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HUMAN ASPECTS OF HISTOR,
URBAN ENVIRONMENTS

Jeremy C. Wells

Introduction

What makes an environment ‘historic’? ’-l"o answer this guestior_l, one needs to ascertain
question is asked. For most of the mfentl_eth century, thl_s question was always assumed ¢
the architect, the art/architectural historian, and Sf)meFH’nes the geographer. Very few People ey,
concerned with how places could be considered ‘hls_tOHC to ever'{(day people who were o convep.
tionally trained experts in some aspect .of history, design, or aesthet.lcs. Yet, we must TeCoghize thy gy,
primary beneficiaries of the recognition, treatment, and protecl‘:lon of older places are these very
people—ordinary individuals who are not e.lssumed to be experts in any aspect of place. This assumyp-
tion that ordinary people are not experts is not true: everyday people are indeed experts about he
environment in which they live, work, and recreate. The issue, as it has been re-contextualized for the
twenty-first century, is that we have long ignored this fact and, i the process, have been fir too dis-
missive to local knowledge. The field of community-based participatory research has a name for this
kind of ‘expert’: the civil expert (Fortmann 2008). Recognizing everyday people as civil experts—in the
context of historic places—is an essential step in understanding the human aspects of historic utbm
environments because we need to understand what is ‘historic’ and ‘not historic’ from this perspective
in balance with the perspective of conventionally trained experts. Acknowledging everyday pcogle
situated in specific old places as civil experts also requires that we respect their knowledge, and, in
turn, respect these people as equals, in some cases, to conventionally trained experts.

In order to orient the reader, this chapter briefly introduces the essential characteristics of tht.? orlthO'
dox management of historic urban places. Rather than treating this practice as grounded in o.b)ecrwely
scientific principles, it is better understood as a kind of professional culture. I do this not to mt_ﬂ]:dli;:
a relativism between the cultures of conventional experts and civil experts, but rather to establis mfm:
importance of situational knowledge in certain contexts. I then discuss the heritage aspects of ;Umn_
from the perspective of civil experts, followed by specific case studies illustrating human-centere
servation research and practice in the Asia and Pacific region.

% Whom this
0 be 3Skcd of

The culture of orthodox conservation practice .
. : : onservat
There are two fundamenta] characteristics that define orthodox, Western built heritage ¢

- amelt
- . s o % envlroﬂ
practice: numinism and expert rule. In the Western world, the conservation of the historic
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Human aspects of historic urban environments

mmonly understood to have its genesis in the mid-nineteenth centu
is co i . .
e L tes of John Ruskin and Eugéne Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc P
dL, d in Ruskin’s writings is his mysticism, especially as it relates
NIsse

Ty ‘scrape’ versus ‘anti-scrape’
appas 1985). But what often gets

to numinism, as when he discusses
how the ‘washing waves of humanity,” left an imprint in the fabric of a building (Ruskin 1989: 186) and
hov

ated a ‘golden stain of time’ (Ruskin 1989: 187) (Figure 5.1). Indeed, it is ‘numinism’ that helps to
cre

define orthodox conservation values (Mufioz Vifias 2005), as opposed to other conservation approaches,
ofir : . ! 1 approac

- Juding whether to ‘scrape’ or not. Thus, the Western practice of built heritage conservation illogically

inc

1es that the meaning of a building is in its fabric, ignoring the sociocultural and experiential dimen-

a un f meaning (Waterton, Smith, and Campbell 2006: 349). '
510‘3;]::: other characteristic of orthodox conservation practice is the way in which cxpcrt. rule is
forced and meanings from the public are, as Smith (2006), describes, ‘sidelined’ thrgugh t-hc: autho_r—
f?ﬂ orh itage discourse’ (AHD). An important characteristic of the AHD, as it manifests in the built
lzed' cnleit is that rules, laws, and regulations require outside experts to educate the people about
fine‘::r:;: lomE heritage and protect this heritage from its rightful owners and inheritors (King 2009). As a result,

A .

b S i S

ul uskln
r . . f- n hat John

h & { tl ¢ n bulld'ﬂi’ mate al ( {.)., 0111 g, e y) R

y surraces C ange ov T 1 0 ing atenals C 5 !1 n d ca orm w

(1989) refers to as the ‘golden stain of time.

Source: Jeremy C. Wells
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the public—and increasingly academics and reflective practitioners—py,
o

. : . : Sl nd hep
protectors of heritage, but rather as the ‘*heritage police’ (Emerick 2014) Critage Profess
. -,[()

Nalg

It is, however, unfair to denigrate heritage professionals .
when the

. . . . £ 3 . . real prob]c
system in which ‘the burcaucracy of conservation is more important

(Wells 2017a: 32). The state is only capable of implementing systens for th
. . . . . . 5. i ’ ¢ m 5 :
tion of heritage that are based in ‘simplification, objectification, and eﬁ]cicﬂcy 4 anagt‘mcnt and“’atmn.
» While
CqQuir
: ; : o = m, rather th Uiy A
heritage conservation being based on principles of scientific objectivity, it i ; W orthe g e
. Just
One Of n]an

. o bl:i\[
1th, and Cyy b Y Possy,

ignorance of the richness and depth of cultural meaning (ibid.). I su

cultural systems in which heritage is valued in some fashion (Waterto Sm
]
succeeds because of its historical position and association with individuals from dom: ell 200
~ = 5 . < Ommam )], It
tural groups. It should therefore not be interpreted, prima facie, as a superior g ) WCStem o,

. . ; . : Ystem jUSt
dominant. Yet, across Asia and the Pacific, many countries have uncritically adopted t:ec e i
1S

approach, whose values remain largely unchanged since the late 1960, Orthg g
The culture and experiences of local communitjes

What if many more things ‘historic’ could be defined and managed through the mean;

of the public rather than through the meanings and values of convention nings apq Valyg

‘ A ‘ al experts, ang 1n do;
deprecate the role of doctrine, rules, laws, and regulations? This action Purposely shifs ¢, fm ‘
€ focus ¢,

conservation from fabric to socio-cultural meanings and is the premise of 4 more hum, :
approach to the conservation of the historic environment. In this system, heritage expc:mnncentnc
longer ‘police,” but become facilitators, seeking and understanding cultural meanings and they, m:rc no
ing to manage places from this perspective (Wells 2015). e

What do we know about the relationship people have with built heritage and cul
How do everyday people interpret, understand, and become affected by this heritage
tantalizing answers from the social sciences, such as sociology, anthropology,

tural l:mdsc;lpcs;
? We have some

environmenta| psych-
ology, and geography, but there are still many gaps. Because of the overreliance of orthodoy by

heritage conservation on doctrine and because it is often associated with architecture, researching buil
heritage from the perspective of the social sciences is not a well-known or employed endeavor, Largely
because of critical heritage studies, however, this situation appears to be changing to some extent, But
literature on this subject only really begins, in earnest, in the 1990s, although there was a significant
amount of research by folklorists in the 1970s that is often forgotten. This is, for all purposes and
intents, a new field of research.

We do know that built heritage is incredibly important to people; so important that they are willing
to die to protect it from harm. One need not venture into the dusty shelves of scholarly libranies ©
readily see evidence for this. In the Middle East, ISIS, Al Qaeda, and the Taliban have purposcly
sought and destroyed cultural heritage to demoralize certain groups of people (Jeffries 2015.;‘Lawi:‘r
2018; Marlow 2011), because control of a group’s heritage is a way to destroy cultural identicies. Forr
instance, in 2015, Khaled al-Asaad, an archaeologist in Syria, chose to die rather than give up th? k:fn
tion of ancient artefacts to his ISIS captors (Shaheen and Black 2015). And, Father C‘oluml:m Svt:‘*r;[c
and Abdel Kader Haidara led a group of people in Timbuktu, Mali, who risked their lives t0 ?7(”?}-
and unique religious manuscripts from ISIS and Al Qaeda, respectively (Dreazen 2013; Fﬁg;:;su:r. ¢
Wars have been started over who controls built heritage and, in the case of WarsaW_and eating &
restoration of built heritage destroyed by war has become a community rallying point, €=
fostering shared cultural ties (Gunzburger 2012; Jokilehto 1999).

The forced separation of people from their built heritage in the name of ‘prote gy
servation’ is well known, especially at World Heritage sites. In reality, thcsc. actions
ried out to promote economic development and tourism with little sensitivity pal

comr

ction’ and

ften
el
d to therr efe

100




Human aspects of historic urbay environments

on local populations. For instance, at Ayutthaya (Thailand
hesia), the management plans for these Worlg Heritage sites sideline

values and meanings held by the local Population and inste

values. But this practice is a missed opportunity to more fully engage the visitor, Indeed. as Black
wnd Wall (2001: 121) observe, these 1gnored local values ‘have the pote

pretation of the monuments and in fact make

) and Borobudur and Prambanan (Indo-

or simply fail to recognize the
ad privilege conventional art/historical

ntial to enhance the inter-
relevant to domestic and international
se sites are ‘defined largely by ¢
ously assumed that their ¢

them more
visitors alike.” In effect, the meanings attributed to the

come from other places’ (p. 122) who errone

munity’s needs nto account, even though these experts never actually talked to members of the commu-
nity (p- 131). Steinberg (1996) found similar situations where

local values were either dismissed or
local people were simply not consulted at all ipn Delhi, Bombay, Bhaktapur, Galle, Penang, Singa-
pore, Shanghai, al‘ld Beijing. To be sure, ‘forced ignorance’ of local values in World Heritage man-
agement plans exist across the globe, such as in Mexico (Breglia 2006) and Iraq (Khoshnaw 2016).
at tourists want a kind of sanitized heritage, free
from the realities of real people living in context with tangible heritage and that the local people
would prefer to move anyway because they want to live in new buildings. Research, however,
indicates otherwise. When provided with resources to repair and maintain their buildings, people
often prefer to stay in their indigenous environment, close to the place from which their identity
springs (Cossons 2016; Oakes 2012). Tourists also appear to be willing to not only accept the real-
ities of people living in context with heritage sites, but sometimes specifically seek it out in the
search for an authentic place experience (Kontogeo

rgopoulos 2003).
Indeed, heritage tourists are often deeply unsatisfied with the staid interpretive experience at histor-

the assumption made by historians and museum staff is that the goal is to create
an educational experience and that people visit historic sites to learn. For most people, however, an
authentic visit to a historic site is one that involves ‘performativity’ (

Bagnall 2003) and, most import-
eeling, but not necessarily learning, People do not visit museums and historic sites to learn, but
antly, 2 y g P

rather they go to feel and experience, and these experiences are often cathartic (Smith and Campbell
2015). And what connects these visitors to the site is the nature of the emotional cxperience, which is
catalyzed by a phenomenon 1 refer to as a ‘spontaneous fantasy.” To be clear
visitors experience spontaneous fantasies, but residents do as well.

A spontaneous fantasy is catalyzed by the appearance of decay (or, in a more positive sense, patina)
in the built environment. This patina is what provides the authenticity of the physical age of a built
environment to the person who experiences it. Patina can take the form of subtle changes in surface
texture, discontinuity, and added complexity to stone, brick, wood, paint, or metal. But, when some-
one experiences this patina in the context of a historic environment, quite often, and in an uflpr?medl—
tated, spontancous way, a vignette of the past will appear in the observer’s mind’s eye. This vignette
takes the form of some hypothetical event from the past and may, or may not, be related to factual
events. For instance, in my work in the United States’ oldest historic district in Charleston, Sogth
Carolina, people experienced spontancous fantasies in the form of s:ceing C;.wl War soldl.ers marching
up steps, cotton wagons being pulled in the distance, and pcopl(.: dtsmnbarkmg 'Erom carriages. All th_e
individuals who experienced these events found them to be hlgh_ly and positively emotional and it
increased the level of place attachment they had to the historic district (Wells 2()?7b). o

Spontaneous fantasies are clearly related to numinism in some way, but so .lfttle rese‘arch h:u,- been
done in this area that all we can do at the moment is speculate, although Sgn Jones’s (2009._ 138)
ethnographic research observes how built heritage to most people has a( ;Itnlaglcall? a;n(lj_:t Inl.l:;ll;l{(})(lil‘::
aura.” But in my work (Wells 2010) and many others (e.g., Dc‘Lyser 1),J).f Ing 151 . “(1) zahc .;St m
Trigg 2011), the frequency of people mentioning ghosts and the prt:senc? ‘0 gef)l‘i)];m]f)in rc!agon ”
certain places cannot be ignored. Nor can the constant reference to ‘magic’ and ‘¢

xperts who
fforts took the local com-

The theme here 1s an erroneous assumption th

ical sites. Traditionally,

, not only tourists and
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hcnomcno]og

phic and p
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Poy

deccase
temples, th

and then transte
aine

people, th
and not the objective qu

ical studies on the historic environmen
cthnogra ¢ (St -
4)
e of the fabric of the historic environment. Similarly, i : & :
past that 18 part of the fabric ¢ v in the i s, i g
gl()n o
'S
5 i uch 5
¢ temple deity is temporarily transferred from the idol that is worgh; .
Pped g 8 Hiy
ture into the su ernatural, the takeawa b,
. 1? ) P y theme here Mple iy
¢ historic environment 15 a
Schofield (2009: 105) summarizes this di e it 5
' ; ) ;
the heritage expert’s expen fferen,
ized as “cool,” “intellectual,” ‘detached,” and +g; 4
: Stancegr . ¢
a

cither. There 18 also a general trend in the in‘crclafff (l)f 1‘_d;f1‘rk touﬁ_mnf especially o, »
a great deal of credence to many Western people's belie of spirits or some kjnﬁ ost tou 13'1%
g of » thy, q
in Thailand, various forms of ancestral worship are common, including a belj e egigy b
d relatives inhabit phy:;ical places (Horstmann 2011). Another example js of thy the
When Testoy sPin-“
red back to the idol when the work is done; in doing so, the X
of the temple 1s ret d because the original deity, or embedded sprit, remaing v[;_erceived au‘zﬂm{
2017). Rather than ve _lth the 1, en
place that is desirable for the feelings andls CMotion, £ Loy
alities it conveys. €XPerien, " g
ence and the layperson’s experience of built heritage , - bet‘“ﬂstil;
former as ‘allocentric,’ which is characteni Y referrp,
latter as ‘qutocentric,’ which 1s characterized as ‘hot,” “physical,” ‘primitive,’ and expre ‘ i
sed de yp,,

each occasion.”
s human-centered conservation, because the
aSSUm

Lastly, quality of life issues define
improve overall human flourishing in compari Ption ;
g parison to other by 5 thy
uilt €Nvirg,,

ment activities. For instance, arguments about the role that built heritage plays in -
nt topic in Hong Kong, starting with the loss of the Queens Pier in “ZY Of life iy
2007). The government of Hong Kong does not officially recognize socio-cultural va] 00§ (Pomgye
heritage policy (Ho et al. 2014), and as such, quality of life arguments have not featurv d ues i itg by
decisions about which heritage 1s demolished and saved. Residents have become in =€ 10 BOvemmey
their desire to retain built heritage for its contribution to overall quality of lifcmasmgly Vatil
a counter to the building of ever more high-rise buildings (Yung and Chan 2013) Ie 3Zd‘ .to serve g
e.ra] case studies like this, other research addresses the specific intersection of herit % g
via soc'ial and individual effects. Power and Smyth (2016: 165) find that communi aﬁe e W:cu-_bemg
in _hentagc conservation activities results in an overall increase in participantav,r’y —‘ asefi pamm?&t%on
delight, ach)r_llplishnlent, pride, reciprocity, and growth.” Similar findings have be pa;swn, cunosity,
geOple{rpartlilp:;til in community-based archaeological projects (Sayer 2015) Ther:nis (:ltzds:r):i ‘Vhﬁﬂ
LR G ealth care settings that shows that when people are in context \\;ith heritage obje o
cially when they can touch and handle them, they show lower levels of pain and imﬁroveii ;t:éa:fri’s

of quality of life (Ander et al. 2013).
I ) .
n sum, human-centered conservation is defined through experiences, emotion (which is often cor-

, and, especially, quality of life. It shifts the focus from

n improve humi
s to gather evi-

d cultural Jand-
he

conservation activities should

is an importa

Eated with place attachment and sense of place)
ow conservati 1 i
ation can improve the state of building fabric to how conservation ca

flourishing. And i : ; ) ,
AT f(i e ;t do«;s this by us_mg social science and participatory research method
e iy o ;ery ay pﬁople interact with, understand, and treat built heritage an
" ation 1s sti . ’
continuity of meanin ; s_u the_gOal, but instead of conserving fabric, the aim is to comsere
gs associated with a place (Zancheti and Loretto 2012)

Issues of hu
man-centered conservation in the Asia-Pacific region
Bottom-u
co ;
P, community-engaged practice in heritage management d
; Je a7
ersection © peﬂﬂ il

es to pracace an o
ddresses her**

Since hun
]an-—ccntcred co F )
place, there needs to be a;ser"a}?on requires an intimate understanding of the int
§ emp asis o b
agement. The n n bottom-u ;
- eed for thi s p, community-engaged a proach
$ approach is increasingly found in the ]itSraturc that a
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Human aspects of historic urban environments

ervation in Asia and the Pacific (e.g., Halim and Ishak 2017; Shakya, Takada, Morishige, and Okubo
S . . .

5. Su and Wall 2012). For instance, in Taiwan, there are many examples of community-centered con-
on projects that utilize tools for participatory democracy, such as community workshops whose pri-

con
201

servath e + fopies . ; : '
) goal is 0 help safeguard the ‘spirit of place’ (Davis, Huang, and Liu 2012) (Figure 5.2). More
ni * T T— p . i Chi i it i
monly, however, are critiques of practice, such as in China, where the government claims that it is
co ’

cngaging in heritage planning with residents, but evidence suggests that the approach is still largely top-
do:\,&f; (Fan 2014). Similar examples of this kind of disconnect exist for Vietnam (Jones and Nhung 2016)
d Indonesia (Bhaskara 2015), as well as many other countries in the Asia-Pacific region. It should be
hoted that the domin:m(.;e of tOP-C?OW_Il approaches and expert rule are not at all unique to this region of
the world; it is the dominant practice in the United States, Canada, Europe, and Australia (Emerick 2014;
Gibson and Pendlebury 2009; Harrison 2013; King 2009; Lowenthal 1985; Pannckock 1998; Smith 2006).

Huﬂlﬁﬂ‘cem‘:rﬁd conservation also assumes that the everyday person’s perspective is holistic; order-
ing the environment 1into Ill’tlﬁC.lid dichotomies of natural/cultural and tangible/intangible (Chapagain
2017; Dyer 2007) is symptomatic of top-down approaches that emphasize objectivity, simplicity, and
the need to reduce complex meanings into a system that can be controlled by rules, laws, and regula-
tions (Wells 2017a). This ‘reductionist’ perspective on heritage, which includes limiting the concept to
just buildings, requires government to adopt an implicit policy of willful ignorance of the public’s

an

o

-&-‘L:ﬂ;i;: :

Figure 5.2 Student-led, community design workshop at a former train station and industrial site in Hengshan Town-
ship, Taiwan.

Source: Jeremy C. Wells
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tive, such as can be found in the government’s approach ¢ the Manage,,
stic perspective, L . ” A ‘ritace e " . e
I“’h"'tl'; [H t i Vietnam (Sauvegrain 2001). To be sure, heritage exXperts, such .. -
in Old Hano, ‘

nt of
d ‘holistic” perspective on built heritage and ¢y

: ; ural Ndia, |, k:rit“kt
promoting a _\';_‘ll—t‘iuﬁ(-rlhe“ nethods tend to advocate for limited cngagmnm:‘:“dscapc nlﬂnz;z b"“h
While well mc.u'mlp.. their 1 1 approaches and expert rule (e.g., Thakyr 2007y, h the pllb]imc
instead reify existing, mh-g-i‘m\"l‘ l;l}:lw“’us examples of bottom-up community engape
On the thcr ham‘i. tl:‘:t:j]:t)listic concepts of heritage, such as the Luthi imtitutil:,:“_um .
Lm'nl. Sn‘lf?ﬁu:“tll;‘)t' t;;:i:.trnditimm] mgﬂniz;\ti(?nM structure conserves what TiWari (2()]]1:1\?133'] (Ti"::e.
2015; We R he weak’ that embodies ordinary people and places to balance how , lls
‘lesser lu-rmlgclof] t-;;:;us the local community from the major monuments’ |, thna\x;(ffrld H“Tita:
AT lat SL E ; . ) y A1 3 13
;l.;llllli:)n:t;lll:ui\ how residents manage changcsl to tilflrd‘i’:ili;‘ffsSti‘?n'i:]z?lscrie thel_r Perceiyeq :Em;‘ :
both it terrs of physical feabreg dnd Dong culris 1.ré.l . Tao' Liu, and jign, 0gs,
407) discuss the ‘4P strategy” for *kecping heritage living in ufr h O that_ Tequires CXtengiy, I,
port of the indigenous peoples in Quanzhou, China, one :; the survwmg.p.omts on the hismﬁc“f.p“
Road trade route. The 4P strategy e“COUI:agCS_peOp]e to demonstrate tl'a(l‘l-ltlona] Cultury] ACtiviy; .hllk
‘mobilize the enthusiasm of the residents, whﬂe. local government agCHCICS'PUt n place Policjzs to
which management authority is partially entms!:ed in these indigenous peoples (;.f,,d_) S iy
Far more common, however, are failed or incomplete atten"npts at cor_m‘num
the status quo of expert rule remains. A desire to focus on heritage tourism ﬁ:?
1s one common reason that this situation is so prevalent. Rather than conse?'vmg hcritage for th
fit of the people from which this heritage origm_ated, the goal bc?conjles relnt.erpreting othery’
for the consumption of a global market. This action leads to tb? 1ne_vztable alienation of reside
their own heritage, which becomes diluted, translated, and sanitized in the name of €Conomje deV&]np
ment. Because of this emphasis on heritage tourism, there are many exa_rnples in the literapyre of con.
servation management plans that only tangentially involve public participation much less engagemen,
Such an activity is hard to justify if it endangers plans that authorities haye already approved, g,
example of this approach can be found in Old Town Bhubaneswar, India, where Chatterjee anq Basy
(2015) develop a method to objectively evaluate heritage values and translate these meanings
to grade aspects of the built environment. Their overall methodology, however, is largely
expert opinions rather than direct community engagement; while a
survey’ informed the expert’s recommendations, it was clear

the outcome. Sometimes, the hierarchical, top-down power structure of heritage management is made
quite clear, as in Solo, Indonesia, where it is assumed most

important stakeholders are officials at the
city planning authority and architectural consultants; other stakeholders, such as residents, are secondary
(Agustiananda 2015).

In India, according to Pandey Sharma (
conservation principle’ which has been im
nity participation in decision-making pro
urban places, therefore, is often not
work in the conservation field have
heritage in planning and pol
as promoters of
ture has long inc

i,

. &nq

ty ENgagement in Whig}
T economic devclopmen

k
e bt!nc..

herityg,

into ways

based op
vaguely described ‘householq

that it did not Play a significant role in

part of normal urban planning activities in India. Professionals who

little opportunity to learn how to recognize and utilize intangible
icy endeavors; their formalized tr

monumental heritage. But Pandey Sharma

luded the concept of Jeernodharanam
temporary aspects of herita
professionals and

aining instead positions these professionals
(2017) clarifies that traditional Indian cul
(meaning ‘regeneration’), which iﬂCOfPom_tef CO“;.
8¢ conservation, yet this tradition is largely ignored both in the tr:unmg' 00
the practice of conservation in India. This lack of training in understanding ho“:{—
engage with civil experts and w eir meanings might explain the rather common pra

7. . simply
tice of atte pective in conservation work, but in the end,

mpting to include 2 community pers
ignoring ess.

information gathered through this proc
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e aruation exists in Thails ‘ 205 :
A gimilar situaton ¢ wiland and Laos where, according to Arkarapotiwong (2015: 228), in

1 ailands rvation activities : y ;
Thatlar R e ; . tes and local communities are «
lowed tO participate at the implementation stage.” Where the loc are only
11t

o

. e i ] 1t 9 - A
rticipate in Laos, cultural traditions have been conve

these count

‘government authorities initiate most conse

al community has been allowed to

rted into tourism ¢ itics’
. e , sm commodities’ (p. 244). In
tries, @ monumental heritage approach is evident in the w ( )

city and originality of heritage buildings, whilst negle
own's social needs’ (p. 232)

; ay ‘government authorities focus
quthentd cting the social dimensions as they
ain tO the t _ . . To be sure, when authorities focus on economic develop-
1t through heritage tourism, local voices are either silenced or there is lit‘tlc attempt to listen tF:)
act upon, the needs and desires of residents (Imon 2015; Jongsung 2(](]4; R‘u[zlmn Zl“]r,. §1:1 ;“]5)‘

o
11

met

and ) ’
Residents wlfo are t:-lt iIl:littlrfll Cafutakcrs .ot their own heritage are mined for their knowledge and
cultural practices to feed the msatiable desire of tourists while given little to no agency of their own.

This leads t© the‘srrong possibility that human-centered conservation is not particularly compatible
with heritage tourism, as least when implemented merely as an economic development tool.
gometimes there 15 an overt attempt to engage with local communities, but the result is superficial.
| conservation work in the historic villages of Hahoe and Yangdong in South Korea, local authorities
od that they wanted to hear local residents’ input, but residents felt their voices were ignored; in
the end, the perception was that the decisions had already been pre-determined long before the public
was consulted (Syahrul and Radzuan 2015). There is some evidence that one reason there may be
reluctance to engage with and use the meanings of civil experts is because they may not support heri-
tage conservation in general. At Angkor, local residents are viewed by policy makers as injurious to
the historic site rather than a living part of it, which immediately serves as a prejudicial barrier to
cffective community engagement (Miura 2005); morcover, policy makers seem rather clueless about
how to ‘conserve’ a living hentage site through a ‘management mechanism [that] has adequately
incorporated effective traditional management practices and knowledge, and local community’ (ibid.:
). Literature on heritage conservation in Asia includes many examples like this, where the local com-

It
stat

15
munit

that resi
however, there is little attempt to understand tangible and intangible heritage from the perspective of

civil experts so that this kind of assumption can either be affirmed or refuted. Because these kinds of
assumptions are predicated on the perceived necessity of heritage tourism for economic development,
:n the end, it may not really matter what the public thinks because the local authorities have already

y is perccived as unsupportive of conservation, such as in Tansen, Nepal, where it is assumed
dents always prefer modemn buildings over historic ones (Chandani 2015). In these situations,

made a final decision.

The natural direction of this thinking is that civil experts need to learn how to understand heri-
tage from the perspective of conventional experts rather than the inverse. This perspective is often
rather subtle. For instance, while Goetz (2015) acknowledges the need to engage with communities
to help conserve Kathmandu, this process should take the form of ‘cultural education’ (interpreted
as cultural re-education) in which the heritage expert re-educates civil experts about the importance
of the latter group’s own heritage; the unstated colonialist perspective in this assumption is that the
local residents fail to understand why their own heritage is important and therefore must be re-
educated by outsiders in order to have a stronger conservation/stewardship ethic (e.g., Jain and
Clancy 2008; Tabassum and Tyne 2015). Such a perspective denies local stakeholders the possibility
of their own agency in recognizing and acting upon their own meanings associated with their own
heritage. The use of technology, such as smart phone apps, to help civil experts document their
Routh and Shah 2015) is another example of this colonialist perspective

value systems of experts when documenting the required,
orate an epistemological

own built heritage (c.g.,
because it forces local people to use the
objective qualities of the historic environment. Rarely do these tools incorp
gnosticism to capture the meanings of civil experts in their own words an
local stakeholders must adopt a Western, empiricist-positivistic ontology, which is inherent to

d perspectives. Instead,
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ntegrated assessment tool, and Silva’s (2011) use of the “city
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bine Western and Chinese ideas to decipher cultural lands e’ to m
Capes

landscape features, character, and patterns; and arti:; by fly

nal survey processes for landscape charac IC conge

tion. While much more holistic than conventio :
) . : . er, i
from a lack of methods based on direct engagement with people and instead relies largely o » 1t suffyr
. e . - N Fatign.t:
s and existing documentation. On the other hand, Silva’s work is based on we]| Tationgjis.
-establigl,
ed

ds and uses interviews of residents as a primary data gathering too],
(Figure 5.3) that elucidated dimensions of the sacred, hist.o AaSed on
ple who lived in the city, Silva shows how social Scienccnca]' acs-
patial interpretations of place and into understanding the n‘:;z:nds

g

and the me
deserve atte
ings of landscape into an 1
. Yang and Sim com

meaning
e heritage values;

considering intangibl

tic processe
social science metho
a case study of Kandy, Sni Lanka
thetic, and overall well-being of peo
can move beyond purely visual and s

everyday people have for these places.
The application of social science-based methodologies has helped elucidate people’s emotional
nal con-

nections with place that forms an essential component of human-centered conservation, with much
this literature having clear roots in environmental psychology. For instance, Shamsuddin and [j of
(2008) examined how the design of traditional streets in Malaysia influenced people’s attachme -
place; they found that traditional street design resulted in residents having a greater amount of ::1 to
tional attachment to this place and strongly influenced group cultural identity. Helping to further E;Z-

cidate how particular aspects of

the Malaysian traditional street might influence place attachment

iond
[radmml-‘

nse of place for some
g y Bhaktap™

ka Bhaktapur and in st 0
oricity,” the 5"

Figure 5.3 There 3 .
14 : }I;h_crclapgcars to be a similar pattern to the dimensions that define
sian io Boy
Sl a:oscgfcs.fl'ﬁr example, the sense of place in (a) Kandy, Sri Lan
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ks, Dola, and Soltani (2014) used a visual pre
of value to everyday people, which were: arche
regular pattern with little
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€e surve — " ,
Y to reveal specific building components

5, pilasters, ¢
— 3, CO 5
» columns, and ornamental detailing repeated

6} i X
I no contemporary design interve

ma
h on the subject which makes it clear ¢

nFKmS' This result reinforces existing
nvironments with few contemporary

more i
: profound emotional attachments to these
specifically, there

wweare _
e ™, at historical ¢
design interventions engender stronger, deeper, and
places (Wells 2010; Wells and Baldwin 2012). More

to the dimensions that define sense of place for i appears to be a similar pattern

. tra_ditional Asian landscapes. Silva's (2015, 2019)
aces of Bhaktapur, Nepal and Kandy, Sri Lanka, that

sense the *
S ¢ sense of con itv.? the * i
sense of serenity, and the ‘sense of well-being’ (Figure 5.3) mmunity,” the ‘sense of historicity,” the

How, then, does one go about using social science
~pice? While the literature i it thi i ;
practice’ ¢ 1s a bit thinner in this area, there are
» there are some notable examples with rele-

nce to Asia. Silva (2019) ma — . J
vance (0 / : ( ) makes several recommendations on the management of the heri f
Kandy, Sri Lanka based on human-centered principles. Silv ag ¢ heritage o

work has established that in the rather disparate pl
of place consists of the ‘sense of sacrality,’
Y

evil -0 x .
vidence to inform and influence conservation

o ; : T : a recommel > dimensi —
of place he identified in his earlier (2011) study ) 1ds that the dimensions of sense
e e g . y—sense of sacrality,” ‘sense of historic solemnity,’
‘sense of scenic serenity, and ‘sense of wellbeing'—be included : : “
oo B et B ncluded not only in the World Heritage man-
agement plan for the city, but also should be incorporated into the city’ 1l devel e :
= . . C CIty 5 overa evelopmen d
inform the conservation of some of the most important features of the city, sucl | PHE ]t p 'u;( to
. . < , such as the central market,
clock tower, and hospital (Silva 2019). Because Silva (2011) focused on i ; : .
it g 5P A, T i p 2 cused on intangible heritage and its rela-
tions , he also recommends 5
e pth e : . bl s that the management of Kandy’s sense of place should
nclude the appropriate socis avi .
nd - s w':])p p ' al ch;wor, such as drunk people that destroy the wellbeing
-rality associated with n site 0y S . - I
and sacra ,ty ok 2(:?11"-}! b;:LS (Silva 2019). Silva found similar characteristics contributing to
r's sense of place : . . s s
}‘h“k‘?P” P .( 5) that could be used to enhance the city’s overall sense of place,
including a focus on intangible heritage that would include the ‘active recruiting of experts on trad-
wi E: Eo 1 . = = . i . =
itional belief systems’ to influence the planning and decision-making process (Silva 2017: 193).

There are other relevant examples of the use of social science evidence to inform built heritage
conservation. In a North American context, Jennifer Minner (2019) used human-centered principles in
the development of heritage tours that incorporate an understanding of place attachment and Kimberli
Fitzgerald (2019) created a local municipality’s historic preservation plan using a facilitated, commu-
fined conservation away from a ‘police’ action toward a more positive,
in Brazil, Wells et al. (2020) facilitated a community-based participatory
n effort to conserve a heritage botanical garden by identifying
rvation solutions. These examples from Asia, North America,
endeavor, the use of applied

nity-driven process that rede
grass-roots activity. Similarly,
research process in which residents led a
problems and designing their own conse

and Brazil provide evidence that far from being a theoretical or academic
social science research methods should and can form a core element of built heritage conservation

practice,

Conclusion

p experiences, emotional meanings associ-
quality of life. It is also predicated on
on their own terms using their
nce methods to understand

n is based on personal and grou

Human-centered conservatio
), and

ated with place (e.g., place attachment and sense of place ‘
a desire to engage with local stakeholders, who are often rcsldcntsr :
own meanings. Implicit in this kind of practice is a need to use soaa_l scie 5
the relationship between people and old places, a written about
(Wells 2014, 2019). While there is some evidence tha .
Asia and the Pacific region—mostly in terms of research—ypractice

e o ert rule.
s it is in the rest of the world: top-down and driven by .cxPlrt oaches to conservatior
examples, such as the guthi system 1n Nepal, where traditional app

extensively elsewhere
are being used in
ars to be much

topic that I have
¢ these kinds of approaches
in these regions appe
On the other hand, there are
1 hold the
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promise for a more human-centered way forward. Much of this diSCUSSi()n

Zats is a d: » ide exne Need.
informed by colonialism as there is a danger that outside experts, ofter, By e ds ¢, By
Y : oy . i o irely o.. Cong
backgrounds, are given a great amount of power and influence over the lives of | ’ dlﬁ“"“nt “n"a”'-
N ‘ Ocal J

other hand, many Asian countries lack institutions that would enable the Kind op Y Peop), ul”m

racy in which a human-centered conservation practice could flourish,. amcipatnry‘ d)n h
As with many arcas of practice, it is much easier to change education than j ;

sional practice, much less entire governmental institutions. But even in highe, 5 to Changc .

a chronic lack of a research infrastructure in the conservation of built hefitage educygiy, o Plofy

* i .. and CUI > 0 (:rc s
To be sure, institutions—across the globe—are resistant to ]egltumzmg heritage turg] |, % i

and providing resources for research and teaching centered on social science 3pl3f0ache r“ﬂrgh
S

2019). Such change would necessitate incorporating non-Western approaches tq underseyp g: - uiig,
meanings, including the intersection between tangible and intangible heritage trainin tafqdln hcﬁl&ge
engagement and facilitation, the development of conflict resolution skills, and o dUCatiE’;I:n- Co My,
ence and participatory research methods. A sorely needed and immediate modificatiop, ’t‘; S0ci] ¢

tion/preservation curricula would be to teach the Western theory of conservation Jeg Consery,
a Teceyy,
td

wisdom and more as a critical approach through Smith’s (2006) AHD. None of this s me,

courage the likelihood of implementing a human-centered approach to the conservation of hr;_t_to di;.
any part of the world, but such a change will likely be akin to climbing a mountajy: slow, exlzt:glfm
frustrating, but eventual. Moreover, the rewards of realizing such an endeavor and emmdpatings}?:ﬁ

tage conservation practice is well worth the effort.
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