geo-sciences. The mining cultural landscape is strongly associated with a system
of knowledge documenting the ideas and theories of mining and geo-science. The serial
property is linked to the fundamental achievements in the development of mining and geoscience in Europe and the World as well as to the closely connected development of an
educational system for mining sciences. The Ore Mountains is a region regarded worldwide
as the cradle of mineralogy and geology. This is illustrated, in an extraordinary way, not only
by the book “De re metallica” (1556) written by the Renaissance scholar Georgius Agricola,
whose work was principally inspired by the mining culture of the Ore Mountains, or by the
work entitled “ylvicultura oeconomica” (1713) written by the head of the a on mining
administration, Oberberghauptmann Hans Carl von Carlowitz, in which he invented the
concept of sustainability, but also by the establishment of the Mining Academy in Freiberg
(est. 1765). It is the first major international and still existing Mining Academy in the world,
and it achieved worldwide significance for engendering the academic discipline of modern
geo-sciences. This university was to be the place of a series of discoveries and
developments in mining and metallurgy, such as the discovery of the elements indium (1863)
and germanium (1886). The early scientific investigations undertaken by scholars at the
Mining Academy Freiberg were crucial for the development of modern mining sciences and
geo-sciences. This is tangibly illustrated through natural features such as the geotopes of
Scheibenberg and the Roter Kamm, which are testimonies to historical systems of
knowledge and scientific debates about the origins of the Earth’s crust and the formation of
ore deposits. Both sites were important places for scientific observations and theories.
Moreover, for a long time the Freiberg Mining Academy functioned as a centre for the
education of mining experts, which substantially increased the international scientific prestige
of the region in the field of mining.
The uranium mines in Jáchymov are closely connected with the discovery of radium and
polonium (1898) by Marie Skłodowska Curie, and the use of radioactive materials.
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Picture 1: VL¼KOV╡_CZ_Criterion (vi).tif
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Part 4
Key Issues Day 1, Decisions and Reports
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Key Issues from Day 1 Working Sessions
by Susan Denyer, World Heritage Adviser, ICOMOS

Slide 1

Key Issues
From Day 1

Susan Denyer
World Heritage Adviser, ICOMOS
International World Heritage Expert Meeting
on Criterion (vi)
28-30 March 2012, Warsaw, Poland

Slide 2

Issues arising from Day 1
• For (i) to (v) the property is of OUV if it
– (i) represents a masterpiece of human creative
genius
– (ii) exhibits an important interchange of human
values, over a span of time
– (iii) bears a unique or at least exceptional
testimony to a cultural tradition or ….
– (iv) is an outstanding example of a type of
building, architectural or technological ensemble …
– (v) is an outstanding example of a traditional
human settlement, land-use, or sea-use which is
representative of …
2
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Issues arising from Day 1

• For criterion (vi) the property
• is directly or tangibly associated with events or
living traditions, … of outstanding universal
significance
• Is criterion (vi) different from other criteria
in that it is the ideas, events, beliefs, etc
that are of OUV not the property?
• If so, is this desirable and practicable from the
point of view of OUV and management and
protection?
3

Slide 4

Issues arising from Day 1
• Is it practicable from the point of view of OUV?
• Surely Christianity, Islam are of OUV
– But not all properties associated with these beliefs
are inscribed

• Is it practicable from the point of view of
management?
– How can we sustain beliefs? Or remembrance of
events, or understanding of ideas in the abstract?
4
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Issues arising from Day 1

• Should criterion (vi) be brought into line with the
others?
• Suggested re-wording:
• Criterion (vi)
• is tangibly associated with, and essential to the
understanding of, events, living traditions, ideas
or beliefs that are of exceptional importance for
humanity
5

Slide 6

Thank You

6
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35COM 13 Revision of the Operational Guidelines

The World Heritage Committee,
1. Having examined Document WHC-11/35.COM/13,
2. Recalling Decisions 31 COM 16, 32 COM 13, 33 COM 13, 34 COM 8B.31 and 34
COM 13 respectively adopted at its 31st (Christchurch, 2007), 32nd (Quebec City,
2008), 33rd (Seville, 2009) and 34th (Brasilia, 2010) sessions,
3. Takes note of the results of the Working Group on the revision of the Operational
Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention established as a
Consultative Body (Brasilia, July-August 2010) presented in Section I and the results of
the Working Group (UNESCO, Paris, November 2010) presented in Section II of
Document WHC-11/35.COM/13;
4. Adopts these revisions to the Operational Guidelines;
5. Welcomes the offer of the Government of Poland to host an expert meeting on
criterion (vi) in the first quarter of 2012 and requests the World Heritage Centre to
report on the results of this meeting to the 36th session of the World Heritage
Committee in 2012;
6. Reiterates its request to the World Heritage Centre, in cooperation with the Advisory
Bodies, to organize an expert meeting to reflect on the integrity of cultural properties
and to seek extrabudgetary funding to support the organization of this meeting;
7. Requests the World Heritage Centre to integrate all changes in a revised version of
the Operational Guidelines for electronic and hardcopy publication.
8. Decides to establish an open-ended working group on the Operational Guidelines at
the 36th session of the World Heritage Committee in 2012 to consider the proposals
made by Jordan on paragraph 68 and reflect on other elements of the Operational
Guidelines as may be proposed by other States Parties.
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Report of the International World Heritage Expert Meeting
on Criterion (vi) and associative values

Report of the International World Heritage Expert Meeting on Criterion (vi) and
associative values (Warsaw, Poland, 28-30 March 2012)
Introduction
1. The participants of the International World Heritage Expert Meeting on Criterion (vi) and
associative values which took place in Warsaw, Poland, 28-30 March 2012, appreciated
the support of the Government of Poland, especially the Ministry of Culture and National
Heritage, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Warsaw Municipal Office for Heritage
Protection and the Polish National Commission for UNESCO and the National Heritage
Board of Poland for the financial support for organizing and generously hosting the
important event in collaboration with English Heritage and the UNESCO World Heritage
Centre.

2. The meeting was attended by 26 participants, experts and resource persons from
different regions of the world (from 12 countries), as well as by Representatives of IUCN,
ICOMOS, ICCROM, and the UNESCO World Heritage Centre.

3. The meeting was requested by the World Heritage Committee following the 2008 Expert
Meeting on World Heritage: Science and Technology to explore the use of criterion (vi)
and associative values. The meeting further considered the issue of the recognition of
the cultural association of properties with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with
beliefs, with artistic or literary works of outstanding universal significance as part of their
Outstanding Universal Value. It provided an excellent opportunity for reviewing cases of
World Heritage properties from different regions of the world on the use of criterion (vi) for
recognition of cultural associations and reviewed also potential sites, including examples
from national tentative lists (see Annex 1 for Terms of Reference).

4. The meeting benefited from background and keynote presentations of Prof. Cameron, Ms
Herrmann, and Dr Young and from inputs from the experts present, particularly in
presenting case studies (see Annex 2), the UNESCO World Heritage Centre and the
Advisory Bodies. The World Heritage Centre, IUCN, ICCROM and ICOMOS presented
statements that are included in the web-documentation of the Expert Meeting. The
Centre and the Advisory Bodies also prepared a background document which was
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circulated to participants. All documents of the meeting, including this report, can be
found at http://whc.unesco.org/en/events/827/

5. The meeting took into account the specific decisions of the World Heritage Committee at
its 32nd session (Canada 2008, Decision 32 COM 10A), 33rd session (Seville, 2009,
Decision 33 COM 13), 34th session (Brasilia, Decision 34 COM 8B31), 35th session
(Paris, 2011, Decisions 35 COM 9C and 35 COM 13) which:

“Welcomes the offer of the Government of Poland to host an expert meeting on
criterion (vi) in the first quarter of 2012 and requests the World Heritage Centre to
report on the results of this meeting to the 36th session of the World Heritage
Committee in 2012”.

The terms of reference for the meeting are included in Annex 1 and the Agenda and List
of participants are at Annex 2.

6. The meeting established three working groups.
each considered one of the following themes:
 exceptional sites (sites of memory);
 sacred sites;
 science and technology sites.

In their first session, the three groups

7. In their second session the groups all covered the following questions:
 Use of criterion (vi) alone, with one or more cultural criteria, or with natural criteria;
 The recognition under other criteria of cultural associations as part of the
Outstanding Universal Value of sites;
 Protection and management of cultural associations.

8. Based on the review of all documentation and in-depth discussion the meeting agreed on
a series of considerations, conclusions and recommendations provided in this document.

B Summary of key considerations and conclusions from the meeting
9. In accordance with its terms of reference, the meeting considered the application of
criterion (vi), as well as more general recognition of the cultural associations of sites with
ideas, beliefs etc. under any of the criteria. The meeting considered both nominations
and management of such sites. The meeting also considered specifically the
recommendations of the 2008 Expert Meeting on World Heritage: Science and
Technology.
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Criterion (vi)

10. Within the overall context of the World Heritage Convention, which is site based, and
acknowledging that the threshold of Outstanding Universal Value requires a selective
approach to the inclusion of properties on the World Heritage List, the meeting noted that
the World Heritage Committee (1978 to 2011) had applied criterion (vi) over time to 205
properties out of 936 on the World Heritage List, but only in 11 cases with criterion (vi)
alone. The meeting noted also that on 9 occasions criterion (vi) had been used with one
or more natural criteria.

11. The meeting noted that in a few cases criterion (vi) may have not been recorded
correctly. In the case of recording mistakes, States Parties are encouraged to use the
process of the retrospective inventory and periodic reporting, and the preparation of
retrospective statements of Outstanding Universal Value to identify such errors, and then
to seek to rectify them.

12. The meeting noted that many different cultural associations of properties can be
recognised as part of Outstanding Universal Value. In the case of criterion (vi), the case
studies examined by the meeting show that cultural associations that have been
recognised include, among others, memory and conscience, heritage of science , and
technology, and associations with the natural environment.

13. The meeting considered that it was essential for the use of criterion (vi) to demonstrate
both that the idea, event etc. was of outstanding universal significance and that it was
directly or tangibly linked to the site being nominated. The place should be essential to
the understanding of such an association.

14. The meeting further noted that the text of criterion (vi) has changed significantly over time
(see Annex 3 for successive texts) from 1977, for example through removing specific
reference to associations with persons and historical significance in 1980, and the
introduction of associations with living traditions and artistic or literary works in 1992.

15. It was also noted that since 1980, the use of the criterion has been subject to conditions
on its use (e.g. in ‘exceptional circumstances’ or ‘preferably with other criteria’). Such
conditions do not exist for any other criteria.

16. The meeting considered whether it was necessary to change the definition of criterion (vi)
or the conditions on its use. While the current wording of criterion (vi) might lack clarity,
the meeting decided that changes to the wording were not required since the necessary
guidance could be included more appropriately in the resource manuals on nominations
and site management. The meeting affirmed that criterion (vi) had an important and
continuing role in the recognition of Outstanding Universal Value.

171
The recognition and management of cultural associations as part of the Outstanding
Universal Value of a property

17. The meeting recognized that other criteria were used for recognition of the cultural
associations as part of Outstanding Universal Value. There is an essential difference
between criterion (vi), which recognises that the Outstanding Universal Value lies
primarily in the association with the site, and the other criteria which recognise that
Outstanding Universal Value lies primarily in manifestation of that association in the site.

18. The meeting also considered the importance of cultural associations with the natural
environment and noted that outstanding interactions between people and nature can be
recognized in some cases as mixed sites, and since 1992 as cultural landscapes, and
can be inscribed on the World Heritage List, including under the category of associative
cultural landscapes as defined in Annex 3 of the Operational Guidelines.

19. For sites for which it is thought that cultural associations may form part of Outstanding
Universal Value, it is essential that the comparative analysis required by the nomination
process has a particular focus on the links between the cultural association and the site.

20. In all cases where recognition of a site’s cultural associations is part of its Outstanding
Universal Value, the meeting considered that it is essential that site managers fully
understand the nature of the associations for which their sites have been inscribed. This
is particularly true of sites inscribed under criterion (vi).

21. It is essential that management of any World Heritage property is focused first on the
protection of its Outstanding Universal Value. To achieve this it is necessary for the
Outstanding Universal Value of the property to be fully defined, along with the attributes
carrying that Outstanding Universal Value and the conditions of integrity and authenticity.
In the case of a property nominated for its cultural associations, these should be included
among the attributes of Outstanding Universal Value.

22. Concerning the management of the cultural associations of a property as part of its
Outstanding Universal Value, the meeting considered that it is important fully to include
the local communities, indigenous peoples and other stakeholders concerned to sustain
the sites. This is particularly the case if they have first responsibility for the management
of the property, for example through traditional management systems and the use of
traditional knowledge.
Management needs to take account of the dynamism of these
properties and the potential for changes of community use over time, where relevant.

23. The management framework needs to deliver benefits for communities, sustainability,
and long-term challenges as well as sustaining the site’s Outstanding Universal Value.
For sites inscribed particularly for their cultural associations (for example under criterion
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(vi) alone), attention needs to be paid to these and to the links between the associations
and people, including authenticity (e.g. use and function, spirit and feeling) and integrity.

24. The meeting considered it essential that all sites inscribed for their associations should
have active programmes, including education, to promote awareness and understanding
of the nature of those associations. Capacity building programmes are also essential.

Science and Technology

25. The meeting considered the outcomes of the Expert Meeting on World Heritage: Science
and Technology (London, 2008) and endorsed the 2008 broad definition of science as a
significant system of knowledge, and technology as the application of such a knowledge
system. In the case of the former, criterion (vi) can well be used to represent the idea of
science while for the latter other criteria may be considered.

26. The meeting also acknowledged the requests by the French and Russian Governments,
in their letters to the World Heritage Centre of February 2012, for the extension of the
Thematic Initiative on “Astronomy and World Heritage” to a new Thematic Programme on
the Heritage of Science and Technology, with a focus on space exploration, and
recommended that the first step should be to scope such a programme through a
thematic study.
Other Considerations

27. Finally, the meeting noted that the establishment of the World Heritage List is based on
the threshold of Outstanding Universal Value and that the List is a select one. In order to
achieve the most appropriate recognition of cultural associations, the meeting
encouraged all State Parties to explore carefully all possibilities, since some aspects,
such as archives or collections, might be better covered by other means than the World
Heritage Convention. Other possibilities could include international legal instruments
such as the UNESCO 2003 Convention on the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural
Heritage, international programmes such as the UNESCO Memory of the World, regional
programmes such as the European Heritage Label, or through cooperation with projects
such as the International Coalition of Sites of Conscience. For each site, the State Party
should seek the most appropriate form of recognition.

28. The meeting agreed the following specific recommendations (Section C). The meeting
considered that no changes to the Operational Guidelines were necessary at this stage.
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C Recommendations
29. The participants addressed the following recommendations to the World Heritage
Committee, States Parties to the World Heritage Convention, the Advisory Bodies and
the UNESCO World Heritage Centre, as appropriate:

30. The meeting recommended the development of further in-depth guidance on the
recognition and management of cultural associations as part of the Outstanding Universal
Value of properties and on the appropriate use of the various criteria for such recognition.
Guidance could be included in the third edition of the Nominations Resource Manual and
in the forthcoming Resource Manuals on the management of both cultural and natural
properties. Guidance should cover:

a) Recognition of cultural associations as part of Outstanding Universal Value under
all ten World Heritage criteria through guidance on an holistic approach for
recognition of the associations of both cultural and natural heritage;
b) Assessment of the outstanding universal significance of ideas/ events etc. for
criterion (vi);
c) Assessing whether the links between the ideas/events etc. of outstanding
universal significance and the nominated site are direct or tangible for criterion
(vi);
d) Definition of conditions of authenticity and integrity for such associations,
especially for criterion (vi);
e) Preparation of comparative analysis of sites with cultural associations;
f) Clear drafting of Statements of Outstanding Universal Value and the definition of
attributes for properties with cultural associations;
g) Management of cultural associations, at all levels from the local to the
international;
h) Special considerations for managing the issues of access/ pilgrims/ visitors, linked
where possible to sustainable tourism strategies;
i) Special factors to be considered in the management of pilgrimages or visitors to
natural sites;
j) Special factors to be considered in the case of living places, including governance
and the use of traditional management systems;
k) The inclusion of capacity building , a wareness -raising a n d educational
programmes as a key part of management strategies;
l) Provision of examples of good practice in the management of sites with cultural
associations.

31. On certain types of sites, such as sacred mountains and those associated with heritage
of science, further thematic studies should be carried out to assist States Parties and the
Committee better to identify those sites of potential Outstanding Universal Value.

32. The meeting acknowledged the serious gap of research and analysis on the links
between cultural associations and places (despite the growing literature on sites of
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memory) and recommended firstly that an overview of existing research should be
undertaken, and secondly that further interdisciplinary research should be encouraged..

33. States Parties are encouraged to explore carefully all possible means of recognition of
the links between cultural associations and places to ensure that the most appropriate
instrument or programme is chosen.

D. Possible revisions to the text of the Operational Guidelines

34. The meeting considered that no changes to the Operational Guidelines were needed at
this stage.
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Annex 1

Terms of Reference
1.

Review the use of the criterion (vi) (Operational Guidelines paragraph 77) in particular and in
relation to other criteria with regard to the recognition of associative values since the adoption
of the criteria for the World Heritage Convention in 1977;
2. Examine potential future use of the criterion (vi) in particular and of other criteria for the
recognition of the associative values, including science and technology, and other intellectual
and artistic concepts to assist better identification of properties of potential Outstanding
Universal Value and preparation of Tentative Lists;
3. Examine all documents related to the above, especially those presented to the working group
on the revision of the Operational Guidelines in 2010;
4. Examine how intangible values of World Heritage sites can be managed effectively to
improve sustainable management of World Heritage properties.

Annex 2
Agenda and list of participants

International World Heritage Expert Meeting on Criterion (vi)
28-30 March 2012, Warsaw, Poland
Programme

TUESDAY, 27 MARCH 2012
20:00 – 22:00 DINNER
Metropol Hotel, ul. Marszałkowska 99a

W EDNESDAY, 28 MARCH 2012
Venue: Warsaw Cultural Education Center (Stołeczne Centrum Edukacji Kulturalnej), ul.
Jezuicka 4
9:00 – 9:30

Welcome speeches
- Secretary of State in the Ministry of Culture and National Heritage,
Mr Piotr Żuchowski
- Representative of UNESCO, Ms Mechtild Rössler, World Heritage Centre
- Representative of English Heritage, Mr Christopher Young
- Secretary General of the Polish National Commission for UNESCO,
Mr Sławomir Ratajski
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9:30 – 13:00 Introductory session
9:30 – 11:00
1. Terms of Reference of the meeting and presentation of background (Ms.
Mechtild Rössler, UNESCO World Heritage Centre) (15min)
2. Keynote speech by Prof. Dr Christina Cameron and Ms Judith Herrmann
(University of Montreal) (45 min)
11:00 – 11:15 COFFEE BREAK
11:15 – 13:00
3. Advisory Bodies position statements and background paper:
- Ms Susan Denyer, ICOMOS International (20min)
- Mr Gamini Wijesuriya, ICCROM (20min)
- Ms Nora Mitchell, IUCN-WCPA (15min)
4. Summary of the Science and Technology Expert Meeting and follow-up
(Mr Christopher Young) (20min)
5. Questions and discussion (45min)
13:00 – 14:00 LUNCH
WARSAW CULTURAL EDUCATION CENTER, UL. JEZUICKA 4

14:00 – 17:30 Working session 1 – Use of the criterion (vi) for the recognition of
associative values
14:00 – 15:30
1. Presentations of case studies in three thematic groups:
a. Exceptional sites (Case of Auschwitz by Ms Piotrowska, case of Ile de
Gorée by Mr Bocoum14, Case of Bikini Atoll by Mr Alexander, Mr Geleyns,
Ms Seeletsa on Robben Island, Ms Hermann and Mr Balsamo on the use
of criterion; (vi), Rapporteur: Ms Denyer)
b.

Sacred sites (Case of fortress worship buildings by Mr Degutis; case of
Santa Martha by Mr Isaza Londono, Ms Ringbeck on Cologne, narratives
by Ms Myrvoll, Ms Rössler on associative cultural landscapes, Rapporteur:
Mr Wijesuriya)

c.

Science and technology sites (Ms Rautenberg on Linné, mining heritage
by Ms Vlckova, Mr Young on Darwin, Ms Cameron on associative values
for science and technology, Rapporteur: Ms Mitchell)
Note: case study interventions not exceeding 5-10 minutes

15:30 – 15:45 COFFEE BREAK
15:45 – 17:30
2. Discussion in three working groups on the use of the criterion (vi) for the
recognition of associative values (75 minutes)
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14

The participant from Senegal, Mr. Bocoum, was unable to come due to the elections in his country and
announced that the case study on Ile de Gorée would be sent and could be uploaded on the web-page of the
meeting;

3. Summary of the discussions in the plenary: Presentations by Rapporteurs
of the working groups (10 minutes per group)
18:00 – 20:00 DINNER HELD BY THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
PAŁAC PRZEZDZIECKICH, UL. FOKSAL 6

THURSDAY, 29 MARCH 2012
9:00 – 10:00

Working session 2 – Protection and management issues
1. Presentation on the protection and management issues by the Advisory
Bodies, with a special reference to the Statement of Outstanding Universal
Value, authenticity and integrity of properties (30 minutes)
2. Round up of issues raised so far (Prof. Christina Cameron)

10:00 – 10:15 COFFEE BREAK
10:30 – 12:30 Visit to the Historic Centre of Warsaw as a case study: the Royal Castle
and the Old Town
12:30 – 13:45 LUNCH
GOSPODA KWIATY POLSKIE, UL. W ĄSKI DUNAJ 4/6/8
14:00 – 15:45 Working session 3 – Summary of the previous sessions
1. Discussion in three working groups on the future use of the criteria for the
recognition of associative values, protection and management issues, and
of other issues raised so far
15:45 – 16:00 COFFEE BREAK
16:00 – 17:15
2. Feedback from working groups and discussion in plenary on issues raised
in previous sessions:
a. Presentations by Rapporteurs of the working groups (15 minutes
per group)
b. Brief summary by the Rapporteur of the meeting (5 minutes)
c. Discussion
17:15 – 17:30 COFFEE BREAK
17:30 – 18:45 Working session 4 – Development of Recommendations
1. Pending issues
2. Development of Recommendations
19:00 – 21:00 DINNER HELD BY THE CITY OF W ARSAW
‘U BARSSA’ RESTAURANT, RYNEK STAREGO MIASTA 14
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FRIDAY, 30 MARCH 2012
9:00 – 10:00 Conclusions from the plenary discussions and the discussions in
working groups by the Rapporteur
[10:00 – 16:00Time for the preparation of the report]
10:30 – 12:30 Site visit: Warsaw Uprising Museum
13:00 – 14:30 LUNCH
FOLK GOSPODA, UL. W ALICÓW 13
16:00 – 19:00 Adoption of the report from the meeting
Closing of the meeting
20:00 – 22:00 DINNER
POLONIA PALACE HOTEL, AL. JEROZOLIMSKIE 45
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Annex 3
Changes to cultural criteria, Extract from “Guidance on the preparation of retrospective statements of Outstanding Universal Value for World Heritage Properties”, July 2010
OG 1977

OG 1980

OG 1983

OG 1984

Represent a
unique artistic
or aesthetic
achievement,
a
masterpiece
of human
creative
genius

Represent a
unique artistic
or aesthetic
achievement,
a masterpiece
of human
creative
genius

Represent a
unique artistic
achievement,
a masterpiece
of human
creative
genius

Represent a
unique artistic
achievement,
a masterpiece
of human
creative
genius

Crit
(ii)

Have exerted
considerable
influence,
over a span
of time or
within a
cultural area
of the world,
on subsequent
developments
in
architecture,
monumental
sculpture,
garden and
landscape
design,
related arts,
or human
settlements

Have exerted
great
influence, over
a span of time
or within a
cultural area of
the world, on
developments
in architecture,
monumental
arts, or town
planning and
landscaping

Have exerted
great
influence,
over a span of
time or within
a cultural area
of the world,
on
developments
in
architecture,
monumental
arts, or town
planning and
landscaping

Crit
(iii)

Be unique,
extremely
rare, or of
great
antiquity

Bear a unique
or at least
exceptional
testimony to a
civilization
which has
disappeared

Bear a unique
or at least
exceptional
testimony to a
civilization
which has
disappeared

Crit
(i)

OG 1988

OG 1992

OG 1994

Represent a
unique artistic
achievement,
a masterpiece
of human
creative
genius

Represent a
unique artistic
achievement,
a masterpiece
of human
creative
genius

Represent a
unique artistic
achievement,
a masterpiece
of human
creative
genius

Have exerted
great
influence,
over a span of
time or within
a cultural area
of the world,
on
developments
in
architecture,
monumental
arts, or town
planning and
landscaping

Have exerted
great
influence,
over a span of
time or within
a cultural area
of the world,
on
developments
in
architecture,
monumental
arts, or town
planning and
landscaping

Have exerted
great
influence, over
a span of time
or within a
cultural area of
the world, on
developments
in architecture,
monumental
arts, or town
planning and
landscaping

Bear a unique
or at least
exceptional
testimony to a
civilization
which has
disappeared

Bear a unique
or at least
exceptional
testimony to a
civilization
which has
disappeared

Bear a unique
or at least
exceptional
testimony to a
civilization
which has
disappeared

OG 1996

OG
1997/1999

OG 2005

2008
Represent a
masterpiece of
human
creative
genius

Represent a
masterpiece
of human
creative
genius

Represent a
masterpiece
of human
creative
genius

Represent a
masterpiece
of human
creative
genius

Have exerted
great
influence,
over a span of
time or within
a cultural area
of the world,
on
developments
in
architecture,
monumental
arts, or town
planning and
landscape
design

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

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

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

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

Bear a unique
or at least
exceptional
testimony to a
civilization or
cultural
tradition
which has
disappeared

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

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

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

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

disappeared

disappeared

disappeared

Crit
(iv)

Be among the
most
characteristic
examples of a
type of
structure, the
type
representing
an important
cultural,
social,
artistic,
scientific,
technological
or industrial
development

Be an
outstanding
example of a
type of
structure
which
illustrates a
significant
stage in
history

Be an
outstanding
example of a
type of
building or
architectural
ensemble
which
illustrates a
significant
stage in
history

Be an
outstanding
example of a
type of
building or
architectural
ensemble
which
illustrates a
significant
stage in
history

Be an
outstanding
example of a
type of
building or
architectural
ensemble
which
illustrates a
significant
stage in
history

Be an
outstanding
example of a
type of
building or
architectural
ensemble
which
illustrates a
significant
stage in
history

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

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

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

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

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

Crit
(v)

Be a
characteristic
example of a
significant,
traditional
style of
architecture,
method of
construction,
or human
settlement,
that is fragile
by nature or
has become
vulnerable
under the
impact of
irreversible
socio-cultural
or economic
change

Be an
outstanding
example of a
traditional
human
settlement
which is
representative
of a culture
and which has
become
vulnerable
under the
impact of
irreversible
change

Be an
outstanding
example of a
traditional
human
settlement
which is
representative
of a culture
and which has
become
vulnerable
under the
impact of
irreversible
change

Be an
outstanding
example of a
traditional
human
settlement
which is
representative
of a culture
and which
has become
vulnerable
under the
impact of
irreversible
change

Be an
outstanding
example of a
traditional
human
settlement
which is
representative
of a culture
and which
has become
vulnerable
under the
impact of
irreversible
change

Be an
outstanding
example of a
traditional
human
settlement
which is
representative
of a culture
and which has
become
vulnerable
under the
impact of
irreversible
change

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

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

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

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

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

Be most
importantly
associated
with ideas or
beliefs, with
events or
with persons,
of
outstanding
historical
importance
or
significance

Be directly or
tangibly
associated with
events or with
ideas or beliefs
of outstanding
universal
significance
(the Committee
considered that
this criterion
should justify
inclusion in the
List only in
exceptional
circumstances
or in
conjunction
with other
criteria)

Be directly or
tangibly
associated
with events or
with ideas or
beliefs of
outstanding
universal
significance
(the
Committee
considered
that this
criterion
should justify
inclusion in
the List only in
exceptional
circumstances
or in
conjunction
with other
criteria)

Be directly or
tangibly
associated
with events or
with ideas or
beliefs of
outstanding
universal
significance
(the
Committee
considered
that this
criterion
should justify
inclusion in
the List only in
exceptional
circumstances
or in
conjunction
with other
criteria)

Be directly or
tangibly
associated
with events or
with ideas or
beliefs of
outstanding
universal
significance
(the
Committee
considered
that this
criterion
should justify
inclusion in
the List only in
exceptional
circumstances
or in
conjunction
with other
criteria)

Be directly or
tangibly
associated with
events or with
ideas or beliefs
of outstanding
universal
significance
(the Committee
considered that
this criterion
should justify
inclusion in the
List only in
exceptional
circumstances
or in
conjunction
with other
criteria)

Be directly or
tangibly
associated
with events or
living
traditions, with
ideas, or with
beliefs, with
artistic and
literary works
of outstanding
universal
significance
(the
Committee
considered
that this
criterion
should justify
inclusion in
the List only in
exceptional
circumstances
or in
conjunction
with other
criteria)

Be directly or
tangibly
associated
with events or
living
traditions, with
ideas, or with
beliefs, with
artistic and
literary works
of outstanding
universal
significance
(the
Committee
considered
that this
criterion
should justify
inclusion in
the List only in
exceptional
circumstances
or in
conjunction
with other
criteria
cultural or
natural)

Be directly or
tangibly
associated
with events or
living
traditions, with
ideas, or with
beliefs, with
artistic and
literary works
of outstanding
universal
significance
(the
Committee
considered
that this
criterion
should justify
inclusion in
the List only in
exceptional
circumstances
and in
conjunction
with other
criteria
cultural or
natural)

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

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

International World Heritage Expert Meeting on Criterion (vi)
28-30 March 2012, Warsaw, Poland
Programme

TUESDAY, 27 MARCH 2012
20:00 – 22:00 DINNER
Metropol Hotel, ul. Marszałkowska 99a

W EDNESDAY, 28 MARCH 2012
Venue: Warsaw Cultural Education Center (Stołeczne Centrum Edukacji Kulturalnej), ul.
Jezuicka 4
9:00 – 9:30

Welcome speeches
- Secretary of State in the Ministry of Culture and National Heritage,
Mr Piotr Żuchowski
- Representative of UNESCO, Ms Mechtild Rossler, World Heritage Centre
- Representative of English Heritage, Mr Christopher Young
- Secretary General of the Polish National Commission for UNESCO,
Mr Sławomir Ratajski

9:30 – 13:00 Introductory session
9:30 – 11:00
6. Terms of Reference of the meeting and presentation of background (Ms.
Mechtild Rossler, UNESCO World Heritage Centre) (15min)
7. Keynote speech by Prof. Dr Christina Cameron and Ms Judith Herrmann
(University of Montreal) (45 min)
11:00 – 11:15 COFFEE BREAK
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11:15 – 13:00
8. Advisory Bodies position statements and background paper:
- Ms Susan Denyer, ICOMOS International (20min)
- Mr Gamini Wijesuriya, ICCROM (20min)
- Ms Nora Mitchell, IUCN-WCPA (15min)
9. Summary of the Science and Technology Expert Meeting and follow-up
(Mr Christopher Young) (20min)
10. Questions and discussion (45min)
13:00 – 14:00 LUNCH
WARSAW CULTURAL EDUCATION CENTER, UL. JEZUICKA 4

14:00 – 17:30 Working session 1 – Use of the criterion (vi) for the recognition of
associative values
14:00 – 15:30
4. Presentations of case studies in three thematic groups:
a. Exceptional sites (Case of Auschwitz by Ms Łopuska and Ms Piotrowska,
case of Ile de Gorée by Mr Bocoum16, Case of Bikini Atoll by Mr
Alexander, Mr Geleyns, Ms Seeletsa on Robben Island, Ms Hermann and
Mr Balsamo on the use of criterion; (vi), Rapporteur: Ms Denyer)
b. Sacred sites (Case of fortress worship buildings by Mr Degutis; case of
Santa Martha by Mr Isaza Londono, Ms Ringbeck on Cologne, narratives
by Ms Myrvoll, Ms Rossler on associative cultural landscapes, Rapporteur:
Mr Wijesuriya)
c. Science and technology sites (Ms Rautenberg on Linné, mining heritage
by Ms Vlckova, Mr Young on Darwin, Ms Cameron on associative values
for science and technology, Rapporteur: Ms Mitchell)
Note: case study interventions not exceeding 5-10 minutes

15:30 – 15:45 COFFEE BREAK

15:45 – 17:30
5. Discussion in three working groups on the use of the criterion (vi) for the
recognition of associative values (75 minutes)
6. Summary of the discussions in the plenary: Presentations by Rapporteurs
of the working groups (10 minutes per group)
18:00 – 20:00 DINNER HELD BY THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
PAŁAC PRZEZDZIECKICH, UL. FOKSAL 6

THURSDAY, 29 MARCH 2012
16

The participant from Senegal, Mr. Bocoum, was unable to come due to the elections in his country and
announced that the case study on Ile de Gorée would be sent and could be uploaded on the web-page of the
meeting;
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9:00 – 10:00

Working session 2 – Protection and management issues
3. Presentation on the protection and management issues by the Advisory
Bodies, with a special reference to the Statement of Outstanding Universal
Value, authenticity and integrity of properties (30 minutes)
4. Round up of issues raised so far (Prof. Christina Cameron)

10:00 – 10:15 COFFEE BREAK
10:30 – 12:30 Visit to the Historic Centre of Warsaw as a case study: the Royal Castle
and the Old Town
12:30 – 13:45 LUNCH
GOSPODA KWIATY POLSKIE, UL. W ĄSKI DUNAJ 4/6/8
14:00 – 15:45 Working session 3 – Summary of the previous sessions
2. Discussion in three working groups on the future use of the criteria for the
recognition of associative values, protection and management issues, and
of other issues raised so far
15:45 – 16:00 COFFEE BREAK
16:00 – 17:15
3. Feedback from working groups and discussion in plenary on issues raised
in previous sessions:
d. Presentations by Rapporteurs of the working groups (15 minutes
per group)
e. Brief summary by the Rapporteur of the meeting (5 minutes)
f. Discussion
17:15 – 17:30 COFFEE BREAK
17:30 – 18:45 Working session 4 – Development of Recommendations
3. Pending issues
4. Development of Recommendations
19:00 – 21:00 DINNER HELD BY THE CITY OF W ARSAW
‘U BARSSA’ RESTAURANT, RYNEK STAREGO MIASTA 14
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FRIDAY, 30 MARCH 2012
9:00 – 10:00 Conclusions from the plenary discussions and the discussions in
working groups by the Rapporteur
[10:00 – 16:00Time for the preparation of the report]
10:30 – 12:30 Site visit: Warsaw Uprising Museum
13:00 – 14:30 LUNCH
FOLK GOSPODA, UL. W ALICÓW 13
16:00 – 19:00 Adoption of the report from the meeting
Closing of the meeting
20:00 – 22:00 DINNER
POLONIA PALACE HOTEL, AL. JEROZOLIMSKIE 45
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Pictures

Picture 1: F1000031.JPG

Picture 2: IMG_9762.JPG
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Picture 3: IMG_9782.JPG

Picture 4: IMG_9856.JPG
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Further Readings

14-18: la France souhaite inscrire 80 sites au patrimoine de
l'Humanité
Le Monde.fr | 09.01.2014 à 14h53 • Mis à jour le 10.01.2014 à 16h28 | Par Benoît
Hopquin
L'acte de candidature est illustré d'une colombe stylisée survolant un champ de
bataille. Sous cette allégorie ailée, est proposé le classement de quatre-vingt sites
français de la première guerre mondiale au patrimoine de l'Humanité. Le projet n'en
est qu'au début du parcours. Soumis début janvier à un comité national, celui-ci a
déposé, au nom de la France, sa demande jeudi 9 janvier à l'Unesco.
La demande sera en fait franco-belge. Dès 2002, la Flandre a fait inscrire plusieurs
lieux de mémoire de 14-18, notamment autour d'Ypres, sur la liste indicative belge.
En 2008, la Wallonie a fait de même. La même année, douze départements français
qui furent le théâtre du conflit, réunis au sein de l'association Paysages et sites de
mémoire de la Grande Guerre, ont rejoint le mouvement. En 2012, les deux pays ont
décidé de fusionner leurs initiatives.
Impossible de demander le classement de l'ensemble de la ligne de front, qui courrait
sur 750 kilomètres, de la frontière suisse à la mer du Nord, sauf à sanctuariser une
trop large portion de territoire. Cent-cinq lieux, dans l'Est et le Nord de la France, en
Flandre et en Wallonie ont donc été sélectionnés. Plus que les champs de batailles,
ce sont des cimetières et des mémoriaux qui ont été retenus. « Nous croyons
vraiment que ces sites ont une valeur universelle », explique Luc Vandael, chargé de
mission Grande Guerre pour l'Agence du patrimoine de Flandre. Même raisonné,
même symbolique, le choix est forcément arbitraire dans l'immense, l'interminable
somme de souffrances que fut cette guerre.
Ce caractère de barbarie collective fut un des écueils rencontrés dans la constitution
du dossier. Un massacre peut-il être inscrit au patrimoine de l'humanité ? Les
initiateurs du projet rappellent qu'Auschwitz et Hiroshima figurent sur la liste
mondiale. D'autres tragédies humaines comme l'esclavage ou le bagne ont été
reconnues par l'Unesco et incarnées dans des sites. La guerre de 14-18 a
pareillement valeur de témoignage, estiment les porteurs du projet. « C'est une
manière de mobiliser les gens sur les thèmes de la réconciliation et de la coopération »,
assure Luc Vandael.

« Il y a un devoir de mémoire et de préservation, estime Gislaine Devillers, du
département du patrimoine de Wallonie. Un classement à l'Unesco serait aussi la
reconnaissance de l'impact que cette guerre a eu sur la société. »
Serge Barcellini, secrétaire général de Paysages et sites de mémoire de la Grande
Guerre, ajoute un autre argument : « Cette guerre est la première où les soldats
morts ont le droit à une tombe individuelle. » Jusqu'alors, seuls les officiers avaient
cet honneur, la piétaille étant enterrée dans des fosses communes. Dès le début du
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conflit, l'Allemagne offrit à ses tués une digne sépulture. Peu soucieux de la vie
humaine (des casques ne seront distribués aux troupes qu'en 1915), l'état-major
français ne se préoccupa guère de ce détail. Mais les soldats se sont d'emblée
chargés d'enterrer comme il se devait leur camarade. Puis, sous la pression de
l'opinion publique, les responsables français instituèrent à leur tour la tombe
individuelle, sans distinction des grades.
« Malgré sa dureté, cette guerre fut la première où le soldat fut considéré comme un
individu, explique Serge Barcellini. Il y a eu une forme de démocratisation dans la mort.
» D'où aujourd'hui ces immenses cimetières égalitaires, tirés au cordeau, qui ponctuent
le paysage français et belge. Ils témoignent d'un effroyable carnage mais aussi
paradoxalement de la valeur d'une vie.
Cette humanité dans l'inhumanité reste une des caractéristiques de ce conflit. La
Première Guerre est inscrite dans les mémoires, qu'elles soient nationales ou
familiales, comme une somme d'êtres jetés en pâture, comme un sacrifice d'hommes
plongés en enfer, plus que comme une saga militaro-stratégique ou une anthologie de
batailles.
C'est pourquoi les cimetières de 14-18 sont devenus des lieux de consensus. En 1984,
François Mitterrand et le chancelier allemand Helmut Kohl se donnèrent la main devant
l'ossuaire de Douaumont (Meuse), où se mêlent les ossements non identifiés de
soldats des deux camps. Pus récemment, en Belgique, le 19 décembre 2013, le
premier ministre britannique David Cameron et son homologue irlandais Enda Kenny
étaient côte à côte dans le cimetière de Tyne Cot, près d'Ypres.
Douaumont et Tyne Cot figurent dans la liste des sites à classer. On y trouve
également nombre de cimetières et mémoriaux des différents pays qui ont participé au
conflit sur ce front : allemand à Langemark-Poelkapelle (Belgique), anglais à
Beaumont-Hamel (Somme) ou français au Chemin des Dames entre Laon et Soisson
(Aisne) mais aussi canadien à Vimy (Pas-de-Calais), sud-africain à Longueval
(Somme), portugais à Richebourg (Pas-de-Calais), chinois à Noyelles- sur-Mer
(Somme), irlandais à Messines (Belgique), américain à Saint-Mihiel sur la commune de
Thiaucourt-Regniéville (Meurthe-et-Moselle), polonais à Neuville-Saint- Vaast (Pas-deCamlais), italien à Bligny (Marne), etc. En Nouvelle-Zélande ou en Australie, l'idée de
Nation a pris corps sur les champs de bataille de France et de Belgique et s'incarne en
partie dans les cimetières de Fromelles (Nord) ou dans le mémorial du Quesnoy
(Nord).
Il s'agit ainsi d'incarner la dimension internationale du conflit. Et, plus prosaïquement,
d'obtenir au moment de l'examen le soutien de ces pays au sein de l'Unesco. Car, que
ce soit en Belgique ou en France, au-delà du devoir de préservation, le classement
n'est pas dépourvu d'arrière-pensée économique. Un tourisme mémoriel s'est
largement développé autour de 14-18. Verdun accueille ainsi 400 000 visiteurs chaque
année, les sites de Flandre 300 000 visiteurs, avec l'espoir d'en accueillir 500 000 en
cette année du centenaire. En 2012, un million d'Australiens se sont rendus en France
et ont pour beaucoup rendu hommage à leurs ancêtres morts dans ce pays. Le label
Unesco permettrait d'amplifier cet intérêt et par exemple d'inscrire les sites de 14-18
dans les parcours des tour-operators. En d'autres lieux,
l'inscription a permis d'augmenter de 30 % la fréquentation.
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Le calendrier de la candidature dépendra bien sûr du bon vouloir de l'organisation
onusienne. Les initiateurs du projet espèrent secrètement un classement en 2018,
pour boucler ce cycle du centenaire. Mais, en France, il leur faut faire face à un
embouteillage des demandes : la Normandie a également engagé une procédure de
classement par l'Unesco des plages du débarquement, alors qu'on s'apprête à fêter
les soixante-dix ans du 6 juin 1944.
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