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ABSTRACT

This paper examines how contemporary on-going aedlyldebate on Critical Heritage Studies merges
with previous discourses on World Heritage Culturaindscapes and rural societies. The scholarly
approach to authenticity and integrity, and théaai point of static and dynamic approaches te¢hterms
allow the author to challenge previous World Her@dWH) discourses with a view to obtaining innovet
insight into abandoned vernacular landscapes. Taia arguments are thus developed in this study. The
first of these is an overview of the dynamics odmdoned cultural landscapes on an internationdg.sca
The second is an inside view aiming to provide @ueate interpretation of how these landscapesidhou
be scrutinised and understood. To do this, autatopnd heterotopias broach the fundamental issuevof
the Outstanding Universal Value of attributes imradoned cultural landscapes needs to be understood,
enhanced, experienced, and managed in an innov&tiyapproach. In conclusion, complex proposals for
these heritage landscapes should rely on undeistatie dynamics of the material and the sociaktoit

of the habitats they contain in order to assess thffectively from the standpoint of a World Hegéa

Cultural process Assemblage rather than that o$t@utling Material Stratification.
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1 Introduction

There are some issues concerning how ‘landscaperierpe’ is approached. This paper highlights the
difficulty of translating traditional conservaticebncepts to dynamic landscape contexts, focusing on
authenticity and integrity, as well as concernsrdlie resulting management. Broadening the conziept
heritage to terms linked to territory and the l&gige translation found in World Heritage Cultural
Landscapes (WHCL) opens up new possibilities faogaising heritage values in abandoned cultural
landscapes. This involves a potential reassessofiehe imperatives of both institutional statemeantsl
factual deregulation, relating to what Harrison1(2Phas referred to as the heritage of absenctcalri
heritage studies examine the right of differentptes to value emptiness, decay and loss, and éwen t

sadness and attachment sometimes caused by thiesptns (Garcia-Esparza, 2017).



Part of this is due to the conflict between thespreationist ethos of the World Heritage Site (WHS)
designation and attempts by locals to achieve eoanand social development. In this respect, prokle
relating to the WHS designation may revolve aroyudentially counterproductive fixed ideas of
conservation values in dynamic and heterogeneaas lendscapes. Today, it is widely accepted that t
vernacular not only involves rural streetscapesdfand landscape patterns or traditional usesalsot
involves memories and senses moulded by the coat@mypstructure -economy and culture- of the place.
In this regard, the vibrant discourse on heritaggliency, heterodox approaches to heritage studies
(Lixinski 2015), critical heritage studies (Wint&013) and heritage in transition or heritage by
appropriation (Tweed and Sutherland 2007) canealifiplied to abandoned cultural landscapes.

This article will present an inside view, aimingpoovide an accurate and provocative interpretatibn
how the vernacular is scrutinised and understoeférencing the scholarly framework that UNESCO has
set up as regards authenticity and integrity. Selgoithe peculiarities of abandoned cultural larges

are showcased as an ethnic palimpsest in whiclstape history and re-enactment may play a doulde ro
Thirdly, the cultural and visual acceptance ofahandoned landscape will be stressed contrastiatic's

and “dynamic” in discourse and ideas on heterotoaia autotopias.

Starting with the definition of two categories afltural landscape: (ii) “a continuing landscap@sely
associated with a traditional way of life, whichcentinuing to evolve and exhibits significant miatk
evidence of its historic evolution” and (iii) “arssociative cultural landscape whose material cailtur
evidence may be insignificant or even absent” (leoy2003), this critical analysis focuses on thecepts

of “continuing to evolve”, “significant material &lence” or “historic evolution” as regards material
cultural evidence.

Focusing on definition (ii) and further analysitng tconcept of cultural landscape, UNESCO (200%%p.
59) stresses the need to understand that comphelatee objects in inherited landscapes need teused

and adapted to present living and working condgidiowever, UNESCO also references problems linked
to concepts such as “alteration, continuity, oy@plag, contrast/harmony and decontextualization”; a
critical process which may reveal that over time itterpretation of historical and architecturgbexts
might change depending on who is assessing them.

This authorised discourse has been found in sepestl conventions where cultural landscape has been
analysed from an object-focused approach. The weyich these object-focused landscapes have been
“perceived” by “the artistic contemplation”, “theenery or setting values” or their “harmony” (UNESC
2003, pp.60-67) have ignored the autotopian vabficendscape.

There are other major semantic problems with aptatoapproaches to landscape. For instance, the ter
“indigenous people” has been used to highlight fthportance of the spiritual wealth of humanitydats
complex relationships with the natural environmdhtNESCO, 2004, pp.45-48). However, this seemingly
remote and unexploited concept of indigenous peoqléd also be applied to contemporary rural saset
worldwide given that these operate and resolvddggiissues differently from the authorised patt€he
maintenance of local diversity and active socidesomust therefore be regarded as the continuous
adaptation of these pseudo-indigenous peoplelyiratal (abandoned or not) cultural landscapesikh
probably be approached as habitats rather thatinggt (Martin & Patti, 2009) “which exhibit signdant
material evidence of its historic” -and contempgrdevolution”. Ways of life are evolving, as is mas

evidence. This concept becomes all the more impbaalanguage appropriation may wrongly referlgole



to landscapes as illustrating “the evolution of laumnsociety (...) reflecting past land-use and &8/
(UNESCO, 2003, pp.60-67) without taking into comesation that today these uses and activities dlte st
being transformed or adapted. The question thaesrfrom whom and for whom are these transformatio
being perceived, evaluated and integrated into kedge? Accordingly, it remains unclear whether the
contemporary evolution of this material evidencerisperly assessed within the scholarly framework t
avoid the homogenisation of physical manifestatioh€ontemporary rural communities, by using an

authorised understanding of heritage to negate ¢theativity and expression.

2 The scholarly framework. Authenticity and integrity

It has been said that cultural landscapes sholuistriate the evolution of human society and setiatm
over time, under the influence of internal and mdé physical constraints. Various international
declarations (Council of Europe, 1975; UNESCO, 19Z®MOS, 1987) have echoed the significance of
public opinion and support and the need for cora@m work to be socially progressive, stressing th
special attention required by the Mediterraneamisaape (Council of Europe, 2006: 72). Seeking to
conserve an ever-changing environment, the neesités to evolve and experience socio-cultural ghan
(Assi, 2000) was recognised by ICOMOS (1994). 8giat work within UNESCO is on-going and
incorporates elements such as ruralscapes, culiougds, rural morphologies, functionaligenius loci
and intangible values (Rodwell and van-Oers, 2007).
In short, rural landscape management is partly atmmserving individual structures and artefacts diso
involves “judgements about the spirit of place diviag entity from the past, in the present, and the
future” (Pendleburget al, 2009). There is therefore a need to embrace ehggggartet al 1995), even
when it remains unclear how the concepts of intggmd authenticity fit in with these dynamicsh#s
been suggested that the definitions of integrity anthenticity require further elaboration so ast‘to
exclude cultural continuity through change, whicaynintroduce new ways of relating to and caring for
the place” (UNESCO, 2001: 18-19).
Bearing in mind the six main criteria for assessheOutstanding Universal Values (OUVs) of attributes
in cultural landscapes, it is worth noting criterig, the criterion against which most rural langssa
submitted for WHCL declarations are measured (8aliind Larcher, 2013).

To be a remarkable example of a traditional humettiement, land use, or sea use which

is representative of a culture (or cultures), omian interaction with the environment

especially when it has become vulnerable undeintipact of irreversible change.
Studies on the integrity of rural landscapes shwt the interaction between man and natural ensissr
was considered to be the unigue universal valueh B4 these landscapes was recognised as cultural
heritage because of its distinctive agriculturateyn, traditional crops, local products and histdriand
uses, bearing in mind that the most important marké integrity, as seen by UNESCO, are reflected i
historical features and architectures relatinght® agricultural activity of the site. Integrity rams an
elusive concept for which UNESCO provides no cbifinition.
ICOMOS resorted to the definition provided by Jekilo (2007) for the terms structural and visual

integrity. Structural integrity was referred to ‘aghat has survived from its evolution over time™hi$



wording suggests that the process of evolutionchasinued up until the present, and now “the swaiiiv

is under control (Martin & Patti, 2009).

In the Working Papers mentioned earlier, integnigs firstly acknowledged for its visual importanbaf
concepts relating to zoning or excessive contralewpieried as processes inevitably replacing exjsti
social, cultural and economic diversity. The stan€dCOMOS highlighted the need to consider the
importance of the characteristics of a propertgsia, economic and cultural time and place as magh
its physical (visual) context. In addition, the d€¢o prescribe new approaches to definition anel ofs
integrity and authenticity” was once again consderSimilarly, the position held by ICCROM stressed
that the Operational Guidelines would require add#l careful examination to ensure that terms ach
integrity and authenticity were consistent and fulp

As regards integrity, UNESCO (2015) highlights thigoleness and intactness of cultural heritage &nd i
attributes. The seemingly rather statiew does not allow for too much diversity and contipdiecause
“adverse effects of neglect” should not exist cerebe referred to. The Operational Guidelines stete
for properties nominated under criteria (i) to (Wi} physical fabric should be in good condition &me
impact of the (dynamic) deterioration process aullgd (statically). This apparently static conceptf
the term integrity seems to contradict the neecttdtural landscapes to maintain “dynamic functfans
order to allow diversity and contemporary evolutiotoncerns regarding “alteratiorgontinuity,
overlapping, contrast/harmony and decontextuatizéthave not yet been solved.

The analysis of different approaches to the stddyuthenticity in heritage reveals that most stadaeus

on two main poles. Authenticity, as defined by Wg§99), refers to whether heritage objects are
historically accurate or not. From individual pegsfives on heritage, authenticity has been seanas
existential experience derived from consumptiorir@re & Pine, 2007; Moscardo, 2001; Wang, 1999),
despite being viewed as the scenic visualisatioth@fvernacular (Garcia-Esparza 2015) or as what Ur
(1990) has referred to as the leisure consumpfidredtage.

Other authors have linked the concept of authdntimi the logic of parasites (Puleo, 2013) and the
problems in highlighting sites with multiple pasinttions and present meanings. This difficult thak
been criticised for potentially making it necessdoyanalyse (cull) the desirable, paralyse (elian@) the
objectionable, and catalyse (combine) the preféifieid. 1).

UNESCO (2015) holds that authenticity must be abergid and judged primarily within the cultural
contexts to which it belongs, expressing its sigaiit attributes. The Nara document on authenthzges
values and authenticity on the ability to underdtarstorical periods and the original charactesssof
cultural heritage and its meanings. In spite ofNaga + 20 convention stressing the need for atittign

to accommodate changes in perceptions and attitades time, nothing was said about making, as
authentic heritage-making referred not only to Iscanderstanding and actions but also to the airat
context derived from the current social, culturatl@conomic continuity of landscapes and theirlrura
societies.

It has recently been said that integrity shouldaiérat “comprehensive reading” while authenticity shu
make it possible “to appreciate the veracity of¢character” (Mata, 2016). Therefore, comprehensgen
and veracity regarding the contemporary evolutibmateriality may suggest extrapolating dynamism to

objects or even to the perception of integrity anthenticity, a point that will be discussed furthe



Veracity and character appear to be the two tehaslead towards an authentic original but dynamic
response to place. Stovel (2007) talked about &thikity of the good to convey meanings over tintait
which interpretations could provide meanings indhalysis of abandoned cultural landscapes? Thistis
yet clear, and new paradigms are needed to peraniy@ssess cultural landscapes, first acceptezgpths
evolving habitats where narratives and facts meéngeeveral ways so that authenticity - sometimes
permanent, sometimes merging, and occasionallgdsarding our understanding - can be understood in
its “solid, liquid and gas state”. As this cannetdontrolled, an approach to the concept shoultgiiy

be more physiological than material.

3 Insight into Abandoned Cultural Landscapes

The history of human land use in the MediterranBasin Area reflects successive waves of human
population growth and decline, with the first tra@d human activity dating back to Neolithic setints
(Gasco and Gutherz, 1983). Since the Middle Agestmbthe Mediterranean highlands have undergone
changes. The original scattered medieval settlesnantthe highlands and their successive layers of
occupation came about from necessity, which leskthsufficiency in exploiting land resources. Thisve

rise to a less natural landscape which displayedynf@atures of highly humanised space. The recent
history of these landscapes continues to evokendoessity and faith of recent history in vernacular
Mediterranean landscape.

Vernacular dwellings, epitomising a medieval cidtbased on mobility and living off the land, caméé
seen as a symbol of stability, independence, attaahto the land, and of a code of conduct and litpra
(Jackson, 1990). Despite major economic and scb@hges, the autonomous households, the surviving
spatial patterns, the buildings’ arts and craftsl the territorial histories contributing to thisntext persist
until the present day.

These landscapes bear considerable witness to hadsgtation in regions with scarce living resources
extreme orographic conditions, terraced slopegnskte grazing land, fields for reaping, vineyaads

fruit crops. Horticulture and agro-pastoral actestcame to fully exploit the existing resourcebede
landscapes bear witness to and demonstrate excapt&sponses to the continuous evolution of human
settlements. These continuously populated lande htso been directly affected by periods of war and
dictatorships, marking the start of a process afhdlonment and depopulation, later worsened by @avner
moving from the hinterland to the coast towards bietter paid activities resulting from economic
development in the final decades of th& 2éntury.

Several landscapes fitting this description of Merdanean physiognomy have already been listedrunde
Criterion 5 as world heritage properties under ahréfom modern economic development, rural
depopulation and the abandonment of traditionataljural practices. These include The Holy Valiad

the forest of Cedars of God (Lebanon) or Portowen@inque Terre (Italy)listed in 1998 and 1992
respectively for “the harmonious interaction betwgmeople and nature to produce a landscape of
exceptional scenic quality that illustrates a tiadal way of life”. In the twenty-five years sindhis
declaration it has become clear that these wetdedad for their visual integrity and material-origi
authenticity. Despite the absence of specific imiation, it can be assumed that the abandonment,

transformation, and decay of the traditional wajifefin the hinterlands were ignored.



The integrity of another two recent inclusions (201the Cultural Landscape of Sierra de Tramuntana
(Spain) and Causses and Cévennes, Mediterraneaspasforal Cultural Landscape (France) has been
analysed differently. Although the project for foemer was accepted for its visual integrity, whichad
“retained to a considerable extent”, the fragititithe structural integrity was also pointed outbagg
“due to the progressive increase of tourism”. la tase of Causses and Cévennes, the project made no
mention of visual or structural integrity. This whpess and intactness were associated with the
intangibility of agro-pastoralism, said to be alinolssolete in the landscape of the time.

In terms of authenticity, the case of the Tramuataighlights the decline in traditional dynamic ggeses.
However, this landscape has been preserved thanksetawareness of the many wealthy artists and
intellectuals living in this evocative setting.thre case of Causses and Cévennes, this relictdapesvas
said to have maintained a certain degree of aditfigrin need of conservation. Nevertheless, imbrases,
once the social construction of the landscapessugted, rural landscapes replace their simpligit
other rather different new material processes.

Due to the control referenced above, no mentionwade of the values of contemporary adaptations of
materiality. UNESCO deals with these candidacieating landscape as something outstanding, evolving
over centuries but rescued from contemporary pemvdkreats, instead of understanding certain fosfns
contemporary eclecticism, abandonment, decay or dgstruction deriving from uncontrolled action$. O
course, not all forms of eclecticism, abandonmeméoconstruction may be valid, but when referrioghe
rural landscapes of necessity and faith, any fofspoial reconstruction will probably lead to hohasd
respectful conservation of its material form.

In a later declaration (2014), the Vineyard Langscaf Piedmont: Langhe-Roero and Monferrato,
UNESCO declared that the property possessed thétiggiaof cultural, residential, architectural,
environmental and productive integrity. With theledining qualities, integrity is seemingly acqugithe
range of definition searched for throughout the tkecade. Nevertheless, the criteria for ascertgittie
validity of cultural and architectural continuityeanot specified.

None of the WHCL mentioned earlier refer to thehauticity and integrity of the sincere responseital

life, inherited vernacular architecture, or the teomporary architecture of “humble” pseudo-indigesou
people — excessively patronised by our understgratimeglect. This intellectual appropriation isrisfore
leading to an architecture devoid of the spontaseopression of humility, necessity and faith. Thus
folklore and other types of intangible performaea clearly be pure yet spontaneous and contemporar
Why is this not true of architectural objects t@ ttame extent? (Fig. 2&3). This architecture isyonl
produced when the contemporary socio-economic atidral integrity of the landscape and its struetur
co-exist with abandonment, decay or “latent” maiatece, enabling “dynamic integrity and authenticity

to be found together with the continuity of the er&lity of the property in itself.

4 Cultural and visual acceptance. From whom and fowhom?

The terms visualisation and authenticity in langesa as referred to by UNESCO, do not just denote h
a landscape is evolving and is affected in matéeiahs. They also relate to how the past is vieamd
experienced by locals and foreigners -a key adpeofiny heritage studies (Waitt, 2000)- and to Wwhet

it offers a sense of identity and anchors collecthemory by providing tangible links between ppstsent



and future (Millar, 1989). In this sense, whilewgand perceptions of landscape are not merelylgeep
rooted in society, the way a landscape evolveslmgacteristic factor with a culturally dependauticome.
Cultural landscapes such as those of necessitfaithcare defined as “geographic areas associatéda
historic event, activity, or people exhibiting autil and aesthetic values” (Birnbaum & Peters, 6)99
According to this definition, these landscapeseqgeriential cultural spaces involving a compleafe
elements. These cultural or even sacred landseapambued with meanings and beliefs. They areeglac
where the intangible —non-fixed— can acquire greaignificance than fixed or semi-fixed elements
(Lennon and Taylor, 2012; Rapoport, 1984). Thushiwithe non-fixed elements the heritage of absence
can acquire tremendous relevance in the feelingisoske re-enacting the landscape.

In light of previous research, two major trendsegpn Europe in terms of the perceptions of abaedo
landscapes. The first reflects rejection, whilegbeond highlights the poetic connotations andrfgslof
freedom associated with such spaces (Hunziker,;1R8%ay-Hendrickx, 1991). The social impact brought
about by the enclosure of landscape by forestgtantbss of scenic qualities, together with depatoih

and the loss of perception of a well-managed laaqksccan give rise to feelings of desolation, isofa
oppression, and loss of contact (Batllal.,2009; Benjamin, Bouchard, & Domon, 2007). In kegpivith

this, some believe that the landscape is defacelddognclosure of mountain landscapes, the disappea

of contours, and the loss of spatial hierarchiésy(L1991; Pérez, 1990).

These visual effects can give rise to negativeirfgel of apathy and disaffection in some people evhil
others experience the poignancy and beauty oftkini@ in the maintained anthropic elements. A récen
study addressing stakeholders' perceptions of thieaerdoned landscapes states that the majorityediew
them negatively. While those with apathetic ancheogiocentric values may be mainly influenced by the
poor condition of the anthropic elements, thosé witocentric values may experience positive peimept

not necessarily perceiving these spaces in termpessible profit but instead appreciating thenréasons
potentially associated with landscape quality (@zaet al, 2004; Nassauer, 1995; Nijnik & Mather, 2008;
Roggeet al.,2007) (Fig. 4).

The high values associated with managed landscapalso featured in several studies evaluating the
quality of certain environments (Kaur et al., 20B4gge et al., 2007; Zhewrgal, 2011). Nassauer (2011)
suggests that visible evidence of care and atterttwards the landscape evokes an aesthetic respons
which makes the viewer feel good. However, land agament no longer has the sole purpose of producing
economic benefits, but serves the multifunctioredds of society, including non-market benefits sagh
recreation and Quality of Life Capitals well as an ecosystem service approach to dsiutigersity. As
Domon (2011) notes, while before it was the abiittyproduce goods which was the basis for landscape
appreciation, now it is aesthetic, environmental aeritage qualities which are decisive factorshie
appreciation of rural spaces.

Landscapes have an important tale to tell, highfluénced by the successive layers of socio-economi
and cultural evolution of each place. The percepti@luation, and re-enactment of abandoned cultura
landscapes rely on knowledge. Given that landsisapemething to be constructed, not just physidality
intellectually, the recognition of more than onésegmology should not be ruled out. Knowing anghrej
others to know how a present layer is a respongeeaous layers and the framework for later change

will directly affect the way a landscape is managed



One of the many ways to understand the historadi$cape change is recognising that change isself i
actually a part of landscape (Fairclough, 2012§neif change means abandonment. What now? Do we
always seek to preserve the fabric, or could reiitjadif subtler traces be enough? The answer negpedd

on whether the observer is looking for the cultpralcess of landscape, which is dynamic, or fovtheal

experience, which takes place in a spatially statidscape.

5 What now? Dynamic authenticity and integrity?

In its Operational Guidelines, UNESCO states thdtucal properties are exposed to several dangers.
Negative impacts are defined as “social, economitather pressures or changes” (dynamism) “thahimig
affect the effective protection of the (static) dperty” (UNESCO, 2015), pervasive threats throudpictv

any sort of interaction may have an uncontrollahl&ome.

This seemingly static visualisation, control andtpction can be discussed in terms of heterotopib a
autotopia. Foucault (1986) defined heterotopiades places”, places that exist and were formethat
very foundation of society. To some extent thesdike countersites, a type of successfully enactedia

in which real sites are simultaneously represerdbdilenged, and inverted. However, heterotopiaslor
the normal continuity of time and space, recendgrsas an operational dysfunction. For this reason
UNESCO is calling for an appraisal of potential glars “according to the normal evolution of the abci
and economic framework”.

Autotopia, in contrast, refers to spatial practieg®ere the role of the non-expert is empathisedgravh
ordinary residents participate in the intellectuadl material construction of places (Faircloughi,20This

is slightly different from the role of architectlif@storian, referred to in the Operational Guidek as the
spirit of the Charter of Venice, and transcendscthreceptualisation of contemporary vernacular ahdie
landscape (Garcia-Esparza, 2015). Autotopias utaaet@bandonment and decay as well as the technical
ingenuity born from necessity, the autotopian piacdightly dangerous, yet exciting and democréig.

5).

Nowadays autotopias are considered by UNESCO threats, as their dynamic character is opposed to
the static mechanisms of “control and effectivet@ction”. Any uncontrolled variability is consider¢o
have a potential impact, but how then should we wéh the reality of social and cultural pluralisand

the resulting plural meanings? Riley (1990) alregmbinted out that landscapes need taxonomy,
comprehensive frameworks demanding collective tidarin this age of specialists, for better orfiarse.
Abandoned cultural landscapes can be referred tandsropological interactions between housing,
settlements, and landscapes (Augé 1998). Rapd®@#2] believed that human nature combines elements
of constancy and change in relation to biologicture, perception and behaviour, which are culyral
linked and therefore changeable, innate and congdthis being said, abandoned cultural landscapasld
contain complementary perspectives where the auitioconstruction has the same or even greater
importance than the heterotopian one.

More recently, Bortoloto (2015) referred to authetyt as an extrinsic process while Kristensen @01
emphasised the need to focus on the social val@tbienticity. Jones (2010) related dynamism to the
concept of authentic self, the way in which a histd object or landscape responds authenticallh¢o

moment. Given that the term “value” was recognibgdhe Nara Document to determine authenticity



(ICOMOS 1994) in relation to original and subsedudraracteristics of cultural heritage, severaharg
have linked this term to the social construct afiwen time and place. This means that value inwlve
understanding the nature of the valued objecttitstaithenticity”, without disregarding the natwikthe
value expressed for an object, “dynamic authegticit

Dynamic authenticity is about present perceptiatioa, experience, and social practice (May andfiThr
2001), about values of time and place (Gibson amtilebury 2009), about objects not just being part
the space but also making or transforming it to@anang 2001) (Fig. 6). The dynamically authentigecb

is directly affected by contemporary decision-makprocesses and is the result of cumulative socio-
cultural reconstructions by humble cultures. Thits, value resides in how the object reflects the
circumstances rather than in the importance oétbment itself.

Irrespective of the cultural background, flows mansmigrations, static authenticity is found in rgve
heritage object which somehow retains or valuesegitied values from the past today. It is fundambntal
based on the materiality of the object. Thus, statithenticity needs to be forcefully implementsd b
dynamic authenticity if the heritage object is t@yide a sincere response to context, time, andepla
Accordingly, dynamic and static authenticity intgtranly to the extent to which each culture undargs,
allows, and regulates these interactions in examgildcape, object, form, practice, and relationship.

Static authenticity has been at the core of comgienv criteria ever since it became synonymous with
historic original materiality. Pendlebury (2013)ghiighted the importance of the value-based norms
associated with conservation-planning practice evh@mphasising the dynamism of actions and
relationships. Dynamic authenticity was probabigtfconsidered when ICOMOS (1999) introduced two
terms into theconservation processes: meanings and interpretatitiile this clearly referred to public
participation in the decision-making process, thitcal analysis in this paper aims to extend tbierence

to terms of autotopian participation and autotopiaderstanding of landscapes.

6 A future for abandoned cultural landscapes

UNESCO (2004, pp.36-42) highlighted the importanfdatangible values as powerful elements of higtor
tradition, spiritual inspiration and politics. Atd time, the visual integrity-focused approachatadscape
was influenced by tourist considerations. This lié¢hought has now been disproved as the tangitde
intangible object-approach gave rise to social uitgq

Members of UNESCO (2004) emphasised the need tnoadkdge the value of place in integrating
continuity towards the future, although no conausi were drawn on how to set up the mechanisms to
ensure appreciation and continuous constructiatoimmunities. In fact, it is not yet clear how intigg

and authenticity can be adapted to achieve thige#u, despite the fact that “the evolution of [l
value should not be impaired”, it is clearly imgairby a strict control which only permits the auised.

It should not just be about consulting and invadvinhabitants in the process, but should allow them
build up their own habitat, as any other controthaism would negate spontaneous humble expression
born from the structural context of necessity aaithf

In order to understand that these landscapesdiav@y material components not to be denied inveany

but adapted or maintained, any approach to habitaid require giving priority to the knowledge of

pseudo-indigenous peoples’, allowing them to valp@ndonment, decay and reconstruction as an iietrins



part of the process. It is unlikely that the outeomill match the authorised visual integrity, bull mstead

be the result of managing evolution without dimiingy character, supporting a fluid and permeabtéaso
construct of the habitat, while avoiding strict tehmechanisms.

The task of preserving the OUV of attributes inradmned cultural landscapes consists in permanently
rethinking options for integrity and authenticityowadays, UNESCO suggests an integrated approach to
guiding the evolution of properties to ensure tingdintenance. At this point, a distinction shoutdnbade
between the terms material maintenance and maimter the social construct. The latter covers liieh
wider public and the (private) owners of the praojgst and includes not only perceptions and asgooi&

but feelings and sense of belonging.

It is not easy to manage the process of maintaifémilies in abandoned cultural landscapes, retergac
the lives of previous generations who inhabitedismapes out of necessity and faith. When dealinly wi
this type of long-term action, which looks to maintand re-inhabit the OUV there are certain “riaksl
threats” which cannot be “controlled”. When sucluea are not easily detected or even understodkey
wider public, there is a need for the transmissiod recognition of knowledge. Once this cycle isiptete,
effective awareness is achieved, but not necegshelprotection expected.

As mentioned earlier, public re-enactment is ngt jabout visual perception but is a psychological
understanding of what is culturally inherited ahd process by which any autotopian action may ahang
the future of these landscapes. Thus, maintenarepwblic participation, as interpreted throughvjiyes
conventions and guidelines, appear as obsoleie staicepts since “the need to respond to the dimam
changes of the contemporary world” has not beeimel@fnor does it “respect different approachesién t
context of specific culturedMartin & Patti, 2009, p. 21). This research, aswagr to a question posed in
that meeting, emphasises the need to understanddapd integrity and authenticity in order to pniype
maintain and preserve endemic landscapes fromfapgeb-cultural regions.

Mediterranean abandoned cultural landscapes wadd the implementation of a soft management plan
and perhaps a different kind of WHS designationyWghit not possible to temporarily link designaiso

to the foreseen dynamism of a given landscape? gu@stion eventually leads to a designation through
which control, impact, protection, and safeguaatstoe understood in a more fluid fashion. In thimporal
designation autotopia is an intrinsic part of thegess. This idea builds on the cultural process\WWHCL

designation rather than on the awarding of theguedion itself.

7 Conclusion

Abandoned cultural landscapes result in spontanaffoiestation and the dilution or loss of certain
cultural landscape features. Reconstructing thiei@llprocess of a partially abandoned WHCL is
thought to ensure integrated continuity. Criticadlgsis of the term continuity shows that the apptoto
this concept should be twofold, examining both maktend social continuity. According to UNESCO,
continuity should be judged within the cultural t®xt, although no mention has been made of
contemporary cultural appropriation, creativity angbression. Another notable omission is that of
mechanisms to ensure communities are able to bdroefi the appreciation and continuous construction
of the landscape, finding ways to rethink integeityd authenticity options in order to do so.

This paper has thus attempted to provide a diffggerspective to enrich the dialogue. In a bidrtsuse

a more social- than object-focused approach to WHiG& suggested that abandoned cultural landscape



should be approached as endemic habitats wheregsal species —rural societies— in a process of
continuous adaptation still inhabit the landscdges would require the implementation of static
authenticity and integrity in the dynamics so thtatibutes provide accurate responses in termisnef t
and place. UNESCO does not explain how these ictiers could take place, as some of these dynamics
are perceived as threats. This paper therefore asiges the need for these dynamic and static igsalit
in attributes to interact only to the extent to etheach culture understands, allows, and regulés so
that landscapes retain their sincerity and creitiibil

Dynamic integrity and authenticity in landscapegehbeen sustained by the term autotopia. This has
been defined as the spatial practices where teeofdhe non-expert is in empathy with ordinary
residents participating in the intellectual and eniat construction of places. Autotopias understand
abandonment and decay as well as the technicatiityeborn from necessity. The habitat approach to
abandoned cultural landscapes gives priority ta¢leemposition of the cultural process allowing
inhabitants to value abandonment, decay and retmtisin as an intrinsic part of the cultural praces
Thus, the maintenance mentioned above should berstodd as the maintenance of both the dynamic
material and the social construct. If this dialegtiocess is achieved, the material and socialraatyt of

a cultural landscape can be effectively built amittea of a World Heritage Cultural Process Assagwl

rather than on that of an Outstanding MaterialtBication.
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