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PREFACE

The chapters in this volume are based on papersemed at the
conference “The Heritage Theatre”, held in Rotterdan 13-14 May
2009. The conference was the conclusion of thearebeprogramme
“Globalisation and Cultural Heritage” of the Fagutif History and Arts,
as it was called then, of the Erasmus Universititddam (now: Erasmus
School of History, Culture and Communication). Whark the
Netherlandish Organisation for Scientific Researfdn funding our
research programme and the ESHCC and the Erasrogfdids for their
support in organising this conference.

Marlite Halbertsma
Alex van Stipriaan
Patricia van Ulzen






INTRODUCTION

MARLITE HALBERTSMA

In the spring of 2010 the Tourist Information Ofi; Valkenburg, in
the Dutch province of Limburg, celebrated its 12%ttmniversary. The
festivities were graced by the presence of Her Btgj@ueen Beatrix at a
concert by the violinist André Rieu, in the Romaraaof the grottoes in
this popular tourist destination. The Valkenburgrist office is believed
to be the oldest in Europe. As far back as 185%afddurg was on the
international rail line between Aachen (Germanyyl &amaastricht, while
the Gothic-style station, built that same yearthis oldest station in the
country still in use. Valkenburg itself has not aj@® been part of the
Netherlands: it was only in 1839 that it was offly declared Dutch
territory. The town is still one of the most popuacation destinations in
the Netherlands. With its Roman remains, medietrahghold, and hilly
backdrop, it contrasts sharply with the rest of ttwuntry. For an
experience of otherness, the Dutch need not veriiey®nd their own
borders!

It is thanks to tourism that the heritage of southemburg is being
preserved, according to an articleHeemschu{a periodical devoted to
Dutch heritage). Anya Niewierra, director of thelkémburg tourist office,
believes that the conservation of the town's histarchitecture and man-
made landscapes is of vital importance for tourime: one is conditional
upon the other. “Monuments are immensely impor@sitdecor. They
provide the atmosphere and the backdrop againsthwhil the other
tourist activities such as attractions, museumstasirical buildings are
highlighted. The atmosphere is both authentic andpanionable: people
feel at home here.” (Bokhorst 2010, 19). The unuseiiing, the exceptional
cultural heritage, together with the authenticityda characteristic
friendliness of the town, all combine to make wsstfeel welcome

The heritage theatre

The present volume is based on papers presenfRatierdam in 2009,
during a conference entitled “The Heritage Thealrke Dynamics of
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Cultural Heritage in a Global World”. The term “itage theatre”, which
encompasses presentation, public and performasmpeyi of a world-wide
dynamic in such domains as political relations,neenics, communication,
and transport.

It is no coincidence that this introduction openghwtourism in
Valkenburg. Tourism is the major source of heritagptors, and heritage
coincides largely with tourist activities. IndedwIf of all Dutch heritage
consumption (such as visits to museums or monumtakss place during
vacations abroad. But this does not necessarilynrttestall heritage visits
are tourism-related. For many people in Hollandhé mo doubt abroad as
well — heritage is part of everyday life. Some 16%all Dutch citizens
over the age of six are “museum friends”, membefsaoheritage
association, or heritage volunteers: one millicdividuals in all (Van den
Broek 2005, 33; Huysmans and De Haan 2007, 17 ff).

Fig. 0-1: Valkenburg Railway Station, 1853

Heritage has various audiences, one of them camgist tourists, and
this particular audience can also be further suddil Thanks to
revolutions in the media, ICT and transport, hgetdhas become both
more familiar and more accessible to a larger antemaried public. The
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members of these audiences all interpret heritétgrehtly, depending on
the social context within which it is produced d@hd manner in which it is
presented. Just as a play comes to life whenpeiformed, heritage only
becomes significant in a setting where the audiént¢aken into account:
scripting and staging lend lustre to heritage. Tdle of the audience is
anything but passive. Without an audience, heritagdifeless. The
audience anticipates and participates in the pmdace. Heritage theatre
is literally a “black-box” performance, where act@nd decor share space
with the audience, and the “fourth wall” does ngise The visitor enters
and leaves the stage, is part of the performamtecambines viewing and
enjoyment with other activities (Crang 199Fach type of heritage has its
own audience: some cater to a particular grougeretappeal to a range of
different types of audience. Heritage performararesseldom withdrawn
from the repertoire, and the number of “first ngjlcontinues to increase.
Although not every individual heritage object ca@ preserved for all
eternity, heritage as such is never exhausted @arat al. 2002, 22).

Tourism is arguably the largest industry in the ldoin the course of
2010 an estimated 12.5% of the world population trélvel as tourists: a
total of one billion people (Urry 2002, 22; Grahash al. 2002, 20;
Scheppe 2009, 513). A noteworthy aspect of thiseldgment is the
prominent role which heritage plays in the tourfmtoduct. In the
introduction to their collectiomouring Cultures Chris Rojek and John
Urry emphasize that tourism is a cultural experena means of
acquainting oneself with other cultures. The awghdo not describe in
detail the nature of those cultures. They appeletmore interested in the
manner in which culture is experienced (Rojek angy 1997, 14). In their
view, most tourists are aware that the past whigly tare experiencing is
staged and thus not entirely authentic.

The omnipresence of images, together with the orasgnce and
recognizability of heritage have not led to a dezlin the number of
people visiting heritage sites. In fact, the regasstrue. The familiarity of
heritage entices people to travel, and also td thsi current exhibition in
their local museums. Despite — or perhaps duegdlmbalisation, location
is still important. This makes theatre a good mietaor heritage because
it is experienced physically, not virtually. Sasassen has observed that
physical locations continue to play a fundamentd iin the process of
globalisation, despite the degree to which “plaesitd “time” tend to
merge as a result of that process. “National globatkets, as well as
globally integrated organisations, require cenptates where the work of
globalisation gets done”(Sassen 2007, 108; Gerszitm@009). But what
is the “work of globalisation” that is carried oby means of heritage?
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Heritage as such has no meanings except thosarthattributed to it, it is
“the contemporary use of the past” (Graham et@D02 2; see also Riegl
1929, 12). Cultural objects and practices haveahways had significance
as cultural heritage, and what one person regardsiléural heritage is for
the other an expression of contemporary culture,sionply part of
everyday life.

Cultural heritage cannot be equated with cultures & framework that
collects, compares and classifies widely differmwgtural manifestations
from various periods and various geographical bemkgds. These
interpretive frames are referred to as “metacuffur@ccording to Francis
Mulhern, “Metacultural discourse, then, is thawihich culture, however
defined, speaks of itself”. Or in the words of Grldghan: “metaculture,
that is culture about culture” (Mulhern 2000, xirban 2001, 3). Roland
Robertson sees metaculture as the link betweeuarewdind social structure
on the one hand, and between culture, the indiViduel social action on
the other hand (Robertson 1992, 34). Robertsossssethe performative
aspect of metaculture: as a “code” which regulatesrestricts relationships
between individuals, social structure, and cul{iRebertson 1992, 34). He
also sees metaculture as a system of implicitallicodes governing the
relationship between parts and whole, individuaitel a&communities,
communities and outsiders, as well as the reldtiprisetween communities
and the world as a whole. Globalisation is the mixt® which these
relationships and systems converge (Robertson 18B2Hopper 2007,
96).

One of those implicit cultural codes is culturakitege. Individuals
give themselves and their communities a place envibrid stage by
means of cultural heritage. The latter is the tesfila “metacultural
operation”, by which culture “makes an expositidritgelf’ (Kirchenblatt-
Gimblett 2006, 168).

Cultural heritage as metaculture

Cultural heritage, in the sense of a framework emmssing various
cultural expressions, has gained importance inntegears, while the
regard for modernism has declined. Today’s glolmais are no longer
innovation, expansion, emancipation, and the mapdtion of production
and consumption, but rather identity, conservatiangd sustainability.
According to Robertson, globalisation is not thenafi phase of
modernisation, but the post-industrial phase of ldvdmistory, which
compels individuals and societies to re-interpheirtpast, their identities,
and their traditions, and “to sift the global scdoe ideas and symbols
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considered to be relevant to their own identitigRbbertson 1992, 46).
This vision is at odds with the view that globatien and modernisation
are one, thus doing away with limitations of timed space (Giddens
1990). Time and place are actually gaining in ingoce. There is a
yearning for the past, reflected in a growing iestrin environmental
issues, less tolerance for ethnic minorities, ane tise of religious
fundamentalism (Delanty 2000).

In the process of globalisation, a crucial rolegiserved for “images of
the world”, representations of how the world isooight to be (Robertson
1992, 75). The concept of a globalised culture € ‘globality” itself —
precedes the development of global structures: B&lty refers to the
circumstance of extensive awareness of the workl \&hole.” (Robertson
1992, 77). Robertson regards “images” and “mapshefworld, as fairly
concrete representations of what the world is likgpadurai, too,
formulates various “cultural flows” (ethnoscapegdiscapes, technoscapes;
financescapes and ideoscapes) as “imaginised wWoddscollective
aspirations which give rise to action. “The imagio@ is now central to
all forms of agency, it is itself a social fact athe key component of the
new global order.” (Appadurai 1996, 31; Lechner &uadi 2005, 15 ff ;
Calhoun 2006, 152).

Robertson’s “images” and Appadurai’'s “cultural flgiwplace the
primacy of worldwide agency in various cultural texis, in which
heritage does not occupy a separate position. 8 20ichael Di Giovane
came up with the well-chosen term “heritagescaps”a supplement to
Appadurai’'s “-scapes”. If we follow Robertson anghpadurai in their
assertion that globalisation is the result rathentthe source of cultural
contexts entertained all over the world, then caltheritage — in the form
of metaculture — is a suitable instrument by which examine the
relationship between cultural heritage and the enafgghe world.

The collection, presentation and representatiocutifiral artifacts and
descriptions of cultural practices have long bearn pf Western strategies
designed to chart the world, to bring it literallyithin arm’s reach.
Shakespeare’s notion that “all the world’s a stagéiich can be traced to
earlier representations of thgeatrum mundiand Comenius’ schoolbook
Orbis Sensualium PictugThe Visible World in Pictures 1658),
demonstrates how deep-rooted the wish is to expleavorld by means
of physical objects and the activities of otherg] &0 do so as concretely
as possible.
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Fig.0-2: Johannes Comenius. 1688bis Sensualium Pictus

From the sixteenth century well into the eighteerdbllections of
antiquaria, artificialia ennaturalia provided an insight into the nature of
other societies, past and present, far away arskdiy (Bergvelt et al.
1992; MacGregor 2007). These collections werecnedited with a view
to providing insight into the world by means oftbiy. The objects were
invariably exempla examples of the splendour of God's creation:tfa
beginning God created the heavens and the easht, says in the first
sentence of the Bible. They wesgamples to learn from, to imitate, and
to surpass. As a contemporagxemplum,cultural heritage alternates
between example and paragon: it is a world stagggarum mundiThis
model is not flat, but multi-dimensionaHeritage can be experienced as
a model of the diversity of the human condition,iterspecificity, orits
memory. These three aspects correspond to Robw&rtsefinition of
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metaculture as a body of implicit cultural codeseagaing the relationship
between parts and whole. Diversity is linked to ithage of the world as
a whole, specificity stands for the relationshipween communities and
outsiders, while “memory” is bound up with the talaship between
individuals and communitiesMemory serves to place individual
experiences within the larger context of the comityuto which one

belongs, or wants to belong. Specificity lends ¢benmunity an identity

by virtue of the fact that it differs from other mmunities. Filled with

admiration for the endless diversity of man's cwdtuforms, all the

differences dissolve. Our experience of culturatithge undergoes a
dialectic process, fronbelongingto differenceto a synthesis of the
samenesef all mankind.

The theatre of diversity

In classical antiquity, there was a list of the mesmarkable
monuments to be found in the ancient world: theeBewonders of the
World. The works were located relatively close toeoanother in the
eastern part of the Mediterranean region: Greesi, Minor, Mesopotamia,
and Egypt. When the list was drawn up, in the sda@ntury B.C., they
were already highlights of cultural heritage (aitbb that term had yet to
be invented), having been built between the sixtth the fourth century
B.C. They were regarded by the antique societyhefday as the high
points of architectural and technical ingenuity.thMiwo exceptions — the
pyramids of Cheops and the Hanging Gardens of Babylthey were all
built by the Greeks: indeed, during this periodridoculture was
primarily Greek culture. To know the world waskimow its structures. It
was in 1721 that the Austrian architect Johann Heéiscvon Erlach
published hiEntwurff einer historischen Architektua series of historical
examples for the modern architect. The illustragiamclude not only the
architectural highlights produced by the Egyptiathe Greeks and the
Romans, but also those of the Chinese, the Perdiamdndians and the
Moslems.

In the nineteenth and early twentieth century,arahitectural primacy
of the wonders of the world was relinquished, amal definition of what
was historical shifted. Shortly before the outbreékhe First World War,
for example, a list of Wonders of the World was vadraup by the
cosmopolitan Austrian aristocrgtnst von Hesse-Wartegg whigfcluded
not only temples and cathedrals, but also the Stafliberty, the world's
largest steamship, weather stations, waterfalld, mountain formations
(Von Hesse-Wartegg 1912-1913).
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Fig.0-3 Ernst von Hesse-Wartegg. 1912-D& Wunder der Welt. Hervorragende
Naturschdpfungen und staunenswerte MenschenwedeZaditen und Lander in
Wort und Bild

UNESCO's World Heritage Sites, the latest versibthe wonders-of-
the-world list, contains even more sites of a cicamature than previous
versions, so that the two have become more or dgesnymous. The
criteria employed by UNESCO are linked not so machthe heritage
object as such, and to related local and histofak, but rather to what it
represents (Di Giovane 2008, 38 ff). The critenia somewhat vague: the
object must be a “masterpiece of human creativéugénan example of
the “important interchange of human values”, adisatnd scientific
developments and processes, as well as historcads and events, and
it must be associated with living traditions anddd, and masterpieces “of
outstanding universal significance.” (Unesco Cidter

Heritage is protected not by virtue of the functighich it fulfils for a
specific community, but rather the value whicheipresents for the world
community. Recognition is only accorded to sitest thmeet the universal
canonical standards for masterpieces. This doesneatn that all world
heritage objects are identical, but that the degfedifference lies within
the narrow bandwidth of such traditional art-higtak and cultural-
historical concepts as beauty, innovation and wailify. These aesthetics
are based on classical norms and criteria whichappdicable to widely
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differing cultural expressions, whereby those eggi@ns are stripped of
their specific origin and significance (Halberts@G07). The norms on the
list determine the world heritage goods, or as BexbKirshenblatt-

Gimblett puts it, all that keeps world heritage dttter is the list itself.
“World heritage is first and foremost a list. Eviring on the list,

whatever its previous context, is how placed irelatronship with other
masterpieces. The list is the context for everghim it.” (Kirshenblatt-

Gimblett 2006, 170).

The placement of objects, sites and practices edHESCO World
Heritage Lists of tangible and intangible cultunatitage takes place only
after a proposal is put forward by the nationatestdhe prestige of the
UNESCO lists is such that governments go to consle lengths to have
their national heritage placed on the internatioigl An increasingly
important role is played by local, regional andiawadl lobbies, driven as
they are by the desire for world status, the prospé extra funds for
conservation, and even more visitors, especiallsigts (Van der Aa, 2005).

This competitive element was missing from the eatliNESCO lists.
It is comparable to the “sportscape” of the Olym@Biames, where nations
likewise compete against one another, and natiamal international
elements become inextricably bound up with one farotin the case of
the Olympic Games, it all starts with a race tausethe status of Olympic
City, at a cost of millions. Then billions more aent on the construction
of the facilities, which will be in use only brigflduring the opening
ceremony, the parade of national teams, and thelirperformances
highlighting traditional cultural aspects of theshaountry. Following the
closing ceremony, the medal-winners are receivethbyhead of state in
their respective countries. Since 1898 the OlymB&mes have been
dedicated to promoting understanding and peace g@mations by means
of sports competitions, in keeping with the objeesi of UNESCO
(Loland 1994; Roche 2000).

The objectives on the UNESCO World Heritage listravén turn
borrowed from the points of departure formulatedl@2 by the United
Nations, which was founded with the aim of promgtiworld peace.
UNESCO, the cultural organ of the United Nationaswget up in 1945: its
mission was “to build peace in the minds of men’ccérding to
UNESCO, there was no peace because of inadequaiacomplete
schooling,failed science, a lack of understanding of eacter&ghculture,
and poor communication. UNESCO'S declaration aérimtcorresponds to
the Rights of Man, drawn up by the U.N. in 1948 fkéun Rights).

In Mark Mazower's assessment, the historic backgiowf the
Declaration of the Rights of Man represents a breilk the ideals of the
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League of Nations, the predecessor of the Unitetiohs The U.N. had
more or less resigned itself to the fact that mitgaights could not be
enforced; it seemed wiser to strive for ethnicdlgmogeneous societies,
since people were convinced that the existenceinbrnities was one of
the causes of the Second World War. According tadweer, the lack of
political decisiveness — due in part to the enormmoumber of refugees
after the war and the political situation during thold War — was masked
by the call for individual human rights. To realig®se rights, culture and
science had to be marshalled (Mazower 2009, 23acdfel world
citizenship would not be brought about by enforciagys and sanctions,
but by influencing public opinion: “Men had to baceuraged to see the
world as a whole.” (Mazower 2009, 83).

There is a tension between “the world as a wholed andividual
citizens: we are all human beings, and yet we draiffierent. It is
precisely this inherent difference that is so cbnmastic of human beings:
recognition of the Rights of Man is recognitiontbé right to be different.
“Unity in diversity” is what characterises worldlture: we are “a culture
of cultures” (Sahlins 2000, 493). Within world Hhage, individuals
identify with a worldwide “imagined community” wHichas outgrown
national and ethnic limitations. Ideally, it is ine diversity of worldwide
heritage that mankind recognises his own conditem] protects it by
cherishing it (Anderson 1991).

However, the emphasis on heritage does limit oilityabo recognise
more recent and contemporary forms of culture asldvoulture. In a
sense, there is no room in this “unity-in-diversijewpoint for culture as
a continuous process of rise and fall, developm#ashes and adaptation,
exchanges, takeovers, and collaboration betweenvidodls and
communities. The World Heritage List consists ofidified cultural
products and processes with a significant symbfoliction for the state
which brought forth that culture: only states camimate heritage for the
World Heritage List, not individuals or communiti@ain, as in the case
of the Olympic Games). The consumption of this thge culture is
facilitated by the familiarity, accessibility, amekll-conserved state of the
object, thanks to the care bestowed on it by tle#eSHowever, constant
references to the exalted status of heritage cem @levent people from
realizing that it is more than world heritage.

In the chapter “Negotiating Heritage, The Wayanggai Theatre and
the Dynamica of Heritage”, Sadiah Boonstra dessribow in 2008, on
the initiative of the Indonesian authorities, Indsian wayang culture was
placed on the Representative List of Intangible t@al Heritage of
Humanity. Both inside and outside Indonesia, wayamgys an unassailable
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status as the epitome of Indonesian heritage.dentedecades wayang has
been revitalised, and the work of Enthus Susmam@aiticular, displays
borrowings and influences which range from Westpop culture to
Arabian music. And yet traditional wayang is sthle norm by which
respect for Susmono is measured. From an Indongsespective, it is
interesting to see how Susmono succeeds in meltiadition and
contemporary world culture; abroad Susmono‘s wergresented within a
heritage framework, where it is placed alongsidaditonal wayang.
Worldwide his work and that of other modern wayatayers is collected
by ethnographic museums, thus reinforcing the &geitlement.

Since 2003 there has been mounting pressure tgrdgei immaterial
heritage as world heritage, in order to save infextinction. The status of
the traditional wayang makes it difficult to see dam wayang, as
performed by Susmono and others, as the modernd-wade podium art
which it actually is. Moreover, the urge to presetiie Indonesian wayang
tradition is often questioned, given that that itiad is more alive than
ever, despite the fact that the present style @f giffers in various ways
from the traditional version.

Just as within world heritage Indonesian heritagenglifies global
cultural diversity, on a national level “unity inversity” is presented as
the essence of Indonesian culture. In the chapteadineering Cultural
Heritage for Local-to-Global Audiences”, Noel Saazdescribes how
since the seventies the heritage theme park Tanmainmdonesia Indah in
Jakarta has featured pavilions with objects anidities in the style of one
of the Indonesian provinces. They include no autbdmeritage objects,
and the exhibits are designed to highlight the titheiof that vast country
via a standardised and highly commercialised ptaetien. Within that
same time frame a similar approach was employe®anEs-Salaam,
where a village was erected in which each hut ctdtd the building style
of one of the ethnic communities in Tanzania. Radaty's international
tourist shuns these parks, opting for experiendedif excursions to
authentic locations, such as the “tourism villagés”’Indonesia, which
highlight the activities of the inhabitants. These regarded as more
authentic than the parks in the capital citiesnofonesia and Tanzania. On
closer examination, however, it appears that ttieriofjs of the tourism
villages have likewise been reduced to a showdfilth clichés and
hampered by a lack of information from the guid€anzania), or a one-
sided presentation limited to traditional practig@sdonesia). In both
cases, everyday culture and the function of cultugatage remain hidden
from the tourist.
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While historic city centres vie with one another“anique sites”, the
texts and images designed to entice tourists dem afuite similar, as are
the design and decor of the local cities. In heptér, “Urban Intervention
and the Globalisation of Signs: Marketing World itege Towns”, Anja
Nelle describes the authentic city against a stahtisstorical decor: the
same authentic lampposts and cobblestones, andianadl means of
transportation such as carriages. Residents, datiinethe appropriate
costumes, perform a “heritage theatre play”. Anjell& explains how
three different cities — Trinidad (Cuba), Guanajué¥lexico) and Vigan
(Philippines) — employ identical strategies to easthat they will be
acknowledged and experienced as world heritagescitHeritage as
metaculture has such a strong presence here thénhdst obscures the
authentic characteristics of the city.

While some cities opt for the same decor, identmehtions sometimes
choose to highlight specific local heritage, agiBiat van Ulzen shows in
her chapter, “International airports as stages&ional cultural heritage.
The case of Schiphol Airport, the Netherlands”. Shemines how,
despite the global preference for anonymous anardhaingeable
modernist architecture, some airports, many of theubs of international
transportation, give travellers a taste of thalaulture. While some tend
to fall back on heritage clichés, there are notabteeptions, like the
airport in Madison (Wisconsin), which is housed anbuilding whose
interior was designed in the local Frank Lloyd Witigtyle. Schiphol, the
airport near Amsterdam, has put considerable eiffoetdding Dutchness
to the departure areas. Noteworthy is the “HollBodlevard”, housing an
annex of the Rijksmuseum. During its exhibitionshows sometimes real
Rembrandts and van Goghs. The Rijksmuseum shop satitemporary
Dutch design products and in the “Airport Libraryihternational
passengers can read Dutch literature and books wiichDculture in
translation. Schiphol is the only airport in therldowith a museum and a
library.

The theatre of specificity

The canonical “toppers” as they appear on the WVdgritage List is
actually based on a classic Greek- and Romanratpiision of culture
as a collective, ongoing process. All the contiitmg — whether from
artists or scientists or anonymous artisans — aregb a cultural repertoire
which in its entirety is to the benefit of mankird.this vision, culture is
the sum of all the great deeds of mankind, and#m®n is a source of joy
and inspiration for people of all times, regardletsvhere they live. Time
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and place are of lesser importance: over the y#aesAcropolis and the
Taj Mahal, Machu Picchu and the historic city centf Vigan have lost
nothing of their appeal — or their significanceo+ fankind.

This classic canon is dynamic in nature, as witrthesplacement of
younger - but not too recent - sites and monumemthe World Heritage
List, and the growing interest in the heritage ohiWestern countries.
Obviously the list is not complete, for the simpémason that mankind is
constantly developing, and new “masterpieces ofdmreative genius”
and “important interchanges of human values” weljularly be added to
the list. The classic canon is open to everyoneis i world canon
unhindered by limitations of place or time.

This homogenizing view has come in for criticisrmcg the late
eighteenth century. The “romantic canon”, as | vafer to it here, began
as a protest against the glorification of classicalture and the
Renaissance culture which it inspired. Other natioon or beyond the
periphery of Europe, also have interesting cultunebich cannot be
compared to those in antiquity. There is in factsach thing as a world
culture, which consists of various national cultureNot only because
those cultures differ widely in form and contenit hlso because they are
all linked in quite different ways to the sociav@onnment and world view
of the society in question (Halbertsma 2007 andrdssn 2006). In the
romantic canon, the category “art” plays quite adesi role: daily life,
religion, material and immaterial cultural traditg) trades, and farming
techniques are all of equal importance, becausedive expression to the
characteristic identity of that community.

According to Johann Gottfried von Herder and otieenantic thinkers,
cultures cannot be compared. The value and signifie of a culture can
only be understood by those who are themselvesqgbahat culture In
their eyes, continuous change, the exchangdeafs and art forms, and
ongoing progress — core values of classical cukusgere not qualities
Cultures which have undergone little change anct ltax themselves off
from outside influences are by definition superibgcause they have
resisted the modernity and homogenisation that rapeay those
influences. Within the romantic concept of cultutes identity of a society
is embodied by what is unchanged and incommensairabl

With respect tocultural heritage as metaculture, the two aspetts
classic and romantic values stand in a dialectatiomship to one another.
Cultural heritage can function in a setting of hg@oous world heritage
as well as in the heterogeneous setting of commhbeadlage. What has
been placed on the World Heritage list by virtueitsf quality can be
cherished within the context of state and commul(iitglbertsma 2007,
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23). The criteria of the UNESCO World Heritage Ligt973), the
UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of the Igilale Cultural
Heritage (2003), and the so-called Faro Conventibrihe Council of
Europe (Convention on the Value of Cultural Hertdgr Society, 2005)
reflect how the centre of gravity has slowly shiffeom classical values to
romantic values. This is reflected in a growingogation of immaterial
cultural practices and low culture, a preferenaenfon-Western cultures,
and more emphasis on community cultures than ohehiéage of national
states. In the UNESCO Convention intangible cultbeaitage is defined
in clearly recognisable “romantic” terms, as “firactices, representations,
expressions, knowledge, skills — as well as therunsents, objects,
artifacts and cultural spaces associated therewitthat communities,
groups and, in some cases, individuals recognigeagsof their cultural
heritage. This intangible cultural heritage, traited from generation to
generation, is constantly recreated by communéies groups in response
to their environment, their interaction with natuaed their history, and
provides them with a sense of identity and continuihus promoting
respect for cultural diversity and human creatiVitnesco Culture).
Keywords here are the emphasis on the identity eodtinuity of
communities, groups and individuals. The Conventieeps silent about
about works of art and does not use artistic Gaiter

Despite this shift, UNESCO regards world heritagesamething of
and for the world community. However, the Faro @mtion stresses that
both individuals and communities are entitled toithge as the basis of
their identity. For the Council of Europe, culturbéritage is a raw
material, “a group of resources inherited from plast”, as stated in article
2 of that convention, and as such it contributeth&r well-being. Just as
communities have a right to ownership of their lamthealthy environment
and natural resources, they are also entitled ltaraliheritage (Council of
Europe).

The recent discussions in the Council of Europeutibuinorities and
their right on their own heritage, are part of thegoing debates about
minority rights inside the boundaries of the Eump&ommunity. These
debates tend to obdurate as time goes on and teact tb nearly
implacable forms of discord on issues like the fiasi of Roma, Muslim
communities and illegal immigrants. New forms ofnservatism and
popular radicalism undermine the democratic foundat of the nation
state, maybe a prefiguration of a total reshapiinth® European political
and social framework as we know it.

Gerard Delanty describes how, as a result of théajlprocesses of
capitalism and democratisation which have takeoepla recent decades,
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the concepts “state”, and “nation” are no longapmatically synonymous,
in the sense of a place where citizens feel sectm®cesses of
homogenisation and modernisation, initiated byrthon state, have been
replaced by global processes of divergence anagiggment. In the past,
the nation state had a unifying ideology, one tiné¢rnally united its
citizens, and externally protected them againsemttations. Community
borders are now more likely to lie within natiormedrders, while national
ideologies have been replaced by group identitiéational societies
disintegrate into multicultural groupings, which naend the political
recognition of their rights on the basis of theientity (Delanty 2000, 81-
93; 101-105).

It seems that the post-World War Il optimism abautglobal
community, doing away with differences or only seeithem as
interesting — but no more than interesting — caltwextras, has been
exchanged during the last decades for the righttand to stay different.
In this way, cultural heritage can serve as arnruns¢ént to exact one’s
rights. It is for good reason that in drawing ting Faro Convention, the
Council of Europe took care to add an article (bjch states that the
right to cultural heritage is limitedvhere it conflicts with the rules of
democracy and the rights of others. Also articlethb UNESCO
Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangibkzithge (2003) stresses
that only consideration to intangible heritage wile given as is
compatible with existing international human rightsd the requirements
of mutual respect among communities, groups anigighhls.

Conflicts over the meaning, value, and ownershiphefitage are
inevitable, for the simple reason that culturalifage functions on various
levels: world, nation, and community. Moreover, thaticipation of the
heritage consumer is different on each of thoselsevor example, the
tourist and the heritage site he visits share i ‘fitentity”, as opposed to
the “thick identity” that links residents to thertiage within their own
community (Calhoun 2002; Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 20085).

“Thin identies” are fragile. All too often good @rtions must make
way for rock-hard interests, while tliémagined community” functions
well as an ideal, but has little power. In the dbagModern Trophy:
Global Actors in the Heritage Valorisation of thaisons Tropicales
Christoph Rausch shows how UNESCO has gradualigdadttention for
Africa’s colonial heritage, and is putting pressare the former mother
countries to actively support this shared heritdfmwever, such steps do
not always lead to conservation on site. For exam@lUNESCO study
devoted to threenaisons tropicalesn Brazzaville (Congo) and Niamey
(Niger), designed by the French modernist architbsdn Prouveé, put
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gallery owners on the track of his work in the femfrrench colonies in
Africa. Despite protests from the UNESCO World kege Center, all
three of Prouvé’s houses (pre-fabricated aluminagmstructions) were
dismantled. At present they are to be found, reaspdg, in the Centre
Pompidou in Paris, a private collection, and theclstof a galleristAn
interest in heritage is not passive but perfornegtinvolving various —
often conflicting — parties, all operating in theiwn interests.

The argument underlying the decision to removetihee houses from
their original site was that this was the last deato preserve them, that
the move would facilitate research, and that byr ery nature the houses
could easily be dismantled. These arguments, whieh based on the
status of Prouvé as a modernist artist — and eeseptative of France’s
contribution to world culture — also disregard pust-colonial situation, in
which the objects had been on display for seveeabhdes, as well as the
functions which they fulfilled in the later non-faeh context. For the
gallery-holders, however, the houses remained Fremoce presented to
her African colonies, they were later repatriatgdtiite West as modern
trophies, and restored to their original state {849 and 1951). In this
case, globalisation did not lead to an appreciatibeach other’s culture,
but to the appropriation of what one party regaraeds property.

In the chapter “Globalisation, the community museamd the virtual
community”, Dorus Hoebink describes how a societhiclh was
stagnating as a result of global economic and wogical processes
rebelled against globalisation, and the resultingrgimalisation, by re-
inventing itself and presenting itself as heritattpe: Le Creusot-Montceau
Eco Museum Project. Here everything is heritage, amdhe romantic
tradition, no distinction is made between landscame place of residence,
houses and industrial buildings, material and inemak heritage, audience
and experts. Conservation of the past has becheneatv material which
guarantees a decent future, just as metal, mingglass once did for the
Le Creusot factories.

And conversely, according to Hoebink, an existiegitage collection
can generate a new community, as in the case oBTdmeklyn Museum in
New York. Thanks to an attractive physical anduéttcollection, it was
possible to transform an informal group of museursitrs into a
community with a shared interest. In this case modiechniques are not a
threat to the community, as in Le Creusot, but astrument for
community-building. There are considerable diffees between the two
heritage communities — they can best be described &hick community”
and a “thin community” — but in both cases cultunatitage is the glue
that keeps them together.
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In the recent past we have seen the worldwide oisenigration
museums, in answer to a desire to provide the tegames of migrants
with an historic context. These museums were irgdndainly as a means
of promoting the process of integration and sodiahesion, and
generating understanding for the effects of migratiAt the same time,
the new migration museums with their spectaculachitecture are
“markers” which help to promote the city. In thieapter “The point of
Departure. Migration Museums in Europe”, Hélénerggke explains the
choices that were made during the construction dewbration of these
museums (not all of which actually call themseliasseums), and how in
some cases the authentic stature of the colleasdieu de mémoirds
based largely on its location near a harbour a@acourse, it made a
difference whether you were immigrating or emigrgtiln countries such
as the United States, Australia and Canada (amd Fatsnce), museums
tend to focus on the contribution of immigrants the new society,
whereas the European museums stress the reasdeavimg and what the
emigrants left behind.

A notable aspect of all these museums is the engpbasrecounting
stories, and the public-oriented nature of the lgishi Migration museums
cater to a varied audience, ranging from touristghe descendants of
migrants and everything in between. This means tthatmessage is not
always as clear as it might be. These days welbie some sense of the
word migrants, but not everyone experiences thatirothe same way. In
addition, while political issues can be disguised atractive cultural
heritage, that very fact prevents them from beragdlated to the present-
day situation, and underscores the position oftitggant as an outsider.

The theatre of memory

It has previously been noted that heritage ha®thspects: heritage as
“diversity” is linked to a view of the world as ahele, heritage as
“specificity” to the relationship between the commity and outsiders, and
heritage as “memory” to the relationship betweea thdividual and
communities.

Memory makes it possible for people to store, retand recall
information. In this context we are talking abowpisodic memory”,
which is responsible for storing personal memosdged events that took
place at a particular time, in a particular plaédemderson 1976). This
episodic memory is far from static: individuals aenstantly re-writing
their life story, retouching or omitting eventsfiiothe “plot” of their lives.
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We need memory to create continuity and thus itenthe life story
which we compose serves to connect our past angdresent.

Memory is quite selective as to what it retaingddes not preserve all
the events that take place in our lives in the samg, nor does it focus
exclusively on the pleasant memories. Draaismashaw/n that what our
memory retains dates mainly from adolescence arg &dulthood, which
represent the main dividing line in our biographyarlier and later
memories tend to be much less vivid. It also appélaat memories of
rejections and humiliations are sharper and arained longer than
positive moments (Draaisma 2004).

Fred Davis has pointed out that our thinking altbet past is largely
positive and nostalgically coloured. Nostalgia ifighly personal, rosy
memory of a past which one has experienced atHastl. In principle, a
person cannot feel nostalgia for a period or annevee has not
experienced himself. Our nostalgic memory reassuwiss that our
individual past was meaningful and imbedded witthat of others. If
someone is different from others, that can in sgext be explained by
developments in the spirit of the times, similamtoat was experienced by
other members of the same generation. Although raeanostalgia does
not go back any further than our own past, it magiude the personal
memories of our parents. In addition, historicabr#e reported by the
media are endlessly recycled, so that they almestoine personal
memories (Davis 1979, 61-62).

Nostalgia plays a major role in heritage consummptiBummage sales,
internet collectors’ sites, exhibitions focusing the ordinary, everyday
objects of daily life, CDs with Greatest Hits: afi these recall a moving
and comforting past, as an alternative to the d¢gmicthat comes with
adulthood and the menace of the future. In the ttheaf nostalgic
reminiscences, the individual directs his own pakistalgia can be an
excellent instrument to reach out to people, bustnpoofessional heritage
organisations hesitate to use it, as in their opirserious issues need to be
discussed on a level transcending individual mem@yoeneveld and
Sijmonsbergen 2010, 31; De Jong 2010).

But notwithstanding these reservations, a fusioncoliective and
individual stories has become quite the norm inHis¢éorical museum, by
the introduction of individual stories in museumeggntations or by
opening museum sites on the internet for individualform an archive of
personal memories around events or sites. Andefsobiography has no
links with dramatic historical events, a museumiteiscan borrow an
identity for the duration of his visit. Popular naslays is the method used
in emigration museums, war museums and Holocauseums by giving
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the individual visitor a ticket with the name af @migrant, soldier or
Holocaust victim on it, whose fate the visitor daltow up during his visit.

The far-reaching identification of the individualtivthe past can also
take on other forms. In the recent past, events loaeurred which we did
not witness but which had an enormous impact onttd in which we
live. No one visits Auschwitz because of the diitgref human culture
(although it is a World Heritage Site). People beré because they want
to experience from close-by the incomprehensibdmaginable horror of
the place, and to murmur “never again” (Lennon 200@ere memory has
a strongly performative character, evoking not tdfimation or admiration,
but rather action and discussion (Tilmans et al.(20
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Fig. 0-4: Visitors lining up for the Anne FrankhuisAmsterdam

In the last twenty or thirty years we have seemwmssitierable increase
in what is referred to as “difficult heritage” (Lag and Reeves 2009;
Macdonald 2009). Although two entire generationsehgrown up since
the Second World War, the number of visitors toasmtration camps and
other memorial sites is not declining but incregsifhe Anne Frank
House in Amsterdam is one of the most visited hget sites in
Amsterdam, with close to a million visitors a yéas comparegith 9000
in 1960; Van der Lans and Vuijsje 2010). Sincefttiieof the Berlin Wall,
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similar museums and memorial sites have been édtedl in Eastern

Europe, in order to chronicle the terror under camist rule. All these

places of horror have been preserved because thgag of a permanently
relevant discussion about how something like tiisld happen: here the
criteria are not the classic aesthetic or culthisterical values, but rather
the “conflict value” of the site (Dolff-Bonekamp2008).

Thus the individual appropriation of the past ranffem the nostalgic
equation of one’s own biography with history, to approach where
cultural heritage is an ethical issue. Tracing sn&mily history in
archives, culminating in a search for the rootsoné’s own population
group in a totally different part of the world,asother version of the link
between general and individual history.

In his chapter “Testing Roots. A heritage projettbody and soul”
Alex Van Stipriaan questions the importance of oh¢he key words in
the contemporary discourse on diversity and idgntibots. Roots are
literary, as he states, “heritage pur sang”. Thaividual is linked to
history by not only the traditions and culture heharited from his
ancestors, but by his DNA as well. Nowadays nevwrigpies make it
possible to trace one’s origin beyond the confioememory and written
sources, although DNA technique is not as reliavld clear cut as it is
often presented.

Van Stipriaan assembled a Dutch group of peoplé&ufinam and
Caribbean descent and presented them the outcord®Afresearch of
their maternal line. It turned out that in theirtevaal line all of them had
their origins in Africa, but not from the same m@gs. Subsequently, some
of the group went with Van Stipriaan to Cameroomotuk for their roots,
while the others stayed in the Netherlands. Thearaé of this trip was
that most of this group felt “at home” in Africadnecognised or thought
they recognised things also familiar to the Caribhec.q. Surinamese
culture. Back in the Netherlands, the paternal Dis& was followed up
as well and the roots of the group turned out tddsemore global than
only African. Later on none of the group felt itoessary to follow up their
African roots, it was part of their history, butlpmone part. “Maybe even
more important is that one of the main resultshef quest for roots is the
increasing awareness that there is a certain bleyam this kind of
heritage,” Van Stipriaan concludes. “Africa is adiof ‘deep’ but distant
roots, to which you can refer if necessary or wéin8urinam or the Dutch
Caribbean are maybe even deeper, because much otg whereas the
Netherlands are not even roots (yet), because tad mpart of daily lived
reality. Actually, roots never seem to be — in tioreplace — where its
descendants now find themselves.”
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In her chapter entitled “Virtual Identities and tRecapturing of Place:
Heritage Play in Old-Town Jakarta”, Yatun Sastrgaja describes how
public history can be experienced in private raet¢ment. Alongside the
official national heritage bodies in Indonesiaréhare also varioygrivate
foundations devoted to local heritage which foumehtselves in difficulty
as a result of neglect and urban renewal. Oftew thé not fit into the
official heritage policy, which focuses on the isoand high points of
Indonesian culture, such as the Borobudur and titere of Bali. Later
on, a more light-hearted approach to the issueadllheritage emerged
which was borrowed from youth culture: for examarticipants dress
up as Javanese princes and princesses, or Dutchiasl This is not a
true re-enactment, as it does not involve a “sedptand artistically
responsible acting-out of historical events (De @&r2009, 103-109). Nor
is it a kindof Mardi Gras, since the costumed participantdhéesée highly
popular performances in Jakarta and other largescinh Java combine
their street activities with research, informativebsites, and oral history.
What we see here is a new approach to history, ellyeone’s appearance
as an historical character is a condition for thgquésition of historical
knowledge. Here subject and object coincide.

In the closing chapter “Meaning in Chaos? ExpeiigpcCultural
Heritage and the Challenge of the Popular”, MikdiRson describes how
alongside the official, exalted heritage propagdigdJNESCO and the
nation-state, popular heritage has undergone armmaus expansion. It is
bound up with the emotions of visitors, and closetheir own lives. In
recent decades this form of heritage has increaseledly, and more and
more tourists are becoming involved in forms ofifage which are “more
intimate and meaningful in the sense of the everydad, arguably with a
heritage which carries utility in terms of beingcwdly and politically
relevant.”

But how is it possible that everyday contempordsjects and events
are now being presented as heritage, even by sehienitage institutions?
Robinson believes that the nation state is no loiige sole body that
decides what is or is not heritage, and that initexidto the official
heritage bodies, more and more private businegsesngering the market
with popular heritage “specials”. At the same timeisit to such temples
of culture as the Louvre need not include a vigithe collection. With
their spectacular edifices, complete with shops @sthurants, museums
are also places of leisure, and the backgroundéstsellers and films,
such asThe Da Vinci Code
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In closing

André Rieu was born in 1949 in Maastricht, capitaithe province of
Limburg, where he still lives. He began his care#&h a salon orchestra
that specialised in Strauss waltzes. Today Riethéshighest-paid male
performer in the world. The massive decors whictbatgpany him on his
world-wide tours were inspired by the facade of @uhiénbrunn Palace in
Vienna, where he performed live in 2006. He is grad his Limburg
roots, and it was only natural that he was askegeidorm in front of
Queen Beatrix in the Roman grottoes of Valkenburg26 March 2010.
On that day, Rieu’s regional, national and worlehéa built upon Austria’s
cultural heritage, merged with the origins of Valkerg, the Dutch
monarchy, and the celebration of 125 years of $ouriThe Theatrum
mundi of cultural heritage knows no bounds when it conwesize and
genres: it is as large as the world is wide.

atisnding his conoertin
the caves of Valkenburg.
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