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UNESCO World Heritage and
Global Publics between ‘Mankind’,
Global Minds, and World Opinion

AnprEA REBLING

In June and July 2012 the destruction of the mausoleums of Sidi
Mahmoud, Sidi Moctar, and Alpha Moya in Timbuktu by the Islam-
ist organization known as Ansar Dine was directly addressed at the
meeting of the UNESCO World Heritage Committee in St Peters-
burg. The committee, which had gathered to celebrate the fortieth
anniversary of the World Heritage convention, was shocked by the
actions taken in Mali, especially as the extremists connected their
work of destruction to the World Heritage Committee’s decision to
put Timbuktu and the Tomb of Askia on the List of World Heritage
in Danger. They accused UNESCO of interfering in internal and
religious affairs through their work in Mali, which had begun carlier
that year.

In May of the same year UNESCO’s assistant director-genceral
for Africa, Lalla Aicha Ben Barka, had travelled to Bamako with
Kishore Rao, director of UNESCO’s World Heritage Centre, Juma
Shabani, head of UNESCO’s office in Mali, and Lazarc Eloundou
Assomo, chief of the World Heritage Centre’s Africa Desk, to meet
representatives of the Mali government, including Prime Minister
Cheick Modibo Diarra. The aim of the meetings was to agree
measures to safeguard World Heritage properties in the city of
Timbuktu, following reports of deliberate damage to mausoleums
by Ansar Dine, which viewed the veneration of the mausocleums by

local Sufis as idolatry-]

' “Government of Mali and UNESCO Move to Prowet Timbuka and Other
Heritage Sites in the North of Mali, Thursday’, 1orld Herttage Centre Neies, 21 May 2012
<h“h?//Wh(:.nncsm.org/cn/nm\'s/877/) [accessed 11 Apr. 2018[; Tiemoko l)i;:IIrAv.and
Adama Diarra, ‘Mali Islamists Attack UNESCO Holy Site in Timbukua™. Renfers ‘l,{r.n-a. 5
May zo12 (llNf)://af.rculcrs.(:()m/arti(‘lc/m(-t:llsN(‘\\-s/id;\l’[,f,l‘]?%(;m)S\\"zm':nj,nj,:’sp:
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The World Heritage Committee in St Petersburg reacted by
observing a minute’s silence. It also passed a resolution

condemning strongly the destruction of the mausoleums which are part of
the World Heritage property of Timbuktu and called upon the perpetrators
responsible to immediately halt these unacceptable actions. The members of
the Committee also rejected any correlation between the recent inscription of
the property of the Timbuktu shrines on the List of World Heritage in Danger
and the acts of vandalism perpetrated. They called upon the international
community to provide the support required at the request of the State Party
of Mali in ensuring that its cultural properties are conserved and protected
for present and future generations and requested the Director-General of
UNESCO to consider the creation of a Special Fund to assist Mali.2

The destruction and the statements condemning it were explicitly
addressed to a global public and they received global attention and
great media interest as a result.’

In this essay I investigate what made the UNESCO World Heritage
Committee an addressee and target of these attacks. How did the
committee and its World Heritage Sites develop into symbols of
global society? And what were the committee’s options for action?
How were its opportunities to act limited? What legitimation was
claimed by groups such as Ansar Dine, who professed to speak with
sovereignty rights, although they did not recognize the accepted
procedures for establishing political legitimation?

true) [accessed 15 Apr. 2018]; UNESCO, Convention concerning the Protection of
World Gultural and Natural Heritage, World Heritage Committee, Thirty-Sixth Session,
Saint Petersburg, Russian Federation, 24 June-6 July 2012, Summary Report, WHC-
12/36.COM. INFig (ht(p://whounesco.org/archive/2oIz/whclz—gﬁcom'INF19~Pdf>
[accessed 11 Apr. 2018].

2 'UNESCO, Convention concerning the Protection of World Cultural and Natural
Heritage, World Heritage Committee, Thirty-Sixth Session, Saint Petersburg, Russian
Tederation, 24 June-6 July zo1e, Summary Report, WHC-12/36.COM. INT.1g.

’ “Timbuktu Shrines Damaged by Mali Ansar Dine Islamists’, 0 June 2012,
BBC News Africa (http://www.bbc.com/news/world~afr'1ca-18657463) [accessed 16
Aug. 2018]; ‘Ansar Dine Fighters Destroy Timbuktu Shrines’, 1 July 2012, Aljazeera
Africa (ht(p://\»ww.aljazeera.com/neWs/africa/2012/06/201‘263;)10x748795606.11tm1>
faccessed 12 Apr. 2018]; ‘A Tombouctou, les islamistes détruisent les mausolées
musulmans’, 30 Juoe 2012, Le Monde Afrique (http://wvwv.lBmondc.fr/afriQ"e/
article/2012/06/30/ancar-eddine-annonce-la-destruction-des-tous-les-mausolecs-des
tombouctou_t727451_g212.html) [accessed 11 Apr. 2018]; Pascal Fletcher, “Timbuktu
Tomb Destroyers Pulverise Islam’s History’ (Reuters), g July zorz (http://www.
reuters.com/article/uk-mali-crisis—timbuktu~idUSLNE86§02G20fzo7og) [accessed 11
Apr. 2018; Irina Bokova, ‘Opinion: Timbuktu Tomb Attack is an Attack on Our
H‘f"?a’“[)" Special for CNN, 4 July =012 (http://edition.cnn.com/Qox2/07/02/
opinion/unesco-mali-opinion/) [accessed 11 Apr. 2018].



UNESCO WORLD HERITAGE 287

argue that the symbolic charge as a symbol of global society is due
not least to the World Heritage Committee’s performance as a re-
presentation of humanity and to its public relations activities, which
aimed to create a ‘global mind’ and change world opinion in its fa-
vour. Every attempt to institutionalize an international conservation
policy was inextricably linked with the idea of a global public, world
opinion, and a collective consciousness of humanity, which were to
be influenced by certain techniques and strategies. I will examine the
extent to which the World Heritage Committee was able to present
itself as a political representative of, and a stage for, world opinion.

In particular, I will look at the moment when the ‘family of man’,
which Roland Barthes criticized as an ‘ambitious myth of the hu-
man “community”’ based on the quasi-religious, naturalized idea of
unity in diversity,* was confronted by a ‘family of public spheres’.”
My thesis is that this experience of diverse and fragmented pub-
lics strengthened the imagination of humanity’s ‘unity in cultural
diversity’.5 But the emphasis shifted from unity to diversity, the pro-
motion and protection of which as a value in itsell had be.en one
of UNESCQ’s major political aims since the 1980s. This shift chal-
lenged narratives rooted in the nineteenth century, which connecFed
the idea of a public with the definition of public goods, the granting
of freedom of opinion, the creation of citizenship, and the appreci-
ation of democracy in a very general sense applicable to the nation
state but also to an international community of sovereign states. The
idea of a public lost its close connection to the nation state or .the
territory and was opened to individuals as citizens of a world s‘ocmty
In a cosmopolitan sense but also to self—declar.ed repref'sentatw?s.of
‘cultures’. The supposed plurality, fragmentation, and interactivity
of this world society were stressed as an integral and valued part of
the cultural diversity of humanity. o

Asaresult, the intergovernmental World Heritage Committee’s !e-
gitimacyin acting on behalf of this diverse and fragmented humanity

4 Roland Barthes, “The Great Family of Man’, in id., Alythologtes, trans. Annctte
Lavers (London, 1g72), 100-2. o . T
5 Tor the wokdi‘ng sce Michael Schudson, A Family of Public Spheres’, in Social

Science Research Clouncil/Institute for Public Knowledge, ﬁ””-fff”""”’:”"’f ]'?/;"/”
Public Sphere (2009) <http://publicspl\er(-.ssrc.org/scl11{dsm}-a—(a‘nul_v_(n;‘t«.;‘)uhlf\({-‘sp :_ui)
[accessed 12 Apr. 2018]; for the idea in general see id., The Goad Cifizen (New York,

1998). ) \ " 1 (Paris
6 2)1" Creative Diversity: Report of the World Commiission on Culture and 1)(‘1[(’/0/77)/111/ ([’;nl.\.
1995), 14 (http://unesdoc.unescuorg/lmages/oon)/ommh/IOl(\')“~P‘ ) {accessec

Apr. 2018].
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was diminished and placed on the defensive. New or newly contex-
tualized actors entered the political arena. A right to culture was
awarded the status of a human right, and cultures as communities in
abroad anthropological understanding developed into political enti-
ties beside and beyond the nation state.” Although the idea of a right
to culture was originally emancipatory, now separatist movements—
nationalists and fundamentalists as well as racists—discovered the
value of a right to culture as an argument for essentialist positions.
In the next section the public relations activities of the World Heri-
tage Committee come into focus. Issuing resolutions, statements,
and moral appeals as well as drafting press releases, launching films,
and publishing photographs and reports were well-established in-
struments and strategies used to address world opinion and create
awareness of the need for conservation. They were in the armoury
of the World Heritage Committee, which, as an international orga-
nization, was unable to apply sanctions to the destruction of World
Heritage sites and did not have the power to intervene in internal
affairs of state. The sovereignty of the member states was an in-
dispensable prerequisite for the foundation of the UNESCO World
Heritage programme in 1972, especially in the context of decoloni-
zation and the Cold War, so that the agency of the World Heritage
Committee was limited to agenda-setting, moral suasion, and educa-
tional or exhortatory efforts right from the start. Thus, every attempt
to institutionalize an international conservation policy was inextric-
ably linked with the idea of a global public, world opinion, and a
collective consciousness of humanity, which were to be influenced by
certain techniques and strategies. Its members perceived themselves
as an avant-garde which had to educate a global mass public in
order to create a collective awareness and consciousness of the need
for conservation and for international co-operation. In this sense
they aimed to create a ‘global mind’.® The experience of diverse

7_ UNESCO (ed.), Cultural Rights as Human Rights: Studies and Documents on Cullural
Policies (Paris, 1970); for the discourse about human rights sce Robert Brier in this
volume. 2

* Derrick de Kerckhove, ‘From Global Village to Global Mind?, UNESCO Cowrier,
4872 (1995), 20~2; for the precursor ‘international mind’, see Marﬂyn Fischer, ‘Mead
and the International Mind’, Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce-Society, 4473 (2008),
508-31; Jens Wegener, *“An Organisation, European in Character™ European Agency
and American Control at the Centre Européen, 1925-40", in John Krige and Helke
Rausch (eds.), dmerican Foundations and the C'Opr//f/,uztion ,]fyn.y),/d Order in the Tiventicth

Century (Gij.ttingen, 2012), 37-60; Glenda Sluga, Internationalism in the Age of N atipnalisn
(Philadelphia, 2013), g0-1. .
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publics, the debates about a New World Information and Commu-
nication Order in the 1980s, and the growing influence of cultural
studies and postcolonialism, especially in media theory, meant that
strategies for addressing the global public changed significantly. This
altered perception of a global public changed the imaginations of
the audience and the recipients to whom public relations activities
were addressed.

The Trusteeship of the UNESCO World
Heritage Committce: Representing ‘Mankind’

The UNESCO World Heritage Gommittee presented itself as a
political representation of ‘mankind’, conceived of as an interna-
tional community of sovereign member states—no longer neces-
sarily white, but still imagined as a community of civilized, male,
collective entities with a legal conscience and consciousness.” It also
referred to the idea of ‘world opinion’ that had to be taken into ac-
count and whose concerns had to be addressed in order to ensure the
success of conservation policies. In the publications and statements
of the committee and its predecessors, the notion of world opinion
veers between ‘public opinion in all countries of the world’"” and a
global public independent of states and organizations, but framed
by a world society which, in most moral appeals, was referred to
as mankind or, later, humanity.'! Its reference to humanity and its
aspiration to translate claims formulated in the context of a global
public into a global policy meant that the World Heritage Com-
mittee portrayed itself as a moral authority and agency of appeal.
Expressing these ideas and this self-perception, the memb?rs of
the committee took a view of the public similar to Fhat of ‘]urgcjn
Habermas, who developed his idealistic and normative concept in
1962.!7 These similarities resulted from a historic.al narrative about
the genesis of the public and publicity since the eighteenth century.

? For the origins of this concepton see Martti Koskmmirm_i, The (;/‘\"//P Clj'(l\/l:f’r of
Nations: The Rise and Fall of Infernational Lare 18701960 (New York, 2o0n) g8 ,
% Vittorine Veronese, ‘A Message from the l)irccmr-(}mu‘ral‘o(UN_I',.S(AQ L UNESCH
Courter (Feb. 1960), 3 (1)1rp.'//u,ﬂf'sdoc.Un(‘SC(LOrg/inmg(‘s/000()/00()6t’,/nh|522<~n_p(|t)
sed 12 NP
[?fcgls\}gslégpé;r:fx]xtlon concerning the Protection of World Cultural and x‘\';‘num]
Heritage, World Heritage Committec, Third Session, Lux(:‘. .l\r:‘ah‘ R(‘pu‘hle\}l{:’f It:/\(p(,
23-7 Oct. 1979, Propoéals for Promotional :\rtx\'xtlf‘s 1980, (.(_.-7.9/(.()\ 4(»(’»3 ':_-
(hltp://whcunesco‘org/archiw‘,/x979/cc—79_—c.0nff)03—.(u4'zvr.p(H) faccessed 12 Pl}\..’,ﬂl‘u]:.
12 Jirgen Habermas, Strukturcandel der Qffentlichkett: Untersuchungen 2 emer Rategorie
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Popular in the 1960s and 1970s, this narrative connected the idea
of a public with the definition of public goods, the granting of free-
dom of opinion, the creation of citizenship, and the appreciation of
democracy in a very general sense.!?

The committee thus postulated the international organization’s
trusteeship over world heritage as a global public good. It referred
to international law, which knew the concept of ‘global commons’
as something to be guarded, protected, and managed in solidarity
by a global community in various institutional forms.!* The concept
is still popular in environmental debates today. It is also at the
centre of geopolitical conflicts, as the issues of the Arctic and the
South China Sea illustrate.'”> The close connection of trusteeships
with European civilizing missions and their incompatibility with
decolonization turned up in the debates from time to time, but did
not prevent the concept {rom experiencing several revivals with a
special focus on environmental issues. !¢

In general, the concept of global commons was entangled with
the idea of a ‘universal society of peoples joined in the pursuit

der bitrgerlichen Gesellschaft (Neuwied, 1962); id., The Structural Transformation. of the Public
Sphere: An Inguiry intg @ Category of Bourgeois Society, trans. Thomas Burger with the
assistance of Frederick Lawrence (Cambridge, Mass., 198g); Craig Calhoun (ed.),
Habermas and the Public Sphere (London, 1992). For some of the difficulties relating
to Habermas’s public sphere see Nancy Fraser, ‘Rethinking the Public Sphere: A
Contribution to the Critique of Actually Existing Democracy’,. Social Text, 2576
{1990); 56-80; and for the difficulties arising in the relationship between humanity,
global commons, and a global public sphere in the context of heritage sec Barbara
Klrs_henblatt-Gimblett, ‘World Heritage and Cultural Economics’, in Ivan Karp,
Corinne A. Kratz, Lynn Szwaja, et al. (eds.), Musewm Frictions: Public Cultures/ Glsbal
Transformations (Durham, NC, 2000), 161202,

'3 See c.g. Communication and Society Today and Tomorrowe: Many Voices, One World. Towards
a New More Fust and More Efficient World Information and Communication Order, Report
by the International Commission for the Study of Communication Problems (Paris,
1980}, 3-10, 195-200 (hup://uncsdoc,unesco.org/images/0004/000400/04'006661)'1)(“)
[accessed 12 Apr. 2018]. ’

" Susan J. Buck, The Global Commons: An Introduction (Washington, 1998}; John Vogler
The G_Inbal Commons: Environmental and Technolngical Gorernance ZNCW Y(;rk,, 2000). Yor a
ﬁrst historical approach see Isabella Lihr and Andrea Rehling (eds.), Global Commons
zm]‘:)o.;}’ﬂ/tr/umt/ert: Lnfwiirfe fiir eine globale Welt (Munich, 2014).

3 I\lau_s Bosselmann, Earth Governance: Trusteeship of the Glabal Commons (Cheltenharm.
2015); Major General Mark Barrett, Dick Bedford, Elizabeth Skinner, and Eva Vergles,
Amzr‘e'a’ Access to the Global Commons (Norfolk, Va., 2011); Scott G. Borgerson, ‘T'hr
Coming Arctic Boom: As the Ice Melts, the Region Heats Up’, Foreign Affuis;
92/4 (2913), 76-89 (https://www.foreignaﬁhirs.Com/articlcs/qlobal-commons/zo13'06'
ufrcon?_m.g-arctic-boom) [accessed 12 Apr. 2018)]. )

> William Bain, The Idea of Trusteeship in International Society: Unity, Progress, and the
Perfection of Humankind (Vancouver, zoor). ’
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of shared and common ends’!” as an argument. It presupposed
a global public of well-informed citizens, whose debates prepared
the political decistons of governments and especially international
organizations.'® This concept of a cosmopolitan citizenry in a global
civil society with democracy as a ‘model for the larger world’"
underestimates the strategic implications of claiming a territory,
artefacts, or the sea as ‘global commons’. Governments or pressure
groups usually asserted an international trusteeship in order to exert
control and defend against appropriation by competitors.

Even the creation of the World Heritage Convention was rooted
in competition for cultural and natural resources in the context of
decolonization.Z’ As a result, the World Heritage Committee was
not structured as a ‘parliament of man’,?! but as an intergovern-
mental organization of sovereign states. These structural conditions
limited the World Heritage Committee’s opportunities for action.
For instance, sites could only be nominated for inscription on the
World Heritage list by the member states of the convention on whose
territory they were located. If UNESCO wished to take action on a
site, to provide technical assistance, or to send an expert to cvaluate
the current situation, it first needed the approval of the government

of the relevant state.??

The World Heritage Committee and its secretariat were neverthe-
less regularly contacted by concerned people who addressed themas
acosmopolitan representation of humanity. These high expectations

7 Ihd. 165. i

18 For a simitar vision see Danicle Archibugi, The Glohal Gommongeealth of Cilizens:
Toward Cosmapolitan Democracy (Princeton, 2008). o

2 Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, “World Heritage and Cultural Economics’, 2. o

¥ For the relationship between global publics and global competitions see “Tobias
Werron in this volume.

2 Yor the wording scc Paul Kennedy.
of the United Nations (New York, 2006). . . .

2 UNESCO, Convention concerning the Protection of the }\r»rl(l (mllur{nl fm(l
Natural Heritage, Adopted by the General Conference at i(% \S<~\-¢-(\(f»f.(1(_lx bf‘sxm;g
Paris, 16 Nov. 1972, English Text (hftp://\s‘]l(‘.ll‘nt‘AS(‘(\.Org/ar(:h|\'(~/(“(n.lff‘lV‘llnllh((‘n_‘,}‘)( |
[accessed 12 Apr. 2018); for details of the ,,(\{z(xtlatl(»r}s see l\[l(‘ll(‘l']“f;\(.lh.tl dl[]('\‘[;l\‘;.-l(:(.
Bolla, Llnvention du ‘putrimvine mondial’ (Paxis, 2003} bzu:;dl l\»(. Il(('h’l n. / , \{
Warld Heritage Convention (Convention concerning the Pralection f-’/ the H;n/.«l Cn !un{/ ans
Natural Ieritage, 1972) and the Ientification aan‘A\fvmn‘m/ of Cultural “ﬂ_(;“)'{?yl Ilr‘n“/.l«[n‘r{z
in the World List ((Janberr‘d, £905)s 36-73 (Ihrl_stnm (n{“‘ll(‘l'()l” :zml. A\l/mv 1‘1 )}1v( \r':.\.\ ( 1
“[my, Yoives, One Vision: The Farly Years of the Thorld II:"rII'(I‘g(' Concention \‘l‘ﬂvl'll>]-dn\.‘ ;n;;
1-26; Lynn Meskell, Claudia Liuzza, Enrico Bm‘(m‘rln-m_. and [)('Hl}\l(".ln S“( (,f‘{"‘ n ( \|
‘Multilateralism and UNESCGO World Heritage: Deciston-Making, States Parties anc

Political Processes’, Iuternational Journal of Henlage Studies, 21/ (2014} 42310

arliament of Man: The Past. Present. and Feture
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were regularly disappointed, though this contact tended to vary dra-
matically depending on the national publics’ access to free media
and freedom of speech. In the case of countries in which the media
were censored, UNESCO was usually contacted by informants in
writing or through a trusted person. In states with a free press or
in situations covered by the global media, contact with UNESCO
normally occurred as part of a wider public debate, which was also
media-driven and made the World Heritage Committee a stage for
conflict between interests and claims.

For example, in 1979 the World Heritage Committee secretariat
received a copy of a letter from the Canadian Wildhfe Service
to the International Union for Conservation of Nature and Na-
tural Resources (IUCN)—the advisory organization for natural
heritage—regarding the Bialowieza National Park, which had been
nominated for inscription in the World Heritage list by Poland in
1978. The park was famous for reintroducing the European bison
into the wild from the early 1950s.2? The letter reported a telephone
call the Canadian Wildlife Service had received from a Canadian
businessman

seeking a source to purchase American bison, allegedly in response to 2
request from the Polish Government. He said that he has acted as an agent
in the sale of Canadian-made forestry machinery to Poland. He informed
me that the herd of wisent [European bison] in Poland has been totally lost
from Poland in a border incident with the U.S.S.R. He said that some of the
animals had been shot and the rest removed to Siberia.2*

The information, based on rumour, was so sketchy that the only
option available to the World Heritage secretariat was to confront
the permanent Polish delegate to UNESCO or the Polish delegate
to the UNESCO World Heritage Committee. Apart from the fact
that the secretariat could not be sure that an answer, if given, would
be true, the representative of Poland on the international comumittee
who submitted the nomination was an expert on cultural heritage,
and the JTUCN doubted that he would be able to respond to the
request. As it was at the discretion of the state whether to respond

% For the history of Bialowieza see Thomas M. Bohn, Aliaksandr Dalhouski,
a?dA Markus Krzoska, Wisent-Wildnis und Welterbe: Geschichte des l)!]lniS1.'/1—Ii‘Ei/gT"SSiSC[Mn
Nationalparks von Biatowiesa (Cologne, 2o17).

2 Donald R. Flock, Ganadian Wildlife Service, to Dave A. Monroe, Director
General, IUCN, 28 Mar. 1979, Correspondences Poland, UNESCO Archive Paris,
Gulture Sector/World Heritage Committee, GLT/WHC/135.
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or not, however, the accusation could remain without any effect,
especially if there were doubts concerning the reliability of the in-
formant, as in this case. The caller seemed not to know that it was
possible to restock the wisent from zoo sources—well known among
biologists and foresters—which already confounded the Canadian
Wildlife Service, irrespective of any Polish reaction.”® Accordingly,
the secretariat of the World Heritage Committee did not pursue
the case further. Nevertheless, this example is a good illustration
of the difficulties experienced by the World Heritage Committee
in gathering information about sites in a state-controlled public,
especially when it turned out that a member had deliberately with-
held information about the state of preservation in order to pre-
vent an inscription in the List of World Heritage in Danger. The
committee tried to counter this tendency by monitoring the sites,
but nevertheless remained dependent on the goodwill of member
states.

Things changed gradually as mass media became involved. When
the Yugoslav government started planning for a hydroelectric power
station near Durmitor National Park, which was expected to have
an impact on the Tara River Canyon, UNESCO was informed by
correspondence which several Yugoslav biologists and geographers
addressed to the organization and to the international media in
1984. In this instance, the voicing of concerns had a greater impact.
Again, the World Heritage secretariat and the committee could only
ask the permanent delegate if the information was correct, but as the
information was more reliable they were also able to demand that
the Yugoslav government report on the matter to the next World
Heritage Committee meeting and to make the issue quhc. .

As a result of pressure from the Western, international medu?,
the Yugoslav government co-opted the protest and prc.‘sented it
during the World Heritage meeting in 1985 as an expression Ofll.](?
Yugoslav public’s commitment to the programme and to declare its

. . 9
willingness to co-operate:*®

% Tbid. o _ o

% Correspondences Yugostavia, UNESCO x\rrhiw? Paris, '\\orld Hf‘rlmgr.‘ (.I..l /
WHG/135-136; UNESCO, World Heritage Committee, Ninth Ordinary Session,
UNESGO Hcadquarters, 2-6 Dec. 1985, Implmn'cnmnnn R«-p‘nrt of ‘\ugnﬁl(n'm,
Paris, 10 Oct. 1985: Report on the Implcnu‘n(almn_ of th’c (mn\'m}tmn on the
Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage, Zagreb, 6 June 185,
UNESCO Archive Paris, SC.85/CONI 008/Col. 1 (h(lp.’//nn(‘.\’dminn(‘.\'r(u)rg/
images/ 0006/ 000666/ 066680eb.pdf) [accessed 12 Apr. 2018].
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The community of interest for the National Park together with the entire
Yugoslav public led a vigorous campaign for the protection of the Tara River
Canyon from being flooded due to the construction of a system of hydropower
plants, and it is now almost certain that the Durmitor national park as a whole
will be protected and preserved.?’

This reaction illustrates how the imagination of a world opinton
motivated the Yugoslav government to change its mind. At the same
time, it used the protest as propaganda to show the Yugoslav state
as being responsive to public opinion and in favour of freedom of
opinion.

When a similar situation arose in Australia, the World Heritage
Committee found itself at the centre of media campaigns calling
upon it to act. A struggle for medija attention and public support
ensued, with rallies, blockades, the imprisonment of protesters, and,
as a sad climax, the hijacking of an aeroplane. The campaigns were
prompted by the decision of the Tasmanian state government to
build dams and hydroelectric power stations in the Tasmanian wil-
derness, even though the Australian national government and the
former Tasmanian government had nominated the Western Tas-
manian Wilderness National Parks for inscription on the UNESCO
World Heritage list in November 1981. The Tasmanian wilderness
issue and the alteration in public opinion subsequently developed
into a domestic political conflict, when a changing party-political
configuration triggered something of a ‘World Heritage fever’ in
Australia. Greg Middleton of the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Ser-
vice reported to Jeff McNeely, executive officer of the Commission
on National Parks and Protected Areas (CNPPA) at IUCN and the
responsible adviser to the World Heritage programme:

I'm sure you'd be delighted by the publicity this major public debate is
giving to the WH.C. [World Heritage Convention] here. ‘World Heritage'
have become household words [sic) and I'm sure just the existance [sic] of
the concept and the constant association of the South-West with it must be
making many people realize that the area really is special 2%

This enthx}siasm was strengthened by the fact that Ralph O. Slatyer,

an Australian biolo gistat the Australian National University in Can-

berra, had been chairman of the World Heritage Committee at the
7 Tbid. 16.

# Greg Middleton, Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service, to Jeff McNeely, Com-
nleSl()n on National Parks and Protected Arcas (CNPPA), JUCN, 27 Oct. 19&?2‘-
Correspondences Australia, UNESCGO Archive Paris, World Heritage, GLT/WHC/168:
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beginning of the conflict.?> Advocates for the conservation of the
Tasmanian Wilderness National Parks sought to resolve the conflict
in their favour by mobilizing protest in a national and transnational
political public and by appealing to the moral judgement of a world
opinion embodied by UNESCO. They tried to change the arena and
initiated a media campaign with spectacular protest actions. On the
one hand, these activities had the effect of making those responsible
for the World Heritage programume in the international organiza-
tions celebrate the attention and affirmation the new programme
gained. On the other, those responsible were confronted with high
expectations which they were unable to meet.

The Australian Conservation Foundation and the Tasmanian Wil-
derness Society along with other national and international conser-
vation groups called upon UNESCO to intervene, particularly when
leading figures of the protest movement were arrested.* The World
Heritage secretariat and bureau, along with committee members, re-
ceived many petitions and letters fromletter andsignature campaigns
which received a great deal of media coverage, as well as petitions,
rallies, blockades, and protests.*! Moreover, the Tasmanian Wilder-
ness Society informed them of a poll that was intended to prove
that the majority of Tasmanians did not favour the dams, although.
they had elected the state government responsible.** These ‘prqofs’
of public opinion in Tasmania, the rest of Australia, and the \.ndcr
world were intended to goad UNESCO into action. At all times,
however, the World Heritage Committee, its bureau and secretanat,
stressed their inability to intervene in internal conflicts. They re.fused
to take responsibility for human rights issues when t.h€ detentlon‘ of
demonstrators was brought to their attention and given \\'Ol‘ld\?'l(‘k‘
publicity. 3 Their attitude disappointed the hopes and expectations
of many. o

But the secretariat adopted this position, m spite o.f some sym-
pathy for the actions of the international conservationists, 1 order
to avoid becoming embroiled in the conflict. It always stressed the
Australian government’s responsibility and'declared the' delegates
of the foreign ministries to the World Heritage Commlttec or to
UNESCO to be its principal contacts. The committee also er.nph‘?
sized that requests by non-state parties or federal statcs—m this

N . -
2 Jhid 30 Ibid. hid.
32 Bob Brown, Director of Tasmanian Wilderness Society, to the 5(‘(‘1'(1‘"'); ‘nI"tAhi«‘
( = Iad.

World Heritage Committee 17 Nov. 1982, itnd.
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case Tasmania—were not permitted. This question became relevant
when the Tasmanian premier Robin Gray and his supporters sought
to submit their position to the World Heritage Committee and re-
quested that a Tasmanian representative be allowed to participate
in the next meeting.** As an answer, the outgoing chairman of the
committee and later head of the Australian delegation, Ralph O.
Slatyer, declared:

the Committee in no sense acts as a body hearing evidence from a variety
of interested parties. It is, therefore, very unlikely that the Committee would
want to hear any view from Australia other than the official view of the
Commonwealth Government because, to do so, would put it into the position
of having to act in that way.®

This, however, did not stop the Tasmanian government from send-
ing Attorney-General Bingham to the meeting. The majority of
delegates on the committee objected to his presence, which helped
to reinforce the consensus on the intergovernmental nature of the
World Heritage programme.%

Ultimately, the conflict was decided by the election of a new Aus-
tralian prime minister. The candidate who favoured intervention by
the Commonwealth of Australia and promised to stop the construc-
tion of dams in the Tasmanian wilderness was elected. In order to
make this intervention, he had to pass a special law regarding World
Heritage which had to be approved by the Australian High Gourt.
This was the first law referring to the World Heritage convention
worldwide.%’

Though UNESCO had tried to maintain outward neutrality dur-
ing the whole conflict, the World Heritage Committee celebrated
Fhe law as a victory for the idea of World Heritage. In its statements,
it pointed to it as a best-practice example for other governments to
follow in enshrining preservation of heritage sites in law. UNESCO s
neutrality with respect to the internal affairs of member states al-
lowed for continued co-operation irrespective of domestic poﬁﬁcal
upheavals or, in this case, political shifts. In the framework of the

3* Compare the numerous clippings 1bid.

> R""Ph 0. Slat_yer, Chairman of the World Heritage Committee, (o Robi{{ Gr'fly’
Prf“mler of Tasmania, 26 Nov. 1982, ibid. 5 Ibid.

,J/ Ibid.; Doug Lowe, The Price of Power: The Politics behind the Tasmanian Dams
Cr{.:v Melbourne, 1984); Steven John Smith and Maxweli R. Banks (eds.), Tasmanian
H'zl/lf?mm: I?/br/a’ Heritage Values (Hobart, 19go); Libby Lester, ‘We Too are Greer‘l:
Public Relatlons, Symbolic Power and the Tasmanian Wilderness Conflict’, Media
Infernational Australia, Incorporating Culture & Policy, 121/1 (2006), 52-64.
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Cold War and the emerging North-South divide, the multilateral
convention was only able to establish the limited trusteeship of an
issue-oriented parliament of sovereign states,®® although it faced
high expectations from an emerging political movement of non-state
actors. For them, the World Heritage Committee was supposed to
govern the cultural and natural heritage of humanity for the bencfit
of coming generations and for the sake of intergenerational justice
and of a cosmopolitan world society.

This gave rise to conflicting perceptions of the World Heritage
Committee and conflicting performances on its part. Concerns re-
garding the management, deterioration, destruction, or endanger-
ing of cultural and natural heritage were to be brought before the
committee. This was expected to inform the world, to make pro-
tection a global concern, and to act not only as a representative
and a trustee, but also as an executive of world opinion. Thus, the
organizatjon was confronted with great expectations that interfcred
with the character of UNESCO as an international organization and
the World Heritage convention as an intergovernmental agreement
from the start, and some hopes for international co-operation were
disappointed. Another reason for this was that the members of the
World Heritage Committee and the UNESCO administration had
to manage a complex interplay between different publics and their
political representations in deliberations and negotiations about the
global common goods for which it could, itself, become an arena.

In this context the relationships between different publics and
states became visible. The actions of ministries and administrations
as part of their respective partial publics, al}d hf)w tl}cy addressed
a world opinion or global public in confhc-t situations, also be-
came apparent. The last two examples in pﬂl‘tl({ll]ﬂt’ suggest that th.e
functional differentiation between ministries with specialized aflm_l-
nistrations could result in several and conflicting opinions w1t!1m
a government—ifor example, between the monuments protection
authority and the economics ministry. Quite often these conflicts.
and the discord between federated and federal governments. were
transferred into the international arena of UNESCO. This was

later followed by conflicts between groups that claimed cultural

inside and outside a world of states. In such casces. the

sovereignty
ons address

limitations of the international organization’s capacity to

Multilateralism and UNESCO World Heritage'. 23 o

38 Meske ods.),
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a global public, to represent world opinion, or to become a pub-
lic arena for deliberations on global commons became explicit. As
the intergovernmental organization depended on the support of its
member states, it had no difficulty in addressing an abstractly con-
ceived world opinion equated with mankind or humanity, and in
calling for it to take action to protect cultural and natural heritage as
a moral principle. But when a specific conflict arose, the World Heri-
tage Committee was unable either to generate a global consensus
against those who had transgressed their moral principles or to offer
an arena for negotiating the competing interests and opinions of go-
vernments, state agencies, non-governmental organizations, interest
groups, and local populations. As a result, UNESCO was perceived
as a party in intra-state conflicts and/or as representative of cultural
imperialism.

Nevertheless, these difficulties did not stop the success of World
Heritage, not least because of the committee’s extensive public in-
formation work. Its claim to generate awareness of the imperative to
conserve or preserve a ‘world cultural and natural heritage’, and in
this regard to create a global mind, contributed to the unquestioned
high moral status which the programme long enjoyed.

The Public Information Activities of the World Heritage
Commuttee: Creating a Global Mind and Addressing World Opinion

As the first twelve World Heritage sites were being inscribed on
the World Heritage list in 1978, there was a consensus that the
World Heritage Committee would have to support the launch of the
new UNESCO programme with well-co-ordinated and concerted
publicity campaigns. The Convention concerning the Protection of
the World Cultural and Natural Heritage stated in Article 11 that
a “‘World Heritage List, a List of World Heritage in Danger, and 2
List of properties for which international assistance is granted’ was
to be published periodically for educational and public information
purposes.®® The International Council of Monuments and Sites
(ICOMOS), the advisory organization for cultural heritage sites,
suggested in addition that

% UNESCO, Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and
Natural Heritage, Adopted by the General Gonfercnce at its Seventeenth Session,
Paris, 16 Nov. 1972, UNESGO Archive Paris, WHC/72/WS/1 (http: /unesdoc.unesco-
org/images/0000/000020/ 002091mb.pdf) [accessed 12 Apr. 2018] (Article 11)-
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avery small percentage of the [World Heritage] Fund available each year be set
aside both to publicize its operation, thus perhaps encouraging contributions
to the Fund or to individual Fund projects from the private sector and even
additional contributions from governments . . . [and] to educate the public
everywhere on the importance of heritage conservation.*

There was agreement that the convention needed ‘more attention
on a world-wide scale” and that UNESCO, 1n the shape of the World
Heritage Committee, was responsible for gaining wider publicity for
it." Thus, the member states of the convention and the delegates
of the World Heritage Committee regarded raising awareness of
safeguarding nature and culture as their principal duty; they formed
a subcommittee for ‘in-depth study of future public information and
educational activities’,*? and were prepared to devote, over time,
some 5 per cent of the World Heritage Fund to publicity activities. "
Additionally, the committee decided to commission an artist to
create an emblem which was intended to increase recognition of the
listed sites.** It has since become a hallmark of quality and a strong
trademark in tourism,*’ but to start with it was primarily part of a
campaign by UNESCO to advertise the convention and the work
of its committee.*® Thus, the emblem designed by the artist Michel

Olyff symbolized

9 UNESCO, World Heritage Committee, First Session, Paris, 2] June- s .‘]uly
1977, Issues Arising in Connection with the Implementation of the \\of'kl }{(‘rlf&lgf‘
Convention, Paris, g June 1977, UNESCO Archive Paris, CC-77/CONEcat/y,
it (http://unesdoc.unésco.org/imagcs/ooog/00()309/()3093_1I‘,B.pdl) [accessed ‘I"_’ “\)L)‘r
2018). .
. JUNESCO; Intergovernmental Gommittee for the I'm(ccfion (1!’f)|<\ \\'or)ﬂ (Iullul';jl
and Natural Heritage, Second Session, Washington, 1)(‘1 (USA), 5 §cpt.'~8 -bcpt; Hl,ix/
Draft Report, Washington, 8 Scpt. 1978, p. 9. UNESCO Archave Paris, CC-78
CONFo1o/10. _ .

13 CF Public Information Activities in the budgets concerning expenditures of the
World ritage st. ]

H UEZ%EZ)C, v\J;\r'(l:rltd Heritage Committee, Second ScssAinn. \\'as)xingun). DG (Uf;\‘;.
5 Sept.~8 Sept. 1978, Report of Rapporteur on Firs} Meeting of Burcau of ]‘l‘\l(‘rgn\)( rn
mental Commiteee for the Protection of the World Cultural am} Natural Her Itélg(t. Ll; |x
8 and g June 1978, UNESCO Archive Paris, CC-78/CONEov10/3, p. 2 (utpi//whe.
unesco.org/ archive/ 1978/ cc-78-conforo-se.pdf) [acg'sscd lz'z\pn "mm]: o

¥ D()rgmtlxee Hemme, Markus Tauschek, and Regina Bendix (eds.), Pradikat .I.IIrn(ng. :
Wertschipfungen aus kulturellen Ressourcen (Berlin, 2007); Nocl _B. Salaz;:r aml{(\‘ 'u‘.p‘vl' \/‘.h‘“f
‘Hesitage and Tourism’, in Lynn Meskell (e<l.), Global Heritage: A Reader (Chichester,
2018), 2405 -

46)>b2&%§£b, World Heritage Committee, Second Svss.ion. \\'ashinglm‘\. DG flh\‘\\
5 Sept.—8 Sept. 1978, Report of Rapporteur on [:{rsx I\lg:ctmg ()flhlxc;m ot I'I;l( rw\ ,‘
mental Committee for the Protection of the World (.u)tur‘al 31152 Natural Heritage,
Paris, 8 and g June 1g78, UNESCO Archive Paris, GO-78/CGONVoto/3, 2.
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in a form sufficiently simple to be inserted on a map and to identify sites, the
interdependence of cultural and natural properties. The central square is a
form created by man; the circle represents nature, the two being intimately
linked. The emblem is round, like the world, but it is also a symbol of
protection.”’

The committee members agreed that the emblem met ‘the criteria of
universality and simplicity’*® that they considered important because
they aimed to communicate to the public of present and future
generations worldwide.

Conservationists in the World Heritage Committee had become
aware of the importance of publicity campaigns to attract financial
supporters, and of the need for proven strategies to mobilize pub-
lic concern, as a result of UNESCO’s ‘Nubia campaign’, its most
successful ‘safeguarding campaign’.*® It was launched in 1960 in re-
sponse to the Egyptian government’s decision in 1954 to raise the
height of the Aswan Dam with the result that more than twenty
temples—among them Abu Simbel, Philae, Kalabsha, and Amada,
to name the most famous—and a vast number of archaeological sites
were at risk of being inundated by Lake Nasser.”? The international
rescue campaign supported a range of archaeological excavations
m the area to be flooded and the translocation of twenty-three
temples to higher ground.®! In his appeal launching the campaign

7 UNESCO, Intergovernmental Committec for the Protection of the World
(:'u]tural and Natural Heritage, Second Session, Washington, DC (USA), 5 Sept.-8
Sept. 1978, Draft Report, Washington, 8 Sept. 1978, UNESCO Archive Paris, GC-78/
CONFEo10/10, 17. .

B Thid.; UNESCO, Woxrd Heritage Committee, Second Session. Washington, DC
(USA), 5 Sept~8 Sept. 1978, World Heritage Emblem, UNESCO Archive Paris,
CC-78/CONEo10/8. )

# UNESCQ Executive Board, Hundred and Twenty-Second Session, Special
(*:ommmet', Ttem 5.1.4 of the Agenda, In-Depth Studies Garried Out by the Special
(;()mmlttee on the Basis of the Report of the Director-General on the Activities of the
(‘)rgamzation in 1981-1983, Topic (1) International Campaigns for the Preservation and
Safeguarding of the Gultural Hertage of Mankind, Presented by Tan Christic Clark
(Catlade}), Georges-Henri Dumont (Belgium), Donald M. Kusenha (United Republic of
Tanzgma), Azzedine Guellouz, Deputy for Mr Mahmoud Messadi (Tunisia), UNES co
Archive Paris, 122 EX/SP/RAP/1 Rev.

N 30 Fekri A. Hassan, “The Aswan High Dam and the International Rescue Nubia
(‘a:znpaxgn’, African Archaeological Review, 24/3~4, (2007), 73-94-

> Torgny Save-Soderbergh, Temples and Tombs of 11;1(1‘;7,; Nubia: The International
Rescue Campaign at Abn Simbel, Philae and Other Sites (Paris, 1987); Chloé¢ Maurel, ‘Le
sauvetage des monuments de Nubie par PUnesco (195549():8)’, Lgypte/Monde Arabe,
10 (2013), 10 (http://ema.revues.org/3216) [accessed 12 Apr. 2018]; Andrea Rehling,
‘Universalismen und Partikwlagismen im Widerstreit: Zur Genese des UNESGO-
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on 8 March 1960 Vittorino Veronese, director-general of UNESCO,
emphasized that:

These monuments, whose loss may be tragically near, do not belong solely
to the countries who hold them in trust. The whole world has the right
to see them endure. They are part of a common heritage which comprises
Socrates’ message and the Ajanta frescoes, the walls of Uxmal and Beethoven’s
symphonies. Treasures of universal value are entitled to universal protection.
When a thing of beauty, whose loveliness increases rather than diminishes by
being shared, is lost, then all men alike are the losers.>?

The moral appeal placed Veronese in an existing tradition of calls to
safeguard cultural and natural treasures by reference toresponsibility
on the part of mankind, later humanity.’3

This tradition had evolved in tandem with a conservation move-
ment from the eighteenth century onwards. Viewing themselves as
trustees for future generations, the conservationists addressed an
educated audience by publishing articles in academic journals, or-
ganizing congresses, and mounting exhibitions in order to educate,
to raise awareness and funds, but also to encourage governments
and international organizations to support the protection of cultural
objects, natural species, and landscapes.”’ But Veronese not onl'y
connected with this tradition, he and UNESCO’s cultural admi-
nistration also sought to address a mass audience. As \.vcll as using
academic journals and exhibitions to communicate with a profcs~
sional and educated public, they also established a ‘Committee of
Patrons’, headed by Gustaf Adolf VIof Sweden, with the aim of using
the public profile of celebrities and elder statesmen to gain attention
for the project.” They were convinced that opinion-makers were

Welterbes’, Zeithistorische Forschungen/Studies in Contenporary History, 873 (2010). 41 ‘p 3t
Paul Betts, “The Warden of World Heritage: UNESCO and the Rescue of the Nubian
Monuments’, in id. and Corey Ross (cds), Heritage in the Madern World: Historical
Preservation in Historical Perspective (Oxford, 2015), 100-25.

5 *March 8 Appeal by Vittorino Veronese Director-Generat oYUNiiS‘(?()" UNESCO
Conrier May 1960), 67 (btep:// unesdac.unesco.org/images/o007/ 000784/
078452e0.pdl) [accessed 12 Apr. 2018]. o ' .

% Astrid Sw[enson, The Rise of Herttage: Presercing the Past in France. Germany and
England, 1789—1p14 (Cambridge, 2013). S
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vital for promoting awareness of their cause and allowing them to
reach a wider public. They continued to pursue the aim of edu-
cating an audience, now a mass audience, and of ‘civilizing’ it or
‘developing’ a strong moral sense in it, in order to create a global
mind.*® To this extent, the central concept was framed by an elitist
concept of public opinion and media originally influenced by Paul
Felix Lazarsfeld and Walter Lippmann as well as Manning White
and Warren Breed.”’

UNESCO therefore also organized trips to Aswan for diplomats
and journalists. In addition to visits to the construction sites and
excavations, boat trips along the Nile were used as opportunities to
inform guests about Nubian culture and civilization. There were also
visits to Nubian villages to attend demonstrations of local folklore.
UNESCO hoped that these trips would result in the publication
of reports and photographs, and, in particular, the release of films
dealing with the campaign, which would assist their fundraising ef-
forts and strengthen political support for the project internationally.
UNESCO itself produced ‘a constant flow of press material, films,
TV, and radio documentaries’.?® The activists of UNESCO viewed
themselves as part of a modern mass society that had to be addressed
through the mass media in order to generate political support for
their cause. This seemed very attractive for their purposes because
radio and television. did not require literacy.5?

The Nubia campaign, which started in 1960 and ended in 1980,
was an unexpected success—a ‘victory in Nubia’.? Forty-nine go-
vernments had contributed to the rescue campaign, which raised
a total of more than $40 million. If any correlation can be drawn
between financial support and publicity, it is revealing that private

5 g . . ) ST
® Fischer, ‘Mead and ¢he International Mind’, 508-31; Sluga, fnfernationeles @ the

Age of Nationalism, go-1.

57 Walter Lippmann, Public Opinion (New York, 1922); Paul Felix Lazarsfeld, Bernard
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Presidential Campaign (New York, 1944); David Manning White, “The “Gate K ceper:
A Case Study in the Selection of News?, Fournalism Quarterly, (1950), 383-90; Warren
Breed, “Newspaper “Opinion Leaders” and Processes of Standardization’, Jeurnalist
&"»Mam Communication Quarterly, 3273 (1955), 277-328.
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7 Suzanne Langlois, ‘Aud Action! UN and UNESCO Coordinating Information
Films, 1945-1951°, in Poul Duedahl (ed), A History of UNESCO: Global Actions ad
fmpacts (Basingstoke, 2016), 73-96, at 73.
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contributions accounted for $7 million, more than $100,000 were
raised through the sale of special-edition stamps and medals, and
non-governmental contributions amounted to more than $14 mil-
lion in total.*! The sheer success of the campaign made it a blueprint
for the public relations activities of the UNESCO World Heritage
Committee when it started its work in 1977. Like the Nubia cam-
paign, it aimed to address an educated, professional audience as well
as a broader mass public. But unlike the Nubia campaign, which
was closely connected with the Suez Crisis and the Aswan Dam, the
committee had to plan its public relations activities without the help
of a global news and media event.’?

For the professional and educated audience, they relied on the
established and traditional channels of academic journals, confer-
ences, and exhibitions. The members of the World Heritage Com-
mittee agreed that they also had to target potential multipliers and
‘opinion-makers’. To this end, they published brochures and lcaf-
lets in French, English, and Spanish to inform ‘decision-makers’ n
the different countries about the new UNESCO convention. The
committee also organized World Heritage media seminars for Jjour-
nalists from the press and broadcast media. As the committee was
convinced that ‘[t]he outstanding characteristic of the Convention
from the purely promotional point of view is its potchal for creating
a visual impact’,#* its members paid special attention to the .\'1su;\l
component of their promotional activities by creating a photo library
of World Heritage sites in order to offer suitable photographs an.d
slides for publication. In addition, its secretariat produced a radio
documentary and a slide show with an audio track (both in five

wd Timbs, 232-3; for the stamps see ‘Stamps for
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languages), and tried to initiate a documentary film about the World
Heritage convention.

These publicity activities were intended to ‘help to inform the
public of the importance of conserving world heritage; to accel-
erate adherences by Member States to the Convention; to stimu-
late contributions to the Fund from foundations and commercial
firms; and to generally fulfil the educational mandate outlined in
the Convention’.%* Pursuing this twofold aim, they also supported
special-edition stamps, postcards, posters, and other collectable ob-
jects such as coins, medals, and glass and silverware depicting ani-
mals, monuments, or scenes in a sentimental or emblematic way. It
is difficult to tell to what extent the choice of aesthetic and emotional
subjectsin combination with pleading texts featuring callsto action to
prevent undesirable future scenarios was influenced by Carl I. How-
land’s study of persuasion.%’ In any event, the choreography followed
some of his assumptions. Additionally, the committee translated its
publications into the five UNESCO languages, though cultural or
political differences between the publics of world regions or between
national publics were not perceived to be an issue. The main divide
was seen to be between a global educated, professional audience
and a broader mass public whose awareness had to be stimulated by
politicians and journalists in their role as ‘opinion-makers’.%®
This does not mean that cultural differences were not an issue

® UNESCO, Intergovernmental Committee for the Protection of the World Cultural
an_]d Natural Heritage, Second Session, Washington, DC {USA), 5 Sept.—8 Sept. 1978,
g‘\al Report, Washington, 8 Sept. 1978, UNESCO Archive Paris, CC-78/CONForo/10

ev., 5.
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and Luxor, 22-6 Oct. 1979, Report of the Rapporteur, Paris, g0 Nov. 1979,
UNESCO Archive Paris, CG-79/CONF.003/15 (http://whc.unesco.org/archive/1979/
ce-79-confooz-13e.pdf) [accessed 12 Apr. 2018]; UNESGO, World Heritage Comsmit-
tee, Fourth Session, Paris, 1-5 Sept. 1980, Item g of the Provisional Agenda: Public
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inside UNESCO. They were, butinitially they were mainly discussed
in the context of communications policy and media markets with a
spectal focus on technological and economic inequalities caused by
colonialism and the hegemonic effects of the global ‘terms of trade’.
‘Cultural imperialism’ was discussed as one result of these disparities
and was identified as a threat to cultural diversity, which manifested
itself in traditions and cultural heritages.” Initiated by the Non-
Aligned GCountries and the Group of 77, debates about hegemonies
in economics and the mass media, their communication or ‘cultural
imperialism’, and the impact of the dominance of Western media
on culture entered the arena of UNESCO. These debates were re-
flected in the idea of a ‘New World Information and Communication
Order’ and the ‘Many Voices, One World’ reportof the International
Commission for the Study of Communication Problems chaired by
Sean MacBride.”® They were influenced by dependency theory,”
and a rereading or rediscovery of Antonio Gramsci’s theory of ‘cul-
tural hegemony’, which seemed to tally with the warnings issued by
Claude Lévi-Strauss and other anthropologists about the ‘westerniz-
ation” of indigenous peoples,’? and Marshall McLuhan’s prediction
of an ultimate ‘Gutenberg galaxy’ and the emergence of a ‘global
village’.”®

In addition to technological transfer, the Non-Aligned Mo.vemcnt
sought to eliminate imbalances and inequalities in information and

% John Tomlinson, Cultural Imperialism: A Critical Introduction (Lnndo‘n, [g)f)l)',. i,
‘Cultural Tmperialism’, in George Ritzer (ed.), The Wiley-Blackwell Encyclopedia of
Globalization, 5 vols. (Hoboken, NJ, 2012), 1. 371—4-

™ Many Voices, One World; Jurgen Dinkel, Die Bewegung B
Organisation und Politik (1927-1992) (Munich, 2015), 212-26; id.,
Weltnachrichtenordnung: Der Nachrichtenpool bindnisfreicr Sta y :
Frank Bosch and Peter Hoeres (eds.), Aufenpolitik tm Afedienzettalter: Mu 1;/)/:/”{ J‘y]
Jakrhandert bis zur Gegenwart (Gottingen, 2013), 211-31; Jirgen Dinkel, ‘ llnrd‘ m{»{xlf
begins to flex its muscles™ The Non-Aligned Movement and the Nj>rt|1 South (I.m‘l f(](
during the 1g70s’, in Sandra Bott, Jussi M. Hanhimaki, _jamcj( ‘?(.h(’“][’,‘t/‘”fl;vlll . ”{,.d,.
(eds.), Neutrality and Neutralism in the Global Cold WWar: Betreeen or Within the Blocs? (London,
2016), 108— A o

" )i{a?ﬁ ;S’ébisle, The Economic Development of Ixt_h'n ‘:bwr{r‘n :m{l its I’nnn‘;mll P’fi{_'h.‘m‘:
(Lake Success, NY, 1950); Hans Singer, “The [)is!rlhutmn of Gains br—‘twv( n Investing
and Borrowing C()ur;tries’, American Economic Rettew, 40 (1g35<»),-,17:{ré§;). i

72 Claude Lévi-Strauss, Race and Iistory: The Race Q,m'.rlmn’ in ;\{o‘drr‘n A (4 fene r .\; (\\vt“.\_.
1952), 31, see also 46-¢; id., “Today’s Crisis in Aml!mpnlggy R (.,\I;S{.() 'llr;ur.ur.»\‘;m (i
1961), 12-17 (http://\mesdoc.unesco.org/imag(‘s/(moh/nnoh 12/064255c0.pdl) {acces:
1 o \ ‘
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news in order to improve the representation of the so-called deve-
loping countries in the media and allow them to gain control over
their own media image under the banner of fighting imperialism.’*
The Non-Aligned Movement suggested that national news markets
should be protected, but this sort of protectionism was unacceptable
to the US and UK governments, whose countries also happened to be
home to the largest and most important news agencies in the world.”®
They argued that governmental control constituted a threat to the
‘free flow of information’, which, they claimed, was a prerequisite
for freedom of speech. The USA and UK left UNESCO in protest
in 1984 and 1985 respectively, accusing UNESCO of ‘politicization’
and bureaucratization.

The World Heritage programme was a latecomer to these de-
bates. In 1978 Richard Hoggart, founding director of the Gentre
for Contemporary Cultural Studies in Birmingham and assistant
director-general of UNESCO’s Sector of Social Sciences, Human
Sciences and Culture between 1971 and 1975, evaluated UNESCO’s
protection of monuments and nature and the work ‘in the general
area of “culture” where [in the developing countries] that word is
used in its anthropological senses: work on the meaning of cultural
diversity, on the needs and rights of minorities, and on the pressures
on oral cultures’.”® He saw this as one of the organization’s ‘indisput-
ably useful activities’, although he deplored the organization’s shaft
from intellectual co-operation to political argument in other fields.””
His appraisal, however, already indicated a pluralization of culture
and a new appreciation of cultural diversity as a value in itself, along
with an early hint at the supposed European nature of monuments,
seen as separate from the dominance of the intangible heritage of
the rest of the world.

"The World Heritage Committee did not reflect shifts in concepts of
a global public and culture in the debates about New World Orders
before 1984 and 1985, when the USA and the UK withdrew from
UNESCO.” These developments changed the policies of the Wor 1d
Heritage Committee in two correlated ways. First, its members faced
a period of financial insecurity because it was uncertain whether the

74 Ty .. .
. Dinkel, Dekolonisierung und Weltnachrichtenordnung’.
5 Thid. ‘

o Richard Hoggart, dn ldea and its Servants: UNESCQ from Within, with a new
introduction by John R. Bolton (New Brunswick, 2011; 1st edn. 1978), 32

7 1bid. 355, 38-g.

78 Ibid.



UNESCO WORLD HERITAGE 307

USAand the UK would continue to contribute to the World Heritage
Fund.”® And second, over the longer term they faced growing criti-
cism of the elitism and Eurocentrism of their ‘trusteeship’, which was
coupled with calls for broader participation and more cultural sensi-
tivity. Initially, financial concerns caused them to question whether
a ‘“full-scale promotion policy’ supported by public relations experts
was still possible.?® This led them to question whether publicity work
aimed at an undifferentiated global public was appropriate. Their
doubts were reinforced by an in-depth study of UNESCO inter-
national rescue campaigns, which came to the conclusion that the
crucial factor in their success had not been UNESCO’s activities,
but the culturally and politically adjusted promotional activities of
the states.®!

Asa consequence of the evaluation and the ongoing debates about
cultural sovereignty, as well as the experience of managing sites in
different societies and publics, it was decided to decentralize promo-
tional activities. Now the committee emphasized the member states’
responsibility to support promotional activities."? With this change
of policy, the committee achieved two goals simultaneously. It took
theoretical debates about the plurality and fragmentation of world
opinion and culturally diverse publics into account and recognized a
human right to culture also in media. At the same time, it managed
to avoid further conflicts about communications policies and keep
the USA, in particular, in the World Heritage programme. This

7 UNESCO, World Heritage Committee, Ninth Ordinary Session, Paris, 2 Dee, 6
Dec. 1985, ch’ort of the Raﬁporteur, Dec. 1985, UNESCO Archive Paris, SG-85/
CONF.008/9 (http://whc.un("sco.org/arr])i\'c/1935/sc-85-runfOOS—Q_“-P(“) faveessed

12 Apr. 2018). ' o » ‘
80 UNESCO, World Heritage Gommittee, Ninth Ordinary Sesstort. .l aris, 2 I).n:- IT
Dec. 1985, Item 12 of the Provisional Agenda: Rcvicw. of l’rumolmn_;ll V:\(‘ll\'ll'l‘t—‘.\
and Means of Strengthening These Activities at the National Levell 26 Nov w08s.
UNESCO Aschive Paris, SG-85/CONFEoo8/a7. ‘ ' e
8L UNESGO, World Heritagc Committee, Tenth Scssion. l‘ans: 24 Nov 28 I\r)\,
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Activities, Paris, 4 Nov. 1987, UNESCO Archive Paris. SC-67/CON [am\,/'3»'(}|r;l{;.l{/§\(\‘;().
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Report of the World Heritage Committee, I‘]lr\'&"nlll :S(‘)SSH’I‘I. larm.ﬂ, ('(, 1.1// ]“<-
1987, Paris, 20 Jan. 1988, UNESCO Archive Paris, S(.~h7/(.()Nl<.rm;){9 (htp: /whe.
uncsco.org/archive/l987/sc-87-con)1)05-9_c.;)<1i) Jaccessed 12 Apr. 2018
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was accomplished by addressing a ‘variety of publics’,#® described as
culturally and politically diverse, fragmented, and plural, this very
diversity forming a unified global public. Insisting on the idea of
‘unity in diversity’ allowed the World Heritage Committee to save
itself from the UNESCO crisis and to prevent the US and UK go-
vernments from leaving the World Heritage programme.3! This led
to the paradoxical situation that the committee increasingly had to
prove its ability to act owing to changed expectations of effective
politics, but withdrew as soon as cultural rights were in the picture
in order to be sensitive to culture and to escape the accusation of
Western cultural imperialism. As a consequence it lost interpreta-
tive sovereignty in favour of cultural sovereignty claims with very
different policy objectives. A gap arose, which destructively separ-
atist, nationalist, or fundamentalist groups such as Ansar Dine tried
to use to legitimate themselves when they addressed their work of
destruction to the World Heritage Committee as a representation of
a cosmopolitan world society.

Conclusion

The examples presented here powerfully illustrate the impact of the
shifts in the relationship between political institutions, the public,
and world opinion. It is therefore crucial to analyse their complexity,
multiple levels, and entanglements. In the case of the UNESCO
World Heritage programme, UNESCO and its World Heritage
Committee portrayed themselves as spokespeople of world opinion
and as the cosmopolitan representation of a world society. But their
position as trustees of ‘global commons’ and shapers of world opi-
nion remained relatively ineffective because of the keenly defended
sovereignty of the member states and the variety of transnational
and national publics. Restricted in this respect, UNESCO and
its World Heritage Committee had to confine themselves to very

..& UNESCO, Report of the World Heritage Committee, Twellth Session, Bra-
silia, Iirazil, 5 Dec—g Dec. 1988, 23 Dec. 1({88, UNESCO Archive Paris, SC-88/
CONF¥.oo01/13, p. 9 (http://whc.unesco.org/arc\hive/[988/sc—88—conf”oox-13—-C‘pdf> [
cessed 12 Apr. 2018]
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general moral appeals and attempts to create awareness by promot-
ing international conservation in order to enable the international
co-operation of states against the backdrop of the Cold War and
the North-South divide. Thus, they had to deal with a ‘family of
publics” without becoming party to internal or bilateral conflicts,
and without the capacity to intervene. The strategy for dealing with
thislack of power was to raise awareness in order to initiate a change
in behaviour by persuasion and to create a global mind. In this aim
they assumed the position of world teachers, using emotional iden-
tification with personified or emblematic monuments and animals,
and classifying those responsible for destruction as ‘vandals” or ‘bar-
barians’ breaking away from civilization, in order to illustrate their
message and underline a need for conservation and sustainability
policies.

Public relations activities subsequently became very important.
Perceiving themselves as an avant-garde tasked with educating a
mass public worldwide, the members of the committee hoped to
overcome their inability to intervene through information and per-
suasion. But the experience of diverse publics, the debates about a
New World Information and Communication Oxder in the 1980s,
and the growing influence of cultural studies and postcollonial the-
ory, as well as the shortage of money caused by political and
economic crises, meant that the strategies for addressing a glob('nl
public changed. Cultural sensitivity found its way into the public
activities of the World Heritage Committee. A first step was to
reinstate the nation state as responsible for informing and edu-
cating its publics—now plural—to consider cult.ural di\'(.?rsity and
differences. Thus, the committee avoided importing conflicts abopt
international communications policies and managed to keep .thc us
and UK governments inside the programme by sc?tting aside the
1ssue of the political system and differing intcrpret;tlons of frcedom
of speech and opinion with reference to cultural differences.

Another result of these processes was that the. spectrum of p
tential political actors, public opinions, and publics was e.\‘ten(.icd.
The right to culture was awarded the status .Of a human right
and cultures developed into political entities 1'11.51dc. a'n.d bcyox.xd the
state. Over time, the language of identity pol}txcs, m}tmlly OHCH(.Q({
towards emancipation and civil rights, was m.crcas.mgly Occupl(‘.d
and transformed by right-wing groups of all stripes in order to .legl‘
timize policies of exclusion. They tried to turn the World Heritage
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Committee’s cosmopolitan rhetoric against it, accused it of taking
a culturally imperialistic position, and declared it an opponent of
their claims to cultural sovercignty. With the help of this volte,
groups such as Anse Dine tried to justify their supposedly religiously
motivated work of destruction and hold the World Heritage Com-
mittee responsible. The sad irony of the UNESCO World Heritage
programme’s success story, which made the World Heritage Com-
mittee a representative of a diverse humanity equated with a global
public, is that World Heritage status itself has now become a threat
to World Heritage sites.
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